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ADVERTISEMENT. 


The  Notes  of  Mr.  Justice  Patteson  and  the  present  Editor  in 
the  Fifth  Edition  have  been,  generally  speaking,  retained  in 
the  present ;  and,  in  order  to  distinguish  them,  the  additional 
matter  and  new  Notes  introduced  into  this  Sixth  Edition  have 
been  enclosed  by  brackets. 

HiL  Term.  1845. 


PREFACE  TO  THE  FIFTH  EDITION. 


Ih  this  Fifth  Edition,  the  Notes  of  Mr.  Serjeant  WiUiamg  are 
referred  to  by  Figures :  those  of  the  present  Editors  by  Italk 
Letters*  Some  additional  matter  left  in  manuscript  by  the  late 
Serjeant  wiU  be  found  in  the  body  of  his  Notes. 

The  present  Editors  have  endeavoured  to  add  all  the  cases 
which  have  been  decided  since  the  last  Edition,  upon  the  sub- 
jects treated  of  in  the  former  Notes ;  and  some  few  Notes  wUl 
be  found,  upon  subjects  not  before  discussed,  which  appeared 
to  them  to  be  connected  with  the  matters  contained  in  these 
Reports. 

UiL  Term,  1824^ 


PREFACE 


THE    THIRD    EDITION. 


This  Book  is  much  esteemed  by  the  Profession  as  well  on 
account  of  its  subject,  which  consists  chiefly  of  decided  Cases 
upon  Pleading,  as  of  the  concise,  clear,  and  pointed  method  in 
which  the  Decisions  are  given  in  it. 

The  Entries  are  also  in  general  very  good,  and  deserve  the 
perusal  and  attention  of  the  Student  ;  and  particularly  so,  as 
objections  were  taken  to  several  parts  of  them  which  are  dis- 
cussed and  decided,  and  the  Decisions  for  the  most  part  adhered 
to  ever  since;  a  circumstance  which  renders  this  a  valuable 
Book  of  Precedents  as  well  as  of  Reports. 

It  occurred  to  the  Editor,  that  if  he  could  fiirther  recommend 
this  Book  by  making  it  a  kind  of  Introduction  to  the  Rules  and 
Doctrine  of  Pleading  applied  to  Practice,  he  should  be  employ- 
ing his  leisure  time  usefully  to  the  Profession,  and  advantageously 
to  himself.  With  this  view  he  has  translated  the  Entries  into 
English,  and,  in  order  to  induce  the  Student  to  read  them  with 
attention,  has  to  many  of  them  subjoined  Notes,  in  which  he 
has  endeavoured  to  explain  from  authorities  the  grounds  and 
principles  upon  which  the  Rules  are  founded ;  has  in  some  in- 
stances illustrated  those  Rules  by  practical  examples,  and  has 
pointed  out  the  difference,  when  any  such  exists,  between  the 
present  manner  of  Pleading,  and  that  which  is  used  in  the  Entry. 
He  has  also  added  Notes  to  the  Cases  containing  some  observa- 
tions, and  most  of  the  authorities  both  ancient  and  modem. 


FBEFACE. 

Some  of  the  Notes,  the  Editor  is  aware,  are  long ;  much  longer 
indeed  than  he  at  first  intended. — But  when  a  Note  was  begun, 
he  was  tempted  to  investigate  the  whole  subject  in  the  best 
maDner  he  was  able,  from  a  hope,  at  least,  that  a  fiill  discussion, 
tliough  it  mudi  increased  his  labour,  would  be  found  noiore  use- 
ful to  the  Student  than  mere  references  to  Cases,  unaccompanied 
with  any  introductory  observfktions.   He  submits  this  Edition  to 
the  candour  of  the  Profession,  in  full  confidence  that  they  will 
overlook  the  many  mistakes  and  imperfections  which  will  be 
found  herein. 

The  Editor  thought  it  advisable  to  publish  the  First  Volume 
now ;  he  will  thereby  be  able  to  judge  whether  his  method  meets 
with  approbation.  K  it  should,  he  will  be  encouraged  to  proceed 
with  cheerfiolness,  and  that  zeal  which  approbation  never  falb 
to  give.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  if  it  should  be  thought  that 
he  has  been  too  tedious,  he  wiU  have  an  opportunity  of  altering 
his  method  in  the  next  Volume.  This  he  intends  to  publish  as 
soon  as  is  consistent  with  his  professional  avocations ;  which, 
from  the  benevolence  of  the  Profession,  are  much  greater  than 
he  has  any  claim  to,  or  even  ever  expected. 

Jtme  \9au  1799. 


PREFACE 


THE    FOUBTH    EDITION. 


The  last  Edition  having  been  some  time  out  of  print,  the 
Editor  has  been  induced  to  publish  another.  This  Edition 
contains  a  reference  to  most  of  the  Cases,  determined  since  the 
last  Edition,  "which  are  applicable  to  the  subject  of  these  Notes, 
and  an  addition  to  many  of  the  notes,  particularly  to  the 
note  respecting  the  Assignment  of  Breaches  on  the  statute  of 
8  &  9  W.  3.  c.  11.  s.  8.  in  the  case  of  Gainsford  v.  Griffith^  and 
to  the  note  on  the  Revocations  of  Wills  in  the  case  of  Duppa 
V.  Mayo^  both  in  the  first  Volume.  The  paging  of  the  former 
Edition  is  preserved  as  far  as  it  is  accurate,  and  altered  only 
where  it  requires  correction. 

April  ISth.  1809. 


TO  THE  RIGHT  HONOUBABLE 

JOHN    LORD    ELDON. 

mOBD  mOH  CHAKCELLOB  OF  QBEAT  BRITAIN, 

rrC.    ETC.    KTC. 


MT  XOKD, 


Wheh  I  first  yentnred  to  send  an  Edition  of  these  Eeports 
into  the  world,  a  diffidence  of  my  pretensions,  and  an  apprehen^ 
rion  of  bringmg  a  discredit  upon  any  one,  to  whom  I  might 
address  it,  discouraged  me  from  publishing  it  under  the  pro- 
tection of  any  name. 

But  the  &vourable  reception  with  which  this  work  has  been 
honoured,  and  the  good  opinion  which  your  Lordship  has  been 
pleased  to  entertain  of  it,  have  excited  in  me  a  hope  that  my 
endeavours  may  not  have  been  entirely  unsuccessful ;  and  have 
encouraged  me  with  less  apprehension  humbly  to  offer  to  your 
Lordship,  as  a  small  mark  of  my  respect  and  veneration,  the 
lesolt  of  those  labours,  which  were  begun  and  considerably 
proceeded  in  during  the  time  your  Lordship  presided  m  the 
court  of  Common  Pleas,  with  so  much  honour  to  yourself,  and 
advantage  to  the  community. 

As  your  Lordship  is  one  of  those  characters  who  are  as  soli- 
citous for  the  concealment,  as  the  performance  of  good  actions, 
I  shall  not  avail  myself  of  this  occasion  to  dwell  upon  your  Lord- 
ship's distinguished  qualities  and  talents,  but  beg  leave  to  sub- 
scribe myself  with  the  greatest  sincerity  and  respect, 

My  Lord, 

Your  Lordship's  obliged 

And  most  dutifol  Servant, 

JOHN  WILLIAMS. 

Apni  13.  1809. 
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Alsept  V.  Eyles,  i.  35,  35  b,  37. 
Alston  V.  Buseough,  i.  228. 

V.  Mills,  i.  300  g. 

V.  Scales,  i.  322  c. 

V.  Underbill,  ii.  2.  61  c. 

Amand  v.  Jersey,  ii.  8/ 
Ameots  v.  Amcots,  ii.  210  i. 
Amery  v.  Rogers,  ii.  203  if. 
Arney  v.  Long,  i.  228  b. 


Amor  V.  Cuthbert,  i.  207.  207  c. 
Amory  v.  Broderick,  i.  33  c,  286  a. 
Anderson  v.  Anderson,  ii.  44  c. 

V.  Chapman,  i.  28. 

V.  Coxeter,  i.  327  d, 

— V.  Fuller,  i.  327/ 

V.  Hampton,  i.  35  c. 

V.  Hayman,  i.  211  b. 

V.  Martindale,  i.  154. 

V.  Pitcher,  ii.  201  a. 

V.  Royal   Exch.   Assur.  Co., 

ii.  202^.  203  I. 
--  V.  Sanderson,  ii.  64  if. 

—  V.  Shaw,  i.  33/  ii-  336  b. 

—  V.  Thomas,  i.  318  a. 

—  V.  Thornton,  ii.  291  e.  415*. 
V.  Wallis,  ii.  203 1. 


Andrew  v.  Lewkner,  hundred  of,  ii.  377. 
V.  Fearse,  ii.  418  a. 


Andrew's  case,  i.  322  a.  ii.  72*.  158  h, 
Andrews  v.  Blake,  ii.  107  a. 

V.  Clerke,  i.  67  *. 

V.  Cromwell»  ii.  45  m,  1 01 . 

V.  Delahay,  i.  286.  ii.  210  *. 

V.  Harper,  ii.  72  z, 

V.  Marris,   i.   28  a.   298-    ii- 

101  hh. 

V.  Palmer,  ii.  133^, 

V.  Smith,  i.  211  c. 


Anfield  v.  Feverhill,  i.  131  c. 
Angell  v.  Angell,  ii.  45  m. 
Anger  v.  Wilkins,  ii.  171  e, 
Angerstein  v.  Bell,  ii.  201  /i. 
Annen  v.  Woodman,  ii.  201  *. 
Ansell  V.  Evans,  i.  327  c. 

V.  Robson,  i.  241 . 

V.  Smith,  i.  28. 

V.  Waterhouse,  i.  291/ 


Anson  v.  JefFreson,  ii.  43  *. 
Anstey  v.  Marden,  i.  211  e. 
Anstruther  v,  Chalmer,  i.  275. 
Anthony  v.  Rces,  ii.  lie. 
Apothecary's  Co.  v.  Allen,  i.  309  a, 

— •• ^ V.  Collins,  i.  309  a. 

— —  v.Greenough,  i.309a. 

V.  Greenwood,  i.  309 a. 

^ V.  Harrison,  ii.-lOl  /. 

V.  Roby,  i.  309  a. 


•  -  V.  Warburton,  f**. 


Appesley  v.  Ive,  ii.  71  rf. 
Appleton  V.  Doily,  ii.  305  r. 

■  V.  Stoughton,  i.  312/ 
Archbold  v.  Smith,  ii.  101  w.  101  sr. 
Archer's  case,  ii.  381a.  382.  383a. 
Archer  v.  Dudley,  i.  195  h. 
V.  English,  i.  33  m. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Archer  ▼.  Hale,  i.  195  k. 

V.  Marsh,  ii.  156  a. 

V.  Owen,  i.  327  e. 

Ard  and  Smith's  case,  ii.  42  a. 
Arden  ▼.  Connell,  ii.  107  a. 

V.  Pullen,  ii.  422  h. 

Arkvright  v.  Gell,  ii.  114  6.  175/. 
Ariett  y.  Ellis,  i.  353  &  353c. 
Aifington  V.  Merricke,  i.  117.  ii.  414  a. 

415.415  6. 
Armet  ▼.  Innes,  iL  201^.  201  A. 
Aimfield  t.  Borgin,  i.  33 1. 
Annitage  ▼.  Rigby,  ii.  72  a.  72  z. 
Armoiy  v.  Delamirie,  ii.  47^. 
Armstrong  v.  Lewis,  i.  309  c. 

▼.  Marshall,  i.  327 e. 

V.  Wholesey,  i.  278  c. 

Arnold  ▼.  Arnold,  ii.  5  b.  171c. 

V.  Jefferson,  ii.  47  c. 

▼.  Johnson,  i.  195  e. 

T.  Mayor  of  Poole,  i.  840.  ii.  1 37 1. 

V.  Webb,  li.  127. 

Amsby  f.  Woodward,  i.  287  c. 
Airan,   Countess,  ▼.  Crispe,   i.   117  a. 

ii.  84  d. 

Arthur  v.  Bokenham,  i.  277  c.   277^. 

278  c.  278/ 

Arundel,  Corporation  of,  v.  Bowman, 

i.  14.  24. 
Aschcomb  ▼.   Elthorn    (hundred),   ii. 

376  fl. 
Ascue  and  HoUinsworth's  case,  i.  291  a. 

▼.  Fuljambe,  ii.  70.  148. 

— —  V.  Sanderson,  i.  14.  27-  28 «. 
Ashbee  ▼.  Pidduck,  ii.  48  b. 
Ashby  ▼.  Harris,  i.  286. 

-v.  James,  ii.  127rf. 

-T.  White,  ii.  101  c. 

Ash<3tyft  F.  Bourne,  i.  263  a. 
Adie  T.  Doughty,  i.  1176. 
AsUey  ▼.  Ashley,  i.  186, 186  a. 
Ashmead  ▼.  Ranger,  i.  322  d  323. 
Ashmore  y.  Hardy,  ii.  284  6. 

V.  Rypley,  i.  291. 

Asbpok  8  case,  ii.  376  c. 
Ashton  T.  Poynter,  i.  327  c. 
T.  Sherman,  i.  3376. 


Astmal  v.  Astmal,  ii.  44  a. 
Aston  V.  George,  ii.  133/ 

y.Whitenall,  ii.  235  a. 


337  c.  338. 
ii.  49. 


Ashnrst  v.  Mingay,  i.  241. 
Aspinall  v.  Petoin,  i.  185. 
Aipiodall  ▼.  Brown,  ii.  158  a. 
Asser  t.  Finch,  i.  3006. 
AjtIIl  V.  Clarke,  i.  187. 
Asdey  V.  Weldon,  i.  58  c. 
V.  Young,  i.  131 6. 131  c. 


Astry  V.  Ballard,  ii.  259  a. 
Atherton  v.  Hole,  ii.  47. 

V.  Pye,  i.  185  6.  185  c. 

Athill  V.  Corbet,  \.  84. 
Atkey  v.  Heard,  ii.  47  y- 
Atkins  V.  Banwell,  ii.  137  c. 

V.  Davis,  ii.  423  c. 

V.  Hill,  ii.  137  rf. 

V.  Owen,  ii.  47  «• 

V.  Tredgold,  ii.  64^. 

V.  Walcot,  i.  206. 


Atkinson  v.  Anderson,  ii.  300 1. 

V.  Baker,  i.  261. 

V.  Bell,  ii.  47/. 

V,  Blake,  ii.  68  a. 

V.  Coalsworth,  i.  291. 

V.  Davies,  ii.  319c. 

V.  Hutchinson,  ii.  388  m, 

■  V.  Jameson,  i.  S5. 

'- V.  Matteson,   i.  35  c.   299  6. 

ii.  61  c. 

V.  Raleigh,  i.  229  a. 

V.  Teasdale,    i.   346.   346  a. 

346c. 
V.  Warne,  i.  28. 


Atlee  v.  Backhouse,  ii.  137  t. 
Attersol  v.  Stevens,  ii.  259  d. 
AttersoU  v.  Briant,  ii.  47  k, 
Atthill  v.  Atthill,  i.  346/ 
Attorney  General  v.  Aldersey,  i.  219^. 

■  V.  Andrew,  ii.  70/ 

'. V.  Bright,  ii.  388  m. 

■        v.Buckeridge,  i.235a. 

V.  Donaldson,  i,  347  c. 

V.  Dowding,  i.  278  6. 

: V.  Downing,  i.  278  6. 

V.  Famham,  i.  339  a. 

V.  Gauntlett,    i.   346. 

353  c. 

■  — V.  Gill,  ii.  388  a. 

V.  Ruper,  ii.  47  c. 

■ V.  Rye,   mayor  of,  i. 

3406. 
V.  Scot,  ii.  11  6.  466. 

■  V.  Sewell,  ii.  70  c. 
V.  Vigor,  i.277/  278/ 

278  A.  3196. 
Attree  v.  Scutt,  ii.  168  c. 
Atwood  V.  Burr,  i.  341  a.  ii.  Ic.  63^.  71a. 

V.  Davis,  ii.  209  d.  210. 

V.  Taylor,  i.  201.  235  a. 

Atty  V.  Parish  i.  277  a. 
a  2 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Aubert  v.  Maze,  ii.  137  h. 
Aubrey  v.  Bridgewater,  ii.  42  o. 
Audley  v.  Pollard,  i.  319  t.  319  *. 
Augero  v.  Keen,  ii.  415  h, 
Auriol  V.  Smith,  ii.  293  h. 
Austen  v.  Bewley,  i.  210  c. 
■  V.  Craven,  ii.  47 1 

V.  Howard,  i.  195  A. 

Austerbury  v.  Morgan,  i.  58  a. 
Austin's  c^e,  ii.  1596. 
Austin  v.  Bennet,  ii.  168  a. 

V,  Culpeper,  i.  247  a. 

V.  Debnam,  i.  230  a. 

V.  Howard,  i.  195  A. 

V.  Pigot,  i.  142. 

Auwortli  V.  Johnson,  i.  323  d» 

Avery  v.  White,  i.  66* 

Awdeley's  case,  i.  31 9 A. 

Axford  V.  Perrett,  i.  195  /. 

Aylett's  case,  i.  248  a. 

Aylett  v.  Lowe,  ii.  210  b.  344. 

Ayling  v.  Whicher,  ii.  47  y. 

Aylmer  v.  Hide,  i.  1  a. 

Ayloffe   v.   Scrimpshire,  ii.  47  ff>  48. 

48  b.  103  b. 
Aylor  V.  Chep,  i.  183  a. 
Aynsley  v.  Wordsworth,  i.  277. 
Ayre  v.  Aden,  ii.  47  b.  344  a. 

v.  Craven,  ii.  307  b, 

V.  Lenthall,  ii.  101  e. 

Ayres  v.  Huntingdon,  ii.  9  d. 


B. 

Baber  v.  Harris,  i.  322  b. 
Bach  V.  Meats,  ii.  284  b, 

v.  Owen,  i.  33  6. 

Bache  v.  Proctor,  i.  65  a. 
Bachelor  v.  Ellis,  ii.  71  a.  101  g, 

v.  Vyse,  ii.  47  bb, 

Bacheloure  v.  Gage,  i.  240  a.  241  c.  274. 
Backwell  v.  Bardue,  i.  216. 

Bacon  v.  Ashton,  i.  290. 

v.  Dubarry,  i.  327. 

v.  Peck,  ii.  68  d.  6Sf. 

v.  Smith,  ii.  252.  252  b. 

Baddeley  v.  Shafto,  ii.  71  b. 
Bade  v.  Starkey,  ii.  2126.  213. 
Badger  v.  Ford,  i.  349  a.  353  c. 

V.  Lloyd,  i.  152. 

Bage  v.  Bromuel,  ii.  117yi 
Bagshaw  v.  Spencer,  ii.  lie.  11^1 
Bailey  v.  Appleyard,  i.  269  a.  ii.  175^. 

175  A. 

v.  Croft,  ii.  187  A. 


Bailey  v.  Ekins,  ii.  Sf, 

V.  Hantler,  ii.  2  b. 

Baillie  v.  Kell,  i.  236.  28. 
Baily  v.  Taylor,  i.  103. 
Bain  v.  Cooper,  i.  9  a. 
Bainbridge  v.  Ashburton,  i. 

v.  Firmstone,  ii. 


277^ 
137 1. 


Baker 


v.  Nelson,  ii.  203 1. 


v. 

V. 
V. 


101/. 


Bache,  ii'.  171  a. 
Bulstrode,  ii.  101  e, 
Daniel,  ii.  45^1 

v.  Dening,  i.  280  6. 

V.  Dewey,  i.  325. 

V.  Edwards,  ii.  291  e, 

V.  Garratt,  i.  195  i. 

V.  Gostling,  ii.  418  «. 

V.  Gough,  ii.  209  a. 

■  V.  Grenhill,  ii.  158/. 

V.  Holtzaffell,  ii.  422  b. 

V.  Keen,  ii.  137^- 

V.  Lade,  i.   195^.  ii.  97.  97  e. 

101  dd.  287- 

V.  Newman,  ii.  336  e. 

V.  Ridgway,  ii.  148  6. 

Baldwin  v.  Cole,  ii.  47  m.  47  o, 
V.  Elphinston,  i.  132  a.  132  6. 

V.  Morgan,  ii.  71  d. 

V.  Noaks,  ii.  168  6. 

Bale  V.  Hodgetts,  ii.  107  a^ 
Bales  V.  Wingfield,  ii.  47j 
Ball  V.  Blackwood,  ii.  61  i 

-  y.  Cobus,  i.  309c.  312. 
Cullimore,  i.  276  6. 
Hamlet,  i.  288  ^ 
Peake,  ii.  352. 
Rowe,  i.  300 1. 
Russel,  ii.  72. 
Stanley,  ii.  68  6. 

-  V.  Wymersley,  hundred  of,  ii.  376 r/ 
Ballard  v.  Bennet,  ii.  101  a. 

V.  Dyson,  ii.  175  /. 

V.  Oddey,  i.  295. 

V.  Way,  i.  269  d. 

Balls  V.  Westwood,  i.  217  a.  ii.  418  6. 
Bally  V.  Wells,  i.  288  e.  ii.  304,  305. 
Balme  v.  Hutton,  ii.  47  cc. 
Bamford  v.  Baron,  ii.  47  6. 
Bampton  v.  Pauliu,  i.  211  e. 
Bane's  case,  i.  2106. 
BanfiU  v.  Leigh,  i.  9.  96. 
Banker's  case,  ii.  101  6. 
Banks  v.  Angell,  ii.  285  a.  320. 

V.  Parker,  i.  247.  ii.  295  e. 

V.  Self,  i.  67  6. 

v.  Thwaites,  i.  33  6. 

Barbe  g.  L  v.  Parker,  i.  295. 


v. 

'V. 

v. 

V. 
V. 
V. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Barber  v.  Barber,  ii.  127/ 

V.  Dennis,  ii.  47  g» 

V.  Fletcher,  ii.  201. 

▼.  Fox,  u  210  c.  211  e.  ii.  1S7  e. 

V.  Giles,  iL  131. 

—^  ▼.  Lloyd,  iL  52  c. 

■  ▼.  Pomroy,  i.  286  a, 
Barday's  case,  i.  363  a. 
Barclay  v.  Consins,  ii.  203. 

V.  Lucas,  ii.  414  a. 

V.  Stirling,  ii.  201  k.  20Sg. 

Baroock   v.  Thompson,  ii.  %!  d.  72  z. 

Tlbb.12cc.12ee. 
BardoDs  ▼.  Selby,  ii.  295  c. 
Barfbrd  v.  Stuckey,  i.  154. 
Bargrave  t.  Atkimi,  iL  293  a. 
Barliam's  case,  i.  243  a. 
Baring  v.  Christie,  iL  101^. 
Barjean  t.  Walmsley,  ii.  137  A. 
Bariter  y.  Borne,  iL  7  d. 

V.  Bjaham,  i.  75. 

T.  Darner,  i.  238.  240,  241  d. 

9Ale. 

▼•Greenwood,  iL    lie.   11  d. 

lie.  11^. 

V.  Keat,  ii.  97  c. 

V.  Lade,  i.  236.  236/ 

F.  Parker,  ii.  414  a.  415. 

-^—  V.  Richardson,  ii.  175  J. 

▼.  Stubbs,  L  291  /. 

V.  Warren,  ii.  5  d. 

Bariow  ▼.  Rhodes,  L  323  h.  ii.  401  a. 
Bamabj  t.  Sanderson,  ii.  101  y. 

V.  Saanderson,  iL  101  y. 

Barnard  v.  Berger,  ii.  61 1. 

T.  Duthy,  L  28^.  286  a. 

T.  Godscall,  i.  240  a, 

■  ■  r.  Guy,  iL  101  s. 

▼.  King,  iL  133. 

V.  Moss,  L  318. 

Barnardiston  ▼.  Chapman,  i.  291  m,  ii. 

47  p. 
Bameficld  ▼.  Hutchins,  iL  101  c. 
Barnes  V.  Batcher,  i.  28. 

■  ▼•  Constantine,  ii.  308. 

V.  Crowe,  i.  278  h.  278  c. 

>   T.  Gladmau,  i.  97. 

T.  Grecnwell,  i.  33. 

T.  Headley,  i.  295  h. 

V.  Hunt,  i.  300/.  300^. 

V.  Wbiteman,  i.  195  e. 

Bamett  v*  Craw,  ii.  68. 
Bams  ▼.  Eyles,  L  39. 

T.  Hughes,  i.  312  a. 

Baron  ▼.  Berkely,  i.  219  6.  2l9cf. 

▼.  Husband,  i.  2106. 


Barr  v.  Satchwell,  ii.  72  y. 
Barrack  v.  Newton,  i.  23  a. 
Barradough  v.  Johnson,  ii.  175  m. 
Barratt  v.  Collins,  iL  117.  l\l  h. 
Barren  v.  Tnissell,  i.  211  a. 
Barret  v.  Fletcher,  i.  103. 

V.  Trotman,  ii.  lih. 

V.  Wilson,  i.  327  e 

Barrett  v.  Barrett,  ii.  259. 
Barrington  v.  Turner,  i.  84. 
Barrow  v.  Barrow,  i.  280  e. 

V.  Bell,  iL  202  g. 

V.  Llewellin,  i.  132. 

V.  Poile,  ii.  148  a. 


Barry  v.  Arnaud,  L  312  <r. 

V.  Barry,  ii.  71  «• 

V.  Goodman^  i.  234  a. 

V.  Robinson,  i.  217. 

Barrymore  v.  Taylor,  i.  67  c. 
Barsdale  v.  Drew,  iL  72  d. 
Bartelot  v.  Burton,  ii.  2  e. 
Bartholomew  v.  Dighton,  ii.  212  a.  213. 
Bartlett  v.  Bartlett,  L  195  h. 
V.  Pentland,  ii.  200. 


Barton  v.  Aldeworth,  ii.  61/ 

■  V.  Fitzgerald,  L  60. 

V.  Glover,  i.  58  c. 

V.Webb,  iL411 

■  V.  Williams,  iL  47  p. 
Barwell  v.  Adkins,  i.  243  e. 
Barwicke  V.  Gybson,  i.  235. 
Basan  v.  Arnold,  i.  269  6.  iL  207  b. 
Baskervilie  v.  Agbridge,  hundred  of,  ii. 

375.  375  a. 
Baskett  v.  Barnard,  ii.  101  /L 
Baspole's  case,  i.  32  a.  324.  327. 
Bass  v.  Hickford,  i.  246. 
Basset  v.  Maynard,  ii.47/ 

V.  Mitchell,  i.  299  b.  299  c. 

V.  Salter,  L  35. 

Bastard  v.  Hancock,  L  291  g.  ii.  117  c. 
Basten  v.  Butter,  ii.  150  b, 
y.  Carew,  i.  263  a. 


Batcbelor  v.  Ellis,  iL  71.  101^. 
Batcbelour  v.  Gage,  L  240  a.  241  c.  274. 
Bateman  v.  Allen,  ii.  180  a. 

V.  Dunn,  ii.  68  a. 

V.  Phillips,  L  9  d.  211. 

V.  Finder,  ii.  64  h.  64  k. 

■   V.  Woodcock,  ii.  5  d. 

Bates  V.  Cooke,  ii.  133  b.  133  g. 

-  V.  Grabbam,  ii.  200  a. 
—^  V.  Jenkinson,  iL  1  c. 
V.  Pilling,  i.  75. 

V.  Winstanley,  ii.  423  e. 

Bateson  v.  Green,  L  353  6. 
a  3 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Batson  v.  Spearman,  i.  33  b. 

Bath,  Earl  of,  v.  Abney,  i.  147. 

■  V.  Bradford,  Earl  of,   ii. 

Bathurst's  case,  i.  217  d. 
Batt  V.  Bradley,  i.  300/ 
Batterbee  v.  Davis,  i.  33  «. 
Battersby  v.  Kirk,  ii.  121  a. 
Battey  v.  Trevillion,  i.  286. 
Battley  v.  Faulkner,  ii.  63  e, 
Baxter  v.  Grey,  i.  269  h. 
^— —  V,  Hozier,  ii.  127. 

V.  Peach,  ii.  6  A.  71  d. 

• V.  Taylor,  i.  322  «.  ii.  175  m. 

Bayley  v.  Ashton,  ii.  64  h, 

V.  Homan,  ii.  137  /. 

V.  Hughes,  i.  201. 

Baylis  v.  Hayward,  ii.  72  dd. 

V.  Lawrence,  i.  248. 

V.  Manning,  ii.  45/ 

Bayly  v.  Bunning,  i.  219^. 

V.  Taylor,  i.  103  h. 

Baynes  v.  Brewster,  i.  228  h, 

V.  Forrest,  ii.  72  y. 

Baynham  v.  Matthews,  i.  103  h.  103  c. 

Baynon.v.  Batley,  i.  274. 

Beach  v.  Turner,  i.  812. 

Beadsworthv.Torkington,  i.345.  346^. 

Beake  v.  Kent,  i.  334. 

Beal  v.  Simpson,  i.  23.  298  a. 

V.  Web,  i.  140  a. 

Beale  v.  Moore,  i.  300  h, 

V.  Nind,  ii.  64  a. 

V.  Sanders,  i.  276  a.  323  d. 

Bealey  v.  Shaw,  ii.  114  a.  175  c. 
Bealy  v.  Greenslade,  ii.  64  k. 

V.  Sampson,  ii.  61/ 

Beamond  v.  Long,  ii.  72  m. 
Beamont's  case,  i.  334. 
Bean  v.  Stupart,  ii.  201. 
Beany  v.  Turner,  i.  320  a. 
Beard  v.  Beard,  i.  28Q  a. 

V.  Wescott,  ii.  388/ 

Beardmorc  v.  Rattenbury,  ii.  2  a. 
Beare  v.  Beacher,  ii.  101  A. 
Bearecroft  v.  Burnham,  hundred  of,  ii. 

376  d. 
Bearpark  v.  Hutchinson,  i.  261. 
Beasley  v.  Clarke,  ii.  175/ 
Beathem  v.  Terry,  ii.  202  h. 
Beatson  v.  Haworth,  ii.  201  g. 
Beau  V.  Bloom,  i.  346.  ii.  117  e. 
Beauchamp  v.  Crofts,  i.  131  o. 
Beauclercic  v.  Dormer,  ii.  388  nt. 
Beaufort,  Duke  of,  v.  Welch,  i.  33. 
Beau  months  case,  i.  SS4. 


Beaumont  v.  Dean,  ii.  44  e.  "" 

Beavan  v.  Delahay,  i..28$  a.  ii.  284  e. 
Beavor  v.  Partridge,  ii.  388  o, 
Beawfage*s  case,  i.  161.  ii.  60.  61/ 
Beck  V.  llebow,  ii.  259  a. 

V.  Sargent,  ii.  133  a,  1335r. 

V.  Welsh,  ii.  42  /i. 

Beckford  v.  Parnecott,  i.  278. 

V.  Welby,  ii.  61  ^. 

Beckham  v.  Drake,  i.  291  e. 

.'v.  Knight,  i.  291  e.  ii.  101  c. 

Beckwith  .v.  Wood,  ii.  377  «. 
Bedell's  case,  ii.  97. 

Bedell  v.  Lull,  i.  22.  207  e.  ii 


Bedford,  Duke  of,  v.  Alcock, 
V.  Emmet, 


27. 

ii.  117  c. 

ii.  114/. 


Bedford's,  Earl  of,  case,  i.  347  d. 
Bedford,  Mayor  of,  v.  Fox,  i.  312  c. 
Bedingfield's    case>    i.  260  a.  ii.  44  6. 

44  <f. 
Bedo  V.  Piper,  ii.  194. 
Beecher*s  case,  ii.  46  c.  lOl  or.  191. 
Beecher  v.  Shirley,  i.  207. 
Beed  v.  Blandford,  i.  269  d. 
Beely  v.  Purry,  i.  233  h.  241/ 
Bees  V.  Williams,  i.  236  e. 
Beesley  v.  Dolley,  i.  33  A.  ii.  291. 
Begnis  v.  Armistead,  i.  309  c. 
Belasyse  v.  Hester,  i.  285. 
Belay  8  -case,  ii.  387  a. 
Belcher  v.  Sikes,  i.  60  a. 
Belfour  v.  Weston,  ii.  422  a.  422  h. 
Belk  V.  Broadbent,  i.  91  a.  300  t. 
Bell  and  others,  exparte,  ii.  137  h. 
Bell  V.  Ansley,  ii.  203. 

V.  Bolton,  I.  329  a.  334. 

V.  Byrne,  i.  121  a. 

V.  Carstairs,  ii.  201. 

V.  Gillson,  ii.  201  c.  201  rf. 

V.  Hodson,  ii.  201  k, 

—  V.  Jacobs,  ii.  .101 «. 

V.  Potts,  ii.  101  gg. 

V.  Stone,  i.  247  d. 

V.  Taylor,  ii.  61  /. 

V.  Tuckett,  ii.  295  c.  319. 

V.  Twentyman,  i.  322  e. 

V.  Wardell,  ii.  5  c. 

Bellamy's  case,  i.  9.  234. 
Bellasis  v.  Burbrick,    i.  202  a.  203.  ii. 

415  a. 

V.  Ebsworth,  ii.  415  a. 

V.  Hanford,  ii.  72  «. 

Bellew  V.  Aylmer,  ii.  72 j^  101  tr. 

V.  Scott,  i.  341  a.  ii.  101  aa, 

Relshaw  v.  Marshall,  ii.  101  t. 
Benbridge  v.  Day,  ii.  379  a. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Bendix  v.  Wakeman,  ii.  210  g. 
Bengoiigh  v.  Rossitcr,  ii.  59  a.  61  ^. 

61  m. 

Benjamin  f.  Bank  of  England^  ii.  47  d. 

V.  Howell,  ii.  5/. 

Beno  V.  Bateman,  i.  300  c. 

BeoDet  V.  Filkins^  i.  14  a.  21  a.  22. 
152  h.  209.  288  t.  291  n.  298  a. 
iL  5  a,  27.  5a  73-  79.  160. 

V.  Holbech,  i.  103  d,  312  e.  339. 

V.  NichoUs,  ii.  101  h. 

V.  Norwich,  Bishop  of,  ii.  1 17  a, 

V.  Reeve,  i.  346  d, 

V.  Spinke,  i.  346  c. 

Bennett's  case,  i.  236  a, 

Bennett  v.  Bennett,  i.  131  a.  244  c. 

V.  Coster,  i.  300  c. 

V.  Holbech,  i.  274. 

V.  Talbot,  i.  135  a. 

▼.  Tankerville,  i.  278  t. 

BenniflOD  v.  Tbelwell,  ii.  295  c.  319. 

F.  Watson,  ii.  72  /*. 

Beoskin  v.  French,  ii.  60. 
Beosley  ▼.  Begnold,  i.  309  c. 
Benson  v.  Bennett,  i.  325. 

▼.  Chapman,  ii.  203^. 

V.  Chester,      i.    28  c/,     346  c. 

346  A 

V.  Hippins,  i.  211. 

V.  Scot,  ii.  422  d. 

r.  Welby,  i.  20.  ii.  61  c. 

Bentham  t.  Cooper,  i.  211  a. 
Bentley  v.  Berrey,  ii.  68. 

V.  Cooke,  i.  295.  295  a. 

T.  Hore,.ii.  61/.  155  a. 

Bently  v.  Donelly,  ii.  101  M. 

Benton  v.  Sutton,  i.  35  a. 

Benwdl  ▼.  Black,  ii.  101  h. 

Berber  t.  Green,  ii.  107  a. 

Berisford  t.  Cole,  ii.  7.  7  a. 

Berkeley    v.  York,    Archbishop   of,   i. 

236  c.  236  d. 
Berkenhead  v.  Nuthall,  i.  318. 
Berkley  ▼•  Besgrave,  ii.  207. 

V.  Howard,  ii.  101  aa, 

— ^—  V.  Pembroke,  Earl  Of,  ii.  171  e. 
Bermon  v.  Woodbridge,  ii.201  h.  201/ 
Bonn  T.  Mattaire,  ii.  74  c. 
Bernard  ▼.  Bonner,  i.  236  c. 

T.  King,  ii.  130,  131. 

V.  Saul,  i.  295  a. 

.  ▼.  Turner,  i.  33  g. 

Bemes  v.  Rich,  ii.  44.  44  a. 
Berrey  v.  Lindley,  i.  276  a,  276  d. 
Berriman  v.  Peacock,  ii.  47  c. 
Berrington  v.  Collis,  i.  295  d. 


Berrington  v.  Parkhurst,  i.  319/  319//. 
Berry's  case,  i.  140  a. 
Berry  v.  Bowes,,  ii^  9  Ik 

V.  Fernandes,  i.  264  a. 

V.  Nevey,  ii.  47  «. 

V.  Nevys,  ii.  47  ar. 

V.  Wheeler,  ii.  68  e.  69  c. 

Berthen  v.  Street,  ii.  107  a. 
Bertie  v.  Clutterbuck,  ii.  101  c. 

;  V.  Pickering,  ii.  379. 

Bertram  v.  Gordon,  i.  207  c.  207  d, 
Berwick  v.  Andrews^  i.  217  6.  219  a. 

219  h.  219  c. 
Besford  v.  Saunders,  ii.  64  d,  137  g* 
Best  V.  Gompertz^  ii.  101  k. 

V.  Wilding,  ii.  2. 

V.  Yates,  i.  312  h. 

Beswick  v.  Swindells,  i.  216. 
Bethill  V.  Parry,  ii.  101/ 
Bethwick's  case,  ii.  96  a. 
Bettisworth*s  case,  ii.  401. 
Bettisworth  v  Campion,  i.  320  a, 
Betts  V.  Kimpson,  ii.  72  m. 

V.  Mitchell,  i.  285  «.  ii.  117  g* 

V.  Smith,  ii.  61  6.  61  c.  61  d.  61  A. 

68  6. 
Bevan  v.  Gething,  ii.  64  A. 

V.  Jones,  ii.  291  c. 

Bevans  v.  Rees,  i.  33  e. 
Beven  v.  Cheshire,  ii.  101  w. 
Beverley's  case,  ii.  332  a. 

Beverley  v.  Lincoln  Gas  Company,  i. 

340. 
Bevin  v.  Chapman,  ii.  63  lu 
Bianchi  v.  Nash,  i.  269  h. 
Bibb  V.  Thomas,  i.  279  d.  279  c  279/ 

279^. 
Bicknell  v.  Keppell,  ii.  64  c. 
Biddell  v.  Dowse,  i.  32  a. 

v.  Leader,  i.  ^^  a. 

Biddlesford  v.  Onslow,  i.  332  d. 
Biddulph  v.  Arthur,  ii.  47  c 
Bidleson  v.  Whytel,  ii.  101  n.  101  o. 
Bidwell  V.  Catton,  ii.  137. 
Biederman  v.  Seymour,  ii.  8  h. 
Bigge  V.  Bensley,  ii.  388  m. 
Biggot  V.  Smyth,  ii.  383.  383  a. 
Biggs  V.  Cox,  ii.  72  m, 

V.  Lawrence,  i.  309  c.  ii.  137  /i. 

V.  Stewart,  ii.  107  a. 

Bigland  v.  Skelton,  i.  216. 
Bill  v.  Bament,  i.  211  a. 
Billinghurst  v.  Spearman,  i.  1  a. 
Bingham  v.  Stanley,  i.  22  a.  ii.  103. 
Bingley's  case,  ii.  250. 

Bingley  v.  Durham,  ii.  74  d. 
a  4 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Binnington  v.  Wallis,  ii.  137  t. 
Binns  v.  Pratt,  ii.  101  8, 
Birch  V.  Wright,  i.  202  a.  217  a.  234  a. 
Bird  V.  Appleton,  ii.  201/. 

V.  GammoD,  i.  21 1  h.  ii.  64  i. 

V.  Higginson,  i.  80.  290.  ii.  300. 

803  a. 

V.  Holbrook,  i.  84  a. 

V.  Holman,  i.  312  e, 

V.  Orms,  ii.  212  a. 

V.  Pegg,  ii.  212  a. 

V.  Relph,  i.  216  h. 

Birdal  v.  Carew,  i.  235  b. 
Birdwood  v.  Hart,  ii.  59  a. 
Birkmyr  v.  Darnell,  i.  211  b, 
Birks  V.  Trippet,  i.  28  e,  ii.  61  «.  63  d, 

118.293  6. 
Birn  v.  Bond,  i.  35  b.  ii.  61  /. 
Biscoe  V.  Perkins^  ii.  lie. 
Bishop  V.  Best,  ii.  101  k, 

V.  Eagle,  i.  140. 

V.  Gyn,  ii.  318. 

V.  Hayward,  i.  228.  228  c. 

V.  Howard,  i.  276  b. 

V.  Montague,  ii.  47  W. 

V.  Raye,  i.  90. 

V.  Shillito,  ii.  47  «. 

Bishop  V.  SpenUand,  ii.  202  g. 
Bishton  v.  Evans,  i.  312  «. 
Bisse  v.  Harecourt,  ii.  210  t. 
Bissex  V.  Bissex,  i.  170.  ii.  291  a. 
Blachford  v.  Dod,  i.  230  b. 
Blackall  v.  Eale,  i.  228. 
Blackamore's    case,   i.    249.    ii.   94  d. 

319a. 
Blackborn  v.  Edgley,  ii.  401. 
Blackborough  v.  Davis,  i.  275  a.  ii.  Tf. 

V,  Graves,  i.  291  m, 

Blackbourn  v.  Michelbourn,  i.  161.  ii. 

61/. 

v.  Ogle,  ii.  137  g. 

Blackburn  v.  Edwards,  ii.  47  gg* 

V.  Greaves,  ii.  47  q^ 

V.  Kymer,  ii.  101  A.  101  q, 

V.  Stupart,  i.  35  a, 

Blackburne  v.  Michelbourn,  i.  161.  ii. 

61/ 
Blackettv.  Crissop,  i.  195^^. 

V.  Royal  Exc.  Ass.  Co.  ii.  200. 

202  e. 
Blackford  v.  Hawkins,  ii.  61. 
Blackgrave  v.  Oden,  i.  228  a.  228  c. 
Blackhara*s  case,  ii*47/ 
Blackhurst  v.  Cockell,  ii.  201  e. 
Blacklow  v.  Laws,  ii.  lie. 


Blackmor  v.  Mercer,   i.   2195.   219  c. 

307. 

Blackmore  v.  Fleming,  ii.  2  c.  2e.  107. 

Blackwell    v.   Ashton,   i.   291.   291  a, 

291  b.  ii.  72  b. 

v.  Nash,  i.  320  a. 

Blackwood  v.  South  Sea  Co.  ii.  101  r. 
Blades  v.  Arundale,  ii.  47  b. 
Biagrave  v.  Owen,  ii,  42  m, 
Blainfield  v.  March,  ii.  47  z. 

Blake  v.  Dodemead,  ii.  72  L 

V.  Foster,  ii.  418  a.  418  b. 

V.  Pilfold,  i.  131c. 

Blaker  v.  Anscombe,  ii.  11/ 
Blakeston  v.  Martin,  ii.  148  a. 
Blakey  v.  Porter,  i.  9rf. 

Blan chard  v.  Bridges,  ii.  175/1 
Blanchenay  v.  Burt,  ii.  6  a. 
Bland  v.  Haselrig,  ii.  64  d,  64  c. 

V.  Inman,  ii.  367  b.  368,  369. 

Blatch  V.  Archer,  ii.  151. 

Blatch'ford  v.  Mayor  of  Plymouth,  ii. 

178  a. 
Blaxton's  case,  ii.  6  a. 
Blayer  v.  Baldwin,  ii.  68/ 
Bleaden  v^  Charles,  i.  264  c. 
Bleasdale  v.  Darby,  ii.  100  a. 
Blemerhasset    r.  Pierson,    i.  291.    ii. 

47^^. 
Blewet  V.  Appleby,  i.  9  d,  ii.  60  a. 
Blewett  V.  Tregonning,  i.  341.  ii.  72  p. 

175  rf. 
Blissett  V.  Hart,  ii.  114  a. 
Blizard  v.  Kelly,  i.  242. 
Blockley  v.  Slater,  ii.  114  c. 
Blogg  v.  Kent,  i.  9  c. 
Blount's  case,  ii.  96. 
Blow  V.  Russell,  i.  33  c. 

v.  Wyatt,ii.  3365. 

Blower  v.  HoUis,  i.  36. 
Bloxam  v.  Hubbard,  i.  291  m.  ii.  47  o. 
V.  Saunders,  ii.  47  d. 


Bluett  V.  Needs,  i.  262  b. 
Blumfield*s  case,  ii.  148  a. 
Blundell  v.  Brettargh,  ii.  62^. 
Blundivell  v.  Loverdell,  i.  333  a. 
Blunt  v.  Beaumont,  i.  14  a. 

v.  Grimes,  i.  262  A. 

v.  Snedston,  ii.  101  aa, 

and  Whiteacre's  case,  i.  135  c. 

Blyth  V.  Brampton,  ii.  291  c. 
BIytheman*s  case,  i.  260  a. 
Board  v.  Cadmow,  i.  238. 
Boardman  v.  ^ill,  ii.  47  k. 
Boats  V.  Edwards,  i.  9  d,  318  a. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Boddingion  t.  Abemethy,  ii.  11^. 
Bodenham  v.  Hill,  i.  235  a.  ii.  122  h. 

V.  Pritcbard,  ii.  401  a, 

V.  Parcbas,  ii.  415  a. 

Bodily  V.  Bellamy,  ii.  101  ee.  \0\ff. 

Bodle  ▼.  Wilkins,  ii.  5  d. 

Bodwic  V.  Fennell,  i,  312  d. 

Body  aod  Tassell's  case,  i.  295. 

Bodyam     ▼.    Smitb,    i.   300  a.    300  c. 

300/. 

Boehm  ▼.  Bell,  ii.  203. 

Bold  V.  Rayner,  ii.  201  a. 

Bollard  t.  Spencer,  ii.  47  y.  1175^. 

Bolton  V.  Carlisle^  Bishop  of«  i.  9.  ii. 

12  a. 

▼.  Clarke,  L  117. 

▼.  Sherman,  i.  300/.  2Q0h. 

T.  Tomlin,  i.  276. 

Bonafous  v.  Walker,  i.34.  37,  38. 112  a. 

Bond  and  Tricket's  case,  i.  135  a. 

V-  Downton,  i.  300. 

V.  Gonsales,  iL  201/  201  g. 

V.  Green,  i.  333. 

Y.  Moyle,  i.  291. 

V.  Nutt,  ii.  201  a.  201  g. 

▼.  Richardson,  ii.  48. 

Bondrett  v.  Hentegg,  ii.  2026. 

Bone  V.  Daws,  i.  300  b.  300  h. 

Boofellow  ▼.  Steward,  ii.  60  c, 

Booham's  case,  i.  Ii8.  298  a. 

Bonham  v.  Springe,  i.  22. 

Bonneford  v.  Russel,  ii.  61  /. 

Bonner  v.  Charlton,  ii.  62  h. 

V.  Hall,  ii.  211. 

Bonzi  V.  Stewart,  ii.  103.  295  e. 

Boodle  V.  Davies,  i.  327/ 

Booker  v.  Evans,  ii.  318. 

Boon  V.  Eyre,  i.  320  if.  320  e.  ii.  156  c. 

352  rf. 

Boorman  v.  Brown,  ii.  117/  117  m, 

Boote  V.  Wilson,  i.  241.  ii.  302. 

Booth  ▼.  Booth,  ii.  72  d.  72  e. 

V.  Hodgson,  ii.  137  A. 

V.  Howard,  i.  33  m. 

▼.  Ibbotson,  i.  300  c, 

▼.  Middlecoat,  i.  207  d, 

T.  M'Farlane,  i.  2766. 

Boothby  v.  Vernon,   ii.  382  a 


Boraston's  case,  ii.  388  h, 
Boraston  v.  Green,  ii.  284  e, 
Bord  v.  Cudmore,  i.  241  e, 
Bordenave  v.  Gregory,  ii.  352  a. 
Borwick  ▼.  Walton,  ii.  61  A. 
Bosanqaet  v.  Raiusford,  ii.  72 1 


382  6. 
382  c. 


Bosanquet  v.  Wray,  i.  291 1.  ii.  415  a. 
Bosden  v.  Thinn,  i.  264  a. 
Boson    v.   Sandford,   i.   291  d.   291  c. 

291171. 
Bostwick  V.  Bostwick,  ii.  212  a. 
Boswali  V.  Rawstorne,  i.  274. 
Bosworth  V.  Ridgley,  ii.  9/ 
Bothomly  v.  Fairfax,  ii.  9  6. 
Botting  V.  Martin,  i.  236  e, 
Bottomley  v.  Bovill,  ii.  201  h. 

'    V.  Harrison,  ii.  74  i. 
Bottrell  V.  Summers,  i.  325. 
Boucher  v.  Lawson,  ii.  73. 

V.  Wiseman,  i.  219^. 

Boughton  V.  James,  ii.  388  o. 
Bould  V.  Wynston,  ii.  387  a. 
Boulston  v.  Sandifbrd,  i.  291  b. 
Boulton's  case,  ii.  388/ 
Boulton  v.  Canon,  i.  1  a. 

V.  Clapham,  i.  131  c. 


Bourke  v.  Lloyd,  i.  33. 
Bourne  v.  Mason,  ii.  137^* 
Bovell  V.  Wood,  i.  207  a. 
Bovey's  case,  i.  34.  ii.  63  b. 
Bovey  v.  Smith,  i.  261  c.  319  c. 
Bowdell  V.  Parsons,  i.  33  b.  228. 
Bowden  v.  Home,  i.  207. 

V.  Vaughan,  ii.  201. 

Bowditch  V.  Mawley,  i.  233. 
Bowen  v.  Jenkin,  i.  SOO^.  346/ 

y.  Parry,  i.  300  h. 

V.  Shapcott,  ii.  210 1. 


Bower,  in  re,  ii.  62  a. 
Bower  v.  Hill,  i.  322  e. 


346  b.  ii.  175  /. 


V.  Kemp,  ii.  210  c.    ^ 

V.  Major,  i.  277. 

V.  Taylor,  ii.  133  d. 

Bowers  v.  Mann,  ii.  101  y.  101  aa. 
Bowes  V.  Bowes,  i.  278  c. 

V.  Fernie,  i.  32  a.  ii.  293  b. 

Bowler  v.  Nicholson,  ii.  284  c.  285  a. 

295.  295  d. 
Bowles's  case,  ii.  382  a. 
Bowman  v.  Rostron,  i.  325  a.  326. 

V.  Taylor,  i.  215.  326. 

Bow  ring  v.  Pritcbard,  ii.  193  a. 
Bowser  v.  Colby,  i.  287  c.  287  c. 
Bowsfield  V.  Tower,  ii.  71  c. 
Bowyer* s  case,  ii.  5  c. 
Bowyer  v.  Cooke,  ii.  210. 
V.  Garland,    i.  217 


11. 


65  a. 

73  a. 
V.  Jeiikyns»  i.  247. 
V.  Revett  or  Rivitt,  ii.  7  a.  7  b, 
7  c.  7  rf. 


NAJVffeS  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Box  V.  Day,  i.  66. 

Boyce  v.  Whitaker,  i.  103  b,  ii.  155  «. 

Boydell  v.  Jones,  i.  24<3  b.  286. 

V.  M'Michael,  ii.  259  d. 

Boyes  v.  Hewetson,  i.  2^1  f, 
Boyle   V.   Tamlyn,   i.  322  a.  ii. 


lUd. 
401a. 


Boys  v.  Ansell,  i.  58  e. 
Boy  son  v.  Coles,  ii.  47  rf. 
Boyton's  case,  ii.  84  c. 
Braban  v.  Bacon,  i.  117. 
Bracebridge  v.  Buckley,  i.  287  c 

.  V.  Johnson,  ii.  1 93  a. 

Brackenbury  v.  Pell,  i.  195  /. 
Bradburn  v.  Kennerdale,  i.  20. 


V.  Taylor,  ii.  101  w. 


207  e. 
269. 


Bradbury  v.  Grinsell,  ii.  175  i. 
Braddick  v.  Thompson,  i.  327  a. 
Bradford  v.  Levy,  ii.  202  b. 
Bradley  v.  Eyre,  ii.  72  /.  72  dd. 
V.  Glynne,  ii.  210.  210  A. 

V.  Gregory,  ii.  137  A. 

V.  Heath,  ii.  137  cf. 

V.  Milnes,  i.  14. 

V.  Urquhart,  ii.  72dlrf. 

Bradsey  v.  Ciyston,  i.  327  b. 
Bradshaw's  case,  ii.  181  c. 
Bradshaw  v.  Bradshaw,  ii.  137  A. 

•  V.  Davis,  ii.  193  a. 

V.  Skilbeck,  ii.  388  /. 

Brady  v*  Cubitt,  i.  278  k.  279. 


279  a. 
279  c. 


V.  Jones,  i.  33  e. 

Bradyll  v.  «all,  i.  195  b. 
Bragg  V.  Anderson,  ii.  201  A. 

V.  Digby,  i.  318  a. 

Bragner  v.  Langmead,  i.  219/1 
Brain  v.  Brain,  i.  278  A. 
Braithwaite  v.  Brown,  ii.  101 1. 

■■  V.  Skinner,  ii.  9  a.  137  e. 

V.  Watts,  ii.  9  rf.      ► 

Bramah  v.  Roberts,  ii.  48  c, 

Bi*ancker  v.  Molyneux,  i.  299  a.  300  A. 

Brander  v.  Penleaze,  ii.  62  a. 

V.  Robson,  ii.  61  /. 

Brandlin  v.  Milbank,  ii.  7  a.  7  c, 
Brandlyn  v.  Ord,  i.  319  c. 
Brandon  v.  Brandon,  ii.  62  a.  185. 

V.  Nesbitt,  ii.  201  c.  203  a. 

V.  Newington,  i.  33  d,  33/. 

Brandram  v.  Wharton,  ii.  64/. 
Brandt  v.  Bowlby,  ii.  47  m. 
Brangwin  v.  Perrott,  i.  58  b. 
Branscombe  v.  Scarbrogh,  i.  58  b. 
Bran  ton  v.  Taddy,  ii.  137  A. 


Brasfield  v.  Lee,  ii.  171. 
Brassington  v.  Ault,  1.  291  m. 
Braswell  v.  Jeco,  ii.  72 y. 
Bray  v.  Freeman,  ii.  291  d, 

V.  Tracy,  ii.  252. 

Braybroke  v.  Inskip,  i.  277  ^. 
Brayne  v.  Cooper,  ii.  307  c. 
Bray th way te  v.  Hitchcock,  i.  276  a. 
Brazier  v.  Bryant,  i.  327  c. 
V.  Jones,  i.  36. 


Brealey  v.  Andrew,  ii.  137i. 
Brecknock    Navigation    v.    Pritchard, 

ii.  422  a. 
Brediman's  case,  ii.  8  A. 
Bredon's  case,  i.  258  a.  ii.  386. 
Bree  v.  Holbech,  ii.  63  e. 
Brennan  v.  Redmond,  i.  300  b, 
Brereton  v.  Moyse,  ii.  63  A. 
Bressey  v.  Humphreys,  i.  2856.  ii.  379a. 
Brest  v.  Lever,  i.  300a.  ii.  111. 
Bret  and  Audar*s  case,  i.  117  a. 

Bret  v.  -^ ,  ii.  137  t. 

Bretherton  v.  Wood,  i.  291/  291  ff. 

Breton  v.  Cole,  ii.  68. 

Brett  v.  Cumberland,  i.  241  a. 

V.  Rigden,  i.  277  e. 

Brewer  v.  Hill.  ii.  305. 
V.  Turner,    ii.    100  a. 


101  /. 

101 17. 
Brewster  v.  Capper,  ii.  2c.  2  e. 

V.  Weld,  ii.  72  u. 

V.  Wills,  ii.  72/?. 

Brian  v.  Vavisor,  i.  285  a.  285  b. 
Briat  v.  Gyll,  i.  67  b. 

Brickhead   v.    York,    Archbishop    of» 
i.  103.  118.  291  g.  ii.  44  d.  396. 
Brickwood  v.  Anniss,  ii.  72. 
Bridgen  or  Brigden  v.  Parkes,  ii.  1 17  A. 
Bridges  v.  Blanchard,  ii.  175  t. 

v.  Chandos,  i.  277  <?.  278  «. 

v.  Horner,  ii.  171  A. 

v.  Hunter,  ii.  200  c. 

v.  Smith,  i.  217  a.  ii.  72o. 

Bridgewater  v.  Betheway,  i.  85.  ii.  5f/. 
Bridgham  v.  Frontee,  i.  8. 
Bridgland  v.  Shapter,  ii.  114e. 
Bridgman  v.  Lightfoot,  i.  Ilia.  336  A. 
Bridport  v.  Jones,  it.  107- 

Brigate  v.  Short,  i.  286  b.  ii.  291. 
Briggs  V.  Calverly,  i.  33  c. 

V.  Chew,  i.  247  a. 

v.  Richardson,  ii.  71  e, 

v.  Sowry,  i.  241  a.  ii.  290  A. 

Bright  V.  Walker,  ii.  175  A.  401  a. 
Brigstocke  v.  Smith,  ii.  64 1. 
Brind  v.  Hampshire,  i.  210  6. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Bnoe  T.  Featherstone,  li.  201. 
Briscoe  v.  HiU,  i.  286.  338. 

V.  Stephens,  i.  74  c. 

Bnitol*8  case.  Bishop  of,  ii.  G^f.  69  a. 
Bristol,  BUhop  of,  v.  Proctor,  ii.  27. 

,  Earl  of,  V.  Wilsmore,  ii.  47  h, 

,  Poor,  Governors  of,    v.  Wait, 

i.  23  h. 
Bristow  V.  Fairclough,  i.  300^. 
V.  Heywood,  i.  229. 

▼.  Towers,  ii.  201  c. 

V.  Wright,  L  203.  233.  ii.  203  d. 

203/. 
British  Linen  Company  v.  Drunimond, 

ii.  121  c. 
Museum,  Trustees  of,  v.  Finnis, 

ii.  175/. 
Brittain  ▼.  Kinnaird,  i.  263  a. 
Britten  ▼.  Hughes,  ii.  137/. 
Brittou  V.  Bathurst,  i.'333a. 

Y.  Cole,  i.  347  </. 

V.  Gordon,  ii.  209  b, 

V.  Gradon,  ii.  209  b. 

V.  Twining,  ii.  388  /. 

Broad  v.  Ham,  i.  230  b, 
Broadbent  ▼.  Ledward,  i.  291  ». 

v.  Shaw,  i.  300  c, 

Broadwaite  v.  Blackerby,  iL  1  a. 
Broca's  case,  i.  320  a. 

Brock  T.  Richardson,  i.  140  a. 
Brockelbank  v.  Sugrue,  ii.  200  a.  203  /i. 
Broeker  v.  Pond,  i.  219  A. 
Brogan  ▼.  Auogar,  i.  140. 
Brogden  %*.  Marriott,  ii.  295  c, 
Brokenshir  v.  Monger,  i.  91  a.  331. 
Broking  v.  Cham,  ii.  178.  181  & 
Bromage  t.  Prosser,  i.  130.  242  b. 
Bromfield  t.  Jones,  ii.  291  r. 
Bromley  v.  Holden,  ii.  2b4  b. 
••  V.  Holland,  L  9  a. 

V.  Littleton,  ii.  72  z.  101  L 

V.  Peck,  i.  67  c. 

Bronge  t.  Moore,  i.  28  c,  346  c. 
Brook  V.  Biggs,  i.  326  a. 

▼.  Bishop,  i.  24. 

▼.  Carpenter,  i.  229. 

V.  Cock,  i.  112  a. 

V.  Finch,  ii.  319  a. 

V.  Hustler,  ii.  117^. 

T.  Montague,  i.  130. 

V.  Smith,  i.  67  b 

\ ▼.  Stone,  ii.  61.  61  g. 

V.  Warde,  i.279^. 

V.  Wood,  ii.  137^'. 

Brooke  v*  Booth,  i.  58  /i. 
V.  Clarke,  ii.  171  e.  171/. 


Brooke  v.  Kent,  i.  280  cf. 

V.  Mitchell,    i.  327^.327^. 

.   ii.  47  A.  62  A.  133  i/. 

V,  Noakes,  ii.  284  b, 

V.  Snell,  ii.  68. 

V.  Stone,  ii.  61.  61  g. 

V.  White,  i.  269  c 

Brooke  q.  t  v.  Middleton,  i.  295  a. 
Brookes  v.  Stroud,  i.  291  /. 

V.  Humphreys,  ii.  181. 

Brooks  V.  Brooks,  i.  151. 

V.  Blanchard,  i.  130  a. 

V.  Haigh,  ii.  137  t. 

V.  Rigby,  i.  33^. 

V.  Stuart,  ii.  295  c.  ii.  48. 


Broome  v.  Monck,  i.  277  A. 
Brotberstone  v.  Barber,  ii.  203 1. 
Brough  V.  Whitmore,  ii.  201/.  202  A. 
Broughton's  case,  ii.  171  e. 
Broughton  v.  Conway,  i.  59. 

V.  Langley,  ii  lie?.  11^. 

V.  Manchester  water  works, 

i.  340. 
— — —  V.  Randall,  i.  74  c. 
Brown,  in  re,  i.  33  a.  327. 
Brown's  case,  i.  147.  204  a. 
Brown  v.  Amyott,  i.  288 1. 

V.  Babbington,  ii.  ie.2a.  63  h. 

V.  Brown,  i.  60  a. 

V.  Cornish,  i.  290. 

V.  Croome,  i.  130. 

V.  Deeble,  ii.  2  c. 

V.  Dixon,  ii.  Ill cL  1 17 e. 

V-  Duncan,  i.  309  6, 

V.  Fulsby,  i.  295. 

V.  Gibbons,  i.  246. 

V.  Goodman,  i^  47  gg» 

V.  Granville,  ii.  101  k. 

V.  Hancock,  ii.  63  a. 

V.  Hedges,  i.  291  m,  ii.  47  o.  47/>. 

V.  Hodgson,  ii.  47  s. 

V.  Howard,  ii.  63  e. 

V.  Jar  vis,  ii.  die, 

V.  Johnson,  i.  312  e, 

V.  M'Millan,  ii.  68  6. 

V.  Messiter,  ii.  107  a. 

V.  Morgan,  i.  318. 

V.  Neave,  i.  161. 

V.  Ottley,  ii.  836  b. 

V.  Quilter,  ii.  4226. 

V.  Sayce,  ii.  312. 

V.  Shevill,  ii.  290  a. 

V.  Shuker,  ii.  7  c.  8  a.  8  6. 

V.  Stapyleton,  ii.  207. 

V.  Storey,  i.  276  a. 

V.  Tanner,  ii,  133^. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Brown  v.  Tayleur,  ii.  201  h. 

■  V.  Thompson^  i.  278  k. 

V.  Turner,  ii.  1S7  A, 

V.  Vawser,  ii.  62  b. 

V.  Watson,  ii.  387. 

V.  Windsor,  ii.  400. 

Browncker  v.  Bagot,  ii  388  /. 
Browne  v.  Gibbon^,  i.  246. 

V.  Knill,  i.  233  b. 

V.  Lee,  i.  264  c. 

Browning  v.  Beston,  i.  274.  287  d.  2S7e. 
ii.  180  6.318. 

V.  Newman,  i.  243  d. 

V.  Paris,  ii.  64. 

V.  Stallard,  i.  211  6. 

V.  Wright,  i.  60.  60  a.  ii.  176. 

181  a.  367. 
Brownsword  v.  Edwards,  ii.  388 1. 
Bruce  v.  Rawlins,  ii.  107. 

V.  Wait,  i.  67  a.  67  c.  74  d.  ii. 

47  A. 
Bruckshaw  v.  Hopkins,  i.  74  a. 
Brudenell  v.  Boughton,  i.  277 «. 
Bradnell  v.  Roberts,  ii.  418  a.  4186. 
Bruen  v.  Roe,  ii.  47.  i.  47  ». 
Brummell  v.  Macpherson,  i.  288. 
Brune  v.  Thompson,  i.  74  a. 
Brunker  v.  Cook,  i.  277  a.  277  e.  277/ 

ii.  77^. 
Brunsden  v.  Stratton,  ii.  8/ 
Brunskill  v.  Robertson,  i.  1036. 
Bruuton  v.  Hall,  i.  345. 
Brutt  V.  Picard,  ii.  200  a. 
Bryan  v.  Horseman,  ii.  64  e, 

V.  Whistler,  ii.  113  6. 

Bryant  v.  Chitton,  i.  75. 

V.  Christie,  ii.  137  A. 

V.  Loxton,  ii.  307  c. 

Brydges  v.  Chandos,    i.  277  c.  278  e, 

278^, 
Buck  V.  Nurton,  ii.  401  a. 
Buckby  v.  Coles,  i.  323  6.  323  c. 
Bucket  V.  Church,  ii.  64 1. 
Buckham  v.  Dendridge,  i.  188. 
Buckland  v.  Butterfield,  ii.  259  a. 
Buckler  v  Moore,  i.  33  «i. 
Buckley  v.  Kenyon,  i.  285  a,  286  a. 

■  V.  Nightingale,  ii.  7  6.  7  rf!,  8  a. 

V.  Pirk,  i.  16.  Ilia. 

V.  Thomas,  i.  117  6.  ii.  38. 

V.  Wood,  i.  131  c. 

Buckly  V.  Williams,  ii.  181. 
Buck  man  v.  Levi,  ii.  47  *. 
Buckmere*s  case,  ii.  117  d, 
Bucknell's  case,  ii.  376  c. 
Buckncy  v.  Mctham,  ii.  101  »i. 


Bucksom  v.  Hoskins,  ii.  72  c.  72  x, 
Buckworth  v  Simpson^  i.  112  6.  24  J  e. 
Budd  V.  Berkenhead,  ii.  63^.  63 1. 
Buddie  V.  Wilson,  i.  291  e.  ii.  2  c.  2  e. 
Bull  V.  Palmer,  ii.  117^. 

V.  Sibbs,i.  112. 

V.  Steward,  ii.  101  hh. 

V.  Wheeler,  i.  1 1 1  «.  336  6. 

BuUard   v.    Harrison,  i.  221a.  322^. 

323  a. 
Bullen*s  case,  ii.  47  x, 
BuUen  v.  Fletcher,  i.  278  A. 

V.  Godfrey,  ii.  210  a. 

Bullers  case,  i.  347 e, 
Bulier  V.  Fisher,  ii.  202  a. 

V.  Pinna,  ii.  101  «. 

Bullock  V.  Dommitt,  i.  323  d.  ii.  422  a. 

V,  Smith,  i.  84  a.  ii.  5  c. 

BuUythorpe  v.  Turner,  i.  28  6.  347.  ii. 

114^.  377  ef. 
Bulmer,  ex  parte,  ii.  137  A. 

V.  Marshall,  i.  67  c 

Bulteel  V.  Jerrold,  ii.  47  gg.  72  66. 
Bultivant  v.  Holman,  i.  274. 
Bulwer's  case,  i.  74.  241  d,  ii.  5  e. 
Bunch  V.  Kennington,  ii.  290  6. 
Bunn  V.  Guy.  ii.  156  a. 

V.  Markham,  ii.  47  c. 

Bunting  v.  Lepingwell,  i.  150. 
Burcher  v.  Orchard,  ii.  Il7rf. 
Burchett  v.  Durdant,  ii.  11^. 
Burden  v.  Ferrers,  ii.  209  c. 

V.  Flower,  i.  33  6. 

V.  Halton,  iL  103  6. 

Burdett  v.  Colman,  ii.  300. 

V.  Wheatly,  ii.  101  w.  101  66. 

Burges  v.  Mawbey,  ii.  96. 
Burgess  v.  Freelove,  i.  24  a. 

V.  Merrill,  i.  207  6. 

Burgh  V.  Preston,  ii.  47  gg*  48: 
Burke  v.  Royal  Exch.  Ass.,  ii.  101. 
Burkitt  V.  Burkitt,  i.  280  c.  ii.  71  d. 
Burks  V,  Maine,  ii.  71  c. 
Burleigh  v.  Harris,  ii.  101  a. 

V.  Stott,  ii.  64/. 

Burley  v.  Bethune,  i.  263  6. 
Burn  V.  Phelps,  i.  236/. 

V.  Sheriff  of  Middlesex,  i.  35  6. 

Burnaby  v.  Sanderson,  ii.  101  y. 
Burnett  v.  Holden,  ii.  72  o, 

V.  Kensington,  ii.  202  6.  202/. 

V.  Lynch,  i,  241  rf.  3226. 

Burnyeat  v.  Hutchinson,  ii.  137  A. 
Burr  V.  Attwood,  ii.  101/  101  t 
Burrell  v.  Dod,  i.  349. 
Burrough  v.  Skinner,  i.  33  y. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Borroogbs  v.  Hodgson,  i.  28  b, 
■  V.  Stevens^  i.  336. 

Biiirows  V.  Wright,  ii.  377  d, 
Barry  t-  Perry,  i.  246. 
Barser  y.  Martin,  ii.  379  a. 
Bnrston  ▼.  Ridley,  i.  275. 
Bart  ▼.  Palmer,  ii.  64  d. 
Barton's  case,  ii.  308. 
Burton  v.  Barclay,  iL  97  c, 

V.  ColUngwood,  i.  279  d. 

▼.  Eyre,  ii.  101  hh. 

T.  Gowell,  i.  279^. 

V.  Henson,  i.  13. 

V.  Hickey,  i.  195^ 

V.  Hughes,  ii.  47  g» 

▼.  Souter,  i.  33  e. 

Bortonshaw  v.  Gilbert,  i.  2806.  280  c. 
Barwell  ▼.  Harwell,  ii.  12  ^g,     . 
Bury  ▼.  Bishop,  i.  21  a. 

▼.  Goldner,  ii.  121  c. 

Bosby  T.  Watson,  ii.  308. 
Bush  V.  Bockingham,  i.  2956. 

▼.  Gower,  ii.  72  cc. 

V.  Parked  i.  300  A. 

Bofthby  V.  Dixon,  ii.  7/.  8. 
BosheU  V.  Beavan,  i.  211  a.  211  b.  ii. 

91  d. 

V.  Lechmore,  i.  204. 

▼.  Yalle,  ii.  47. 

Bnshey  y.  Milfield,  ii.  47* 
Busk  y.  Davis,  ii.  47 1. 

y,  Parker,  i.  28  c, 

—^  y.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Co., 

ii.  201  b. 
Baszard  y.  Capel,  ii.  284. 
Batcher  y.  Andrews,  i.  211  c. 

y.  Kieman,  ii.  336  e. 

Batler  and  Ayres'  case,  ii.  44/. 

and  Baker's  case,  i.  277  e. 

and  Lightfoot's  case,  i.  147. 

Batler  y.  Brown,  i.  33^. 

y.  Brushfield,  ii.  101  m. 

y.  Butler,  i,  219  h.  ii.  137  c. 

y.  Delt,  ii.  72«i. 

y.  Dorant,  i.  195e. 

y.  Malissy,  ii.  73. 

V.  Mapp^  i.  207  c. 

y.  Physicians,  college  of,  ii.  84  c. 

y.  Swinteron,  ii.  181  c. 

y.  Wildman,  ii.  202 1/. 

Botty.  Conant,i.  132  6. 

y.  Howard,  i.  28  c.  228  c. 

Bottemere  y.  Hayes,  i.  21 1  c. 
Batterfield  y.  Butterfield,  ii.  388  /. 
Button  y.  Harrison,  ii.  336  d. 
Buxeodin  y.  Sharp,  i.  228  c. 


Buxton  y.  Home,  i.  35. 

V.  Mardin,  ii.  72/«.  72 1. 


Byerley'y.  Windus,  ii.  175  d, 
Byne  y.  Moore,  i.  230  a. 
Bynner  y.  Russell,  ii.  291. 
Byrd,  in  the  goods  of,  i.  280  b. 
Byrne  y.  Pattinson,  i.  320  c, 
Byrom  y.  Johnson,,  H.  107  a. 

V.  Thompson,  ii.  200  t. 

Byron's  case,  i.  274  a. 
Byron  v.  Byron,  i.  274  a. 


Cabell  y.Vaughan,  '\,9d.  154  6.  291. 
291  d.  320  a.  ii.  47^^.  723.   116  a. 
117  a.  121  e.  396. 
Cadell  V.  Palmer,  ii.  388/ 
Cadman  y.  Grendon,  ii.  210.  210 1. 

y.  Lubbock,  i.  33  e. 

Calcraft  y.  Gibbs,  i.  262  b. 
Calf  V.  Dingley,  ii.  71  d.  72  hb. 
Callonel  y.  Briggs,  i.  320  b.  320  e. 
Call  wood  y.  Ballard,  ii.  101  m. 
Cally's  case,  i.  261  c. 
Calvert  v.  Baker,  ii.  200  c. 

y.  Gordon,  i.  1033.  ii.  411. 

y.  Moggs,  i.  28. 


Caly  y.  Joslin,  i.  1. 
Cambridge  University,  case  of,  i.  340  a. 

ii.  2  r. 
Cambridge  University  v.  Archbishop  of 
York,  i.  340  a. 
Cambridge  v.  Anderton,  ii.  203/. 

V.  Baldwin,  ii.  415. 

Camden  v.  Fletcher,  i.  265. 
Cammack  v.  Gregory,  i.  33  g,  BB  d. 
Campbell's  case,  ii.  7  e, 
Campbell  v.  Christie,  ii.  200  a. 

V.  Cnmming,  ii.  72«?. 

V.  French,  i.  280  rf.  ii.  101  dd. 

V.  Harding,  ii.  388  m. 

V.  Jones,     i.   320  b.    S20ji. 

320  c.  ii.  200  c.  S52d. 

V.  Lewis,  i.  241  c. 

v.  Rickards,  ii.  200  c. 

y.  Sewell,  ii.  137^. 

y.  Twemlow,  i.  327  c. 

V.  Wilson,  i.  323.  323  b.  ii. 

175  a.  175  b. 
Campion  v.  Crawshay,  ii.  107  a. 
Candy  v.  Campbell,  ii.  388  m. 
Cane  v.  Chapman,  i.  23  a. 
Canham  v.  Fisk,  i.  323.  ii.  1 14  a. 
Cannan^v.  Bryce,  ii.  137  A. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Canning  v.  Wright  ii.  101  e. 
Cannon  v.  Abbot,  ii.  101  g. 
Canot  V.  Hughes,  ii.  47  /. 
Canterbury's   case.   Archbishop   of.   i. 

348  a. 
Canterbury,  Archbishop  of,  v.  Robert- 
son, i.  58/ 

V.  Tubb,  i. 

9  c. 
Canterbury    v.    Attorney-General,    ii. 

400  a. 
Cantwell  v.  Earl  of  Stirling,  ii.  209  a. 
Capel's  case,  i.  258  a.  ii.  42/7. 
Capel  V.  Saltonsal,  ii.  72  k, 
Capron  v.  Archer,  ii.  101  /*.  101 1. 
Carden    v.   General   Cemetery   Comp. 

ii.  101  e. 
Cardozo  v.  Hardy,  i.  58  a.  . 
Card  well  v.  Lucas,  ii.  417  a. 
Carew's  case,  ii.  194. 
Carew  v.  Braughton,  i.  112  a. 
Cargey  v.  Aitcheson,  ii.  293  b 
Cariss  v.  Tattersall,  ii.  200  6.  200  c. 
Carlisle  ▼.  Garland,  ii.  72  o. 
Carlisle,  Mayor,  &c  v.  Blamire,  i.  3406. 
Carlisle  q.  t  v.  Trears,  i.  295  a, 
Carlton  v.  Mortagh,  ii.  101.  101  aa. 
Carmarthen,  Mayor  of,  v.  Lewis,  i.  340  a, 
Carn  v.  Osgood,  ii.  307  a. 
Camaby  v.  Welly,  i.  23  a. 
Cameth  v.  Prior,  ii.  209  c. 
Carpenter  v.  Buller,  i.  215.  326. 

V.  Cresswell,  i.  320  <f. 

. V.  Marnel,  i.  210. 

V.  Starr,  ii.  319  6. 

Carpenters*  case,  the  six,  i.  300  A. 
Carr  v.  Donne,  i.  14  a.  296. 

V.  Forster,  ii.  175  h. 

V.  Hood,  i.  130  a. 

V.  Jones,  i.  130  a. 

V.  Shaw,  i.  318  a. 

V.  Singer,  ii.  422  c. 

V.  Stephens,  ii.  150. 

Carratt    v.    Morley,   i.  74  (L   75.    ii. 

101  M. 
Carrett  v.  Smallpage,  i.  75. 
Carrill  V.  Pack,  i.  346  e.  353  a. 
Carrington  v.  Roots,  i.  277  c 

. V.  Taylor,  i.  84. 

Carrol  v.  Bird,  i.  130  a. 
Carruthers  v.  Hollis,  ii.  285  c. 

V.  Sheddon,  ii.  203. 

V.  Sydebotham,  ii.  202  g. 


-,  ex  parte,  i.  356  a. 


Carter  v.  Barnardiston,  ii.  381,  382. 
V.  Boehm,  ii.  2006.  200^; 


Carter  V.  Canthrope,  ii.  171  6. 

V.  Davies,  ii.  210t. 

V.  Fossett,  i.  216  6. 

V.  Hall,  ii.  137  t. 

V.  James,  ii.  103. 

V.  Love,  i.  280  c. 

V.  Warne,  i.  241. 

Cartwright  v.  Blockworth,  i.  327  g» 

V.  Cooke,  ii.  137  l- 

V.  Pinkney,  i.  236  a. 

V.  Smith,  ii.  284  d. 

V.  Wright,  i.  121. 

Carvick  v.  Blagrave,  ii.  207  d,  418  c. 
Carwardine  v.  Watkins,  ii.  5  g> 
Cary  v.  Stephenson,  ii.  63  k, 
Casborne  v.  luglis,  i.  277  g,  278. 
Case  V.  Barber,  i.  277  6. 

V.  Dare,  ii.  133  a. 

V.  Davidson,  ii.  203  g. 

Cass  V.  Title,  ii.  101  g.  101  *. 
Casseldine  v.  Munday,  ii.  69  /  101  «. 
101  w.  101  66. 
Castiliou  v.  Smith,  i.  Ill  a. 
Castle's  case,  i.  135  6. 
Castleman  v.  Hicks,  i.  38  6. 
Castling  v.  Aubert,  i.  211  e. 
Caswall  v.  Martin,  ii.  52  6. 
Caswell  V.  Norman,  ii.  101  ee. 
Cates  V.  West,  ii.  101  k. 
Catherwood  v.  Chabaud,  ii.  117  g* 
Catlin  V.  Milner,  i.  253. 
Catling  V.  Skoulding,  ii.  127  6. 
Catteral  v.  Kenyon,  ii.  47  /. 
Cave  V.  Cave,  i.  277  A. 

V.  Holford,  i.  278. 

V.  Masey,  ii.  101  k, 

V.  Mountain,  i.  263  a. 

V.  Polewheel,  ii.  101  a. 


127  c. 


Cawler  v.  JoUey,  ii.  72  66. 
Cayhill  v.  Fitzgerald,  i.  327. 
Cazalet  v.  St.  Barbe,  ii.  203  g< 
Cecil  v.  PlaistOw,  ii.  137  c. 
Ceely  v.  Hoskins,  ii.  256. 
Chace  v.  Westmore,  i.  327  c. 
Chadwick  v.  Tower,  ii.  400  a. 
Challoner  v.  Challoner,  i.  219  c. 
Chalmers  v.  Payne,  i.  248. 
Chaloner  v.  Davies,  ii.  97  c. 
Chamberlain  v.  Cook,  ii.  74  6. 

v.  Greenfield,  ii.  74  a. 

■  V.  Hazlewood,  ii.  1 17  t. 
— r-  V,  Williamson,  i.  217. 

V.  Willmore,  ii.  117  d. 

Chambers  v.  Bell,  ii.  201  c. 

— —  V.  Donaldson,  i.  347  d, 

V.  Gambier,  i.  35  a. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Chambers  ▼.  Jones,  i.  35  a. 

V.  Leversage,  u  210  b. 

— -^-^  ▼.  Mason,  ii.  150  a. 
Chamier  y.  Willett,  ii.  117« 
Cbampemow  v.  Godolphin,  ii.  47. 
Chancellor  v.  Poole,  i.  241. 
Chancy  V,  Payne,  i.  263  b. 

V.  Win,  ii.  295  e. 

Chandler  ▼.  Parkers,  i.  207  b. 
— — .     V.  Roberts,  i.  103  a.  326  b.  ii. 

72  bb. 

T.  Sunning,   hundred    of,   ii. 

S76d. 

V.  Thompson,  ii.  175  k,  175  /. 

T.  Vilett,  ii.  J  21.  127/. 

Channel  v.  Ditchbum,  ii.  6^f. 
Channon  ▼.  Patch,  ii.  47  e. 

Chanter  ▼.  Leese,  i.   154  a.  320  e.  ii. 

101  e. 
Cbantflower  v.  Priestly,  ii.  178.  181  a. 
Chaplain  ▼.  Southgate,  ii.  178. 
Ch^lin  T.  Chaplin,  ii.  46  b. 

▼.  Lepoux,  ii.  8  A. 

Chapman's  case,  ii.  308. 
Chapman  v.  Allen,  ii.  47  k. 

V.  Beckington,  ii.  415. 

V.  Chapman,  ii.  84/ 

V.  Flexman,  i.  339  a.  ii.  114. 

V.  Towner,  i.  276  a, 

Chappell  V.  Poles,  284  b. 
Chappie  V.  Dnrston,  i.  283  a. 
Chard  v.  Tack,  ii.  401. 
Charleton  ▼.  Finney,  i.  103  a, 
Chariton  v.  Walton,  i.  131.  131  b. 
Cbariwood  y.  Morgan,  ii.  45/* 
Charaell  v.  Holland,  i.  247. 
Charnlej  ▼.  Winstanley,  ii.  133/  133^. 
Charter  v.  Pecter,  ii.  101  /. 
Chartres  v.  Cnsaick,  ii.  101  x. 
Chatham  t.  Tothill,  ii.  388  /. 
ChatUnd  v.  Thornley  ii.  210. 
Chaarand  ▼.  Angerstein,  ii.  200. 
Channel  ▼.  Chimelli,  ii.  72  o. 
Chanvet  v.  Alfray,  ii.  101  o, 
Cheadle  v.  Miller,  i.  28  c.  227. 
Cheasley  v.  Barnes,  i.  300  d. 
Che(%hi  V.  Powell,  ii.  210  a. 
Cbeedlej  v.  Mellor,  i.  346  g. 
Cbeesman  v.  Hardham,  i.  28  d.  34S  d. 
Cheelham  ▼.  Hampson,  i.  322. 

V.  Sturtevant,  ii.  72  n, 

— — —  V.  Ward,  ii.  47  gg* 


Cheltenham  Railway  Company 

niel, 
Cberoinant  v.  Thornton,  i.  33  e.  - 
Chesiin  v.  Dolby,  ii.  64  t. 


.Da- 

326. 


Chesman  v.  Nainsby,  i.  ^.  ii.  156. 
Chester  v.  Chester,  i.  183.  185.  278. 
Chesterfield,  Earl,  v.  Bolton,  i.  323  c/. 

ii.  422  a. 
Chesterton  v.  Middlehurst,  ii.  61  /. 
Chetham  v.  Sleigh,  i.  44  6. 
Chevely  v.  Bond,  ii.  127  e, 
Chichesley  v.  Thompson,  i.  22. 
Chichester  v.  Sheldon,  i.  142  a. 
Chichley's  case,  i.  28  d. 
Chick  V.  Smith,  i.  219  h.  ii.  148  d. 
Chievly  v.  Bond,  ii.  127  a. 
Child's  case,  i.  308  a. 
Child  V.  Affleck,  i.  130  a! 

V.  Baylie,  ii.  388  /. 

V.  Horden,  ii.  62  a. 

V.  Monins,  ii.  137  e. 

V.  Morlej',  ii."137  e, 

V.  Sands,  i.  291  a,  291  g.  291  m, 

ii.  117o.  S9f>. 
Childe  V.  Durrant,  ii.  210  a. 
Childes  v.  Westcot,  ii.  180  a. 
Chippendale  ▼.  Thurston,  ii.  64/ 
Chitty  V.  Dendy,  i.  74  d. 

V.  Naish,  ii.  415  a, 

Cholmley's    case,   i.    135  a.    150.    ii. 

42/>. 
Cholmondeley  v.  Bealing,  ii.  72  ce. 
Christie  v.  Fonsick,  ii.  63  d, 
Christopher  v.  Christopher,  i.  278  k. 
Chudleigh's  case,  ii.  387  a. 
Chumley  v.  Broom,  i.  98. 
Church  V.  Brown,  i.  288  b. 

V.  Brownewick,  i.  117. 

V.  Cudmore,  i.  117  A. 

V.  Imperial  Gas  Company,    i. 


V.  Wvat,  ii.  422  c. 


340. 


Churchill  v.  Evans,  i.  322  a. 
Churchman  v.  Tunstal,  i.  312  c. 
Clagton's  case,  i.  295  b. 
Clampe  v.  Clampe,  i.  151. 
Claney  v.  Pigot,  i.  211  a. 
Clanrickard's  case,  i.  285  a.  ii.  96  h. 
101  X.  210  e. 
Clanrickarde  v.  Sidney,  ii.  235  a, 

V,  Stokes,  i.  135  b. 

Ciapham  v.  Higham,  i.  327/  ii.  133/*. 

V.  Lenthall,  ii.  2  e.  209  c. 

Clappe  V.  Edgecombe,  i.  312  o. 
Claridge  v.  Mackenzie,  i.  326  a. 
Clark  V.  Alexander,  ii.  127  c. 

V.  Blithing,  ii.  377  c. 

V.  Bulmer,  ii.  259  c. 

V.  Calvert,  ii.  259  c. 

— ^  V.  Chamberlain,  ii.  47  A. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Clark  V.  Clement,  i.  35. 

V.  CromtODj  i.  Sl2d, 

V.  Crownshaw,  ii.  259  d. 

V.  Denton,  i.  312  c/. 

V.  Gaskarth,  ii.  259  c. 

V.  Gilbert,  ii.  47  k. 

V.  Glass,  i.  103  b.  103  c. 

V.  Hooper,  ii.  64?  /. 

J V.  Houghain,  ii.  03  c.  64  h, 

.^—  V.  Johnson,  ii.  84  a. 

V.  King,  i.  228. 

V.  LeCren,  i.  3l2<f. 

V,  Morrell,  i.  320  d. 

Clarke  v.  Bradshaw,  ii.  72  z. 


.  V.  Cogge,  i.  323  tf. 
,  V.  Crofts,  ii.  133rf. 
.  V.  Figes,  ii.  67  b. 


V.  Fisher,  it  33^. 

V.  Grey,  i.  33^. 

■  V.  Hume,  i.  241. 

V.  Hutchins,  ii.  47  «. 

V.  Popham,  ii.  171  e. 

V.  Pywell,  i.  287  a. 

V.  Quince,  ii.  107  o. 

.  V.  Rippon,  ii.  101 1 

V.  Seton,  i.  58  b. 

V.  Smith,  ii.  8  h.  388/. 

V.  Stocken,  ii.  133/. 

V.  Taylor,  i,  244  b. 

Clarkson  v.    Lawson,    i.  28  b.  244   b. 

244  c. 

V.  Scarborough,  i.  288^. 

V.  Woodhouse,  i.  248  a. 


Clay  V.  Shackeray,  ii.  175/ 
Clayton's  case,  ii.  415  a. 
Clayton  v.  Blakey,  i.  276. 

V.  Coatsworth,  i.  229  a. 

V.  Corby,  ii.  175/  175  A. 

V.  Dilly,  ii.  137  A. 

V.  Kynaston,  ii.  47  gg- 

Clearywalk  v.  Constable,  i.  312  c. 

Clegat  V.  Banbury,  i.  337  c. 

Clegg  V.  Laffer,  i.  243  6. 

Cleghorne  v.  Des  Anges,  ii.  101  i.  101  /. 

Clement  v.  Chivis,  i.  247  a. 

V.  Fisher,  i.  243.  243  d.  248. 

Clements  v.  Newcome,  i.  74  b, 

V.  Waller,  i.  Ill  a.  ii.  101  dd. 

Clendon  v.  Dinneford,  ii.  47  «. 

Clerk  V.  Hardwick,  ii.  9e.  9/ 

V.  James,  i.  247.  ii.  5  e.  i 

V.  Moor,  ii.  148/ 

V.  Withers,  ii.  47  a.  47  dd.  47  ee. 

^7  ff.  12  s.  $44. 
Gierke  v.  Child,  ii.  62  a. 

V.  PyweU,  i.  258. 261  b.  ii.  121  d. 


Cleworth  v.  Pickford,  ii.  133  A. 

Clifford  V.  Hunter,  ii.  201  b. 
V.  Earker,  ii.  200  c. 


295  «. 
295  6. 


Clinten  v.  Bridges,  ii.  84/ 
Clothworthy  v.  Clothworthy,  ii.  7  d. 
Clough  V.  Clough,  i.  277  h. 
Clowes  V.  Brettell,  ii.  72 1  72  dd. 
Clugas  V.  Penaluna,  i.  309  c.  ii.  137  h. 
Clun's  case,  i.  287.  288/  ii.  284 c^ 
Clun  V.  Pease,  ii.  422  c, 
Clutterbuck  v.  Coffin,  ii.  137  t. 

V.  Jones,  ii.  47  ee. 

Clyfton  V.  Webb,  i.  161.  ii.61/ 
Clyncard's  case,  i.  248. 
Coan  V.  Bowles,  ii.  212  b.  213. 
Coatcs  V.  Chaplin,  ii.  47  r. 

V.  Stevens,  i.  33  /. 

Coats  V.  Wade,  i.  1126. 
Cobb  V.  Brian,  ii.  319. 

V.  Carpenter,  i.  217  a. 

V.  Hunt,  i.  136  a. 

V.  Selby,  i.  323  c.    . 

Cock  V.  Brockhurst,  ii.  71  a. 

V.  Curtoys,  i.  320  c. 

V.  Townson,  ii.  201  g. 

V.  Tunno,  ii.  47  z.  47  aa. 

Cockell  V.  Gray,  i.  251. 
Cocker  v.  Cowper,  ii.  113  6. 

V.  Crompton,  i.  299  c. 

Cockerell  v.  Chamberlayne,  i. 

V.  Cholmondeley,  ii. 

Cockerill  v.  AUanson,  i.  300  6. 

V.  Armstrong,  ii.  206  a.  .295  6. 

V.  Kynaston,  ii.  47  y. 

'  V.  OwsV)n,  ii.  61  c. 


74  6. 
101  # 


Cocking  V.  Frazer,  ii.  202/ 
Cockley  v.  Pagrave,  i.  300/1  347  a. 
Cockman  v.  Farrer,  i.  235  6. 
Cpckram  v.  Welby,  ii.  67  a. 
Cockrane  v.  Fisher,  ii.  201  a. 
Cocks  V.  Brewer,  i.  291  c.  291  e.  ii.  71  6. 

V.  Nash,  i.  9  e.  ii.  47  gg.  48. 

Cockshott  V.  Bennett,  ii.  IS7  g.  137  A. 
Cockson  V.  Drinkwater,  i.  336  6. 
Codner  v.  Dalby,  i.  117. 
Codrington  v.  Floyd,  i.  75.  ii.  300  a. 
Coe's  case,  i.  117  a. 

Coe  V.  Clay,  i.  322  c. 
Coggs  V.  Barnard,  i.  312  6.  ii.  319  a. 
Coghill  V.  Freelove,  i.  241  b.  241  c. 
Cohen  v.  Bowles,  ii.  101  a. 

V.  Hannam,  ii.  203. 

V.  Huskisson,  i.  28. 

Coke  V.  Bullock,  i.  278  i. 
V.  Evans,  i.  300/ 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Colbonie  v.  Stockdale^  i.  312  e. 
Colchester,  mayor,  &c,  of,  v.  Seaber,  i. 

344. 
Colchester  v.  Roberts,  i.  300  e. 
Cole's  case,  i.  263  d. 
Cole  V.  Blake,  i.  33  e. 
▼.  Coventry,  bishop  of,  ii.  210e. 

-  V.  Dyer,  i.  211  a. 

▼.  Forth,  ii.  258.  2596, 

V.  Gower,  ii.  84  a. 

▼.  Greene,  ii.  101  z.  209  r. 

V.  Hawkins,  ii.  5  b. 

V.  Leviogston,  i.  183  a.  185  a.  186 

b.  186  d. 

V.  Sury,  ii.  3691  370.  370  a. 

Colebeck  v.  Peck,  ii.  72  o. 
Colebrooke  v.  Diggs,  ii.  101  o. 
Colegrave  v.  Dias  Santos,  ii.  47  /.  259  b. 
Coleman  y.  Waller,  ii.  137  A. 

▼.  Winch,  ii.  8. 

Coles  T.  Bank  of  England,  i.  326. 

V.  Sibsye,  ii.  1  d. 

V.  Wright,  11.  47  nu 

College  of  Physicians  v.  Harrison,  ii. 

155  b. 
Collet  T.  Bayfield,  ii.  62  a. 

T.  Wilson,  i.  161. 

Collier  v.  Gaillard,  i.  246. 
Collingboume  v.  Man  tell,  ii.  137  /. 
Collinge  V.  Heywood,  ii.  63/ 
Collins's  case,  i.  135  b. 

Collins  T.  Barrow,  ii.  422  b. 

▼.  Beaumont,  ii.  2  b.  72  aa. 

V.  Carnegie,  i.  309  a. 

V.  Collins,!.  58.  ii.  187. 

V.  Gibbs,  i.  227.  228  a. 

V.  Gwynne,  i.  66  a.  ii.  101  p. 

V.  Jenkins,  i.  74  b. 

; —  V.  Matthew,  i.  92  b. 

V.  Prosser,  i.  154  a.  ii.  47^^. 

▼.  Sutton,  i.  98. 

V.  Thoroughgood,  i.  111. 
v.  Walker,  ii.  295«. 


Colly^  V.  Willock,  ii.  6^k. 
Colman  v.  Eyles,  i.  21 1 6. 
Colmore  v.  Tjndall,  ii.  11/ 
Colt  V.  Coventry,  bishop  of,  i.  291  g. 

T.  Litchfield,  bishop  of,  i.  285  a. 

Cohhirst  V.  Bejushin,  i.  235  a. 
Coltman  t.  Marsh,  ii.  63/ 
Columbel  v.  Columbel,  ii.  62. 
Colno  T.  Buckle,  ii.  63/ 

V.  Fraser,  i.  280  d. 

Combe  t.  Capron,  i.  229. 

▼.  Pitt,  ii.  148  d. 

▼.  Talbot,  i.  337  c. 

VOL.  I. 


Comber  V.  Hill,  i.  185^. 
Comber's  case,  i.  275  a. 
Combers  v.  Watton,  ii.  117  A. 
Combes  v.  Bradley,  hundred  of,  ii.  380. 
Combs  V.  Beaumpnt,  ii.  2p9  d. 

V.  Cole,  i.  195  3. 

Comer  v.  Baker,  i.  300  b. 
Comer  ford  v.  Price,  ii.  1  a. 
Compere  v.  Hicks,  i.  319.  319  5'. 
Compton  V.  Richards,  1.  323.  ii.  114  a. 
Comyn  v.  Brandlyn,  ii.  68  g. 
Conan  v.  Kemise,  ii.  181  d. 
Concanen  v.  Leth bridge,  i.  195  t. 
Congham  and  King's  case,  i.  239.  ii. 

181  d. 
Connop  V.  Holmes,  i.  28  b. 
V.  Meaks,  i.  295  d. 


Connor  v.  West,  ii.  44. 
Constable  v.  Andrew,  ii.  137  L 
V.  Walthan,  half  hundred,  ii. 

375  b. 
Cooch  V.  Goodman,  i.  340  b. 
Cook's  case,  i.  208  a. 
Cooky.  Batchelor,  ii.  117  a.  307  a. 
— ^—  V.  Brookhurst,  ii.  61/ 

V.  Cook,  ii.  234. 

V.  Cox,  i.  28  c.  242. 

V.  Harris,  i.  286  a. 

V.  Hartle,  i.  33  m.  ii.  47  o. 

V.  Horrock,  ii.  101  g. 

V.  Jennings,  i.  320/ 

V,  Jones,  ii.  72  cc. 

V.  Oakley,  i.  278  t. 

V.  Pimhill,  hundredors  of,  ii.  378  a. 

V.  Remington,  i.  9  <f.  317.  ii.  404. 

V.  Ward,  i.  132  a. 

Cooke    V.  Berr}',  ii.  72  ee^  148  a. 

V.  Founds,  i.  60  b.  61. 

V.  Jackson,  i.  300. 

' V.  Loxley,  i.  326  a. 

— —  V.  Munstone,  269  c. 
>^— -  V.  Parsons,  i.  280  a. 

V.  Sambume,  i.  269  b. 

V.  Sayer,  i.  80. 

V.  Yates,  ii.  94  b. 

Cooker  v.  Child,  i.  274. 
Cooper  V.  Basingstoke,  hundred  of,  ii. 

376  e.  377. 

V.  Blandy,  i.  326  a. 

V.  Blick,  ii.  291  c.  291  e. 

V.  Chitty,  ii.  47  bb.  47  cc. 

V.  Garbett,  ii.  295  a, 

V.  Gardner,  ii.  69  c. 

V.  Ginger,  ii.  100  a.  101. 101  a. 

101  0. 

V.  Hunchin,  ii.  72  m. 

b 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Cooper  V.  Johnson,  ii.  13S  cL 

V.  Jones,  i.  185. 186.  186  a. 

V.  Langdon,  i.  33. 

'  V.  Langworth,  ii.  68  c/. 

V.  Lawson,  i.  244  b. 

V.  Marshall,  i.  853  a.  353  h. 

V.  Monke,  ii.  295  d, 

y.  Phillips,  ii.  137  /. 

V.  Sherbrooke,  i.  195^.  ii, 

V.  Spencer,  ii.  319  a. 

V.  Tiffin,  i.  207.  207  d. 

Cooze  V.  Neumenzen,  ii.  1  h. 
Cope  V.  Rowlands,  i.  309  b. 
Copeland  v.  Stevens,  i.  241  a. 
Copland  v.  Laporte,  -i.  154  a. 
Copleston  v.  Piper,  ii.  74  b. 
Copley  V.  Collins,  i.  136. 

V.  Day,  ii.  72  p. 

Coppell  V.  Smith,  i.  67  c, 
Coppendale  v.  Bridgen^  ii.  47  x. 
Coppin  V.  Carter,  i.  219.  219  c. 

V.  Dillon,  i.  280  e, 

V.  Humard,  ii.  61  n.  293  b. 

V.  Slaymaker,  i.  235. 

Coppock  V.  Bower,  ii.  137  b, 
Corbet  v.  Barnes,  ii.  148  a.  148/. 

V.  Pierson,  i.  74  c. 

Corbet's  case,  ii.  11  e.  12  ff.  72  W- 
Corbett  v.  Packington,  ii.  117  c. 
Corbyn  v.  Brown,  ii.  319  o. 
Corbyson  v.  Pierson,  i.  28  c,  28  d,  227. 

ii.  328. 
Cordall's  case,  ii.  11  «.  382  c.  383.  386. 
Cordment  v.  Hunt,  ii.  113  r. 
Core's  case,  ii.  181  b, 
Coriton  v.  Thomas,  ii.  344. 
Cork  V.  Saunders,  ii.  137  k. 
Cormel  v.  Lisset,  i.  241  </.« 
Corner  v.  Shew,  ii.  117  h,  171  a. 
Cornfoot  v.  Fowke,  ii.  201. 
Cornish  v.  Cawsy,  ii.  319  a. 

V.  Searell,  i.  234  a.  S26  a. 

Cornwall  v.  Richardson,  i.  131  fl. 
Cornwallis  v.  Savcry,  ii.  411. 
Corrall  v.  Cattell,  i.  320  d. 
Cort  V.  Berbeck,  ii.  114  c.  1 17  t. 
Cory  V.  Thinne,  i.  219.  219  3. 
Corytonv.Lithebye,ii.  171c.  172.401  a. 
Cossens  v.  Cossens,  ii.  84  e.  84 /! 
Cotes  V.  Harris,  ii.  127  o.  127  o.  127  c. 

V.  Wade,  i.  112  6. 

Cothay  v.  Fennell,  i.  291  /. 

V.  Tute,  ii.  47  *. 

Cother  v.  Merrick,  ii.  371- 
Cottam  V.  Partridge,  ii.  64  /.  127. 127  r. 

127  c. 


Cotter  V.  Layer,  i.  279  c 
Cotterel  v.  Hooke,  i.  241. 
Cottingham  v.  King,  ii.  44. 
Cottle  V.  Aldrich,  L  265. 
Cotton  V.  Browne,  i.  230  b. 

—  V.  Daintry,  ii.  101  A. 

V.  Godwin,  i.  33  rf.  33/ 

V.  James,  i.  230  6. 

V.  Murphy,  ii.  42 1. 

V.  Wale,  i.  161.  ii.  60.  61/ 

V.  Westcot,  ii.  2126.  213. 

Cotton's  case,  ii.  121  d. 
Coulter's  case,  i.  265. 
Counden  v.  Clerke,  i.  186  c. 
Court  V.  Partridge,  ii.  117^^ 
Courtney  v.  CoUett,  ii.  117  u 

V.  Greenville,  i.  291  a. 

V.  Phelps,  i.  21  a. 

V.  Satchwell,  i.  14.  ii.  5  a. 

Nantes,  ii.  202  A. 

Paddon,  i.  28.  336.  337  a.  ii. 
150  b.  291  b.  291  c. 
Coutts  v.  Gorham,  i.  323. 
Coux  V.  Louther,  i.  207. 
Covel  V.  Deval,  ii.  216  a. 
Coverly  v.  Morley,  ii.  7  c. 
Covington  v.  Roberts,  ii.  207. 
Cowan  v.  Braidwood,  i.  23.  926. 
Coward  v.  Marshal,  i.  279  A. 

V.  Wellington,  i.  130  a. 

Cowel  V.  Waller,  ii.  133  a. 

Cowell  V.  Edwards,  i.  264  c, 

— ^—  V.  Watts,  ii.  117^. 

Cowlam  V.  Slack,  i.  346. 

Cowleigh  V.  Edwards,  i.  14.  84  a.  ii.  5  c. 


Cousins  V, 

—  V. 


Cowley  V.  Lydeot,  ii.  148. 
Cowling  V.  Higginson,  i.  300  c. 


i.  175/. 
175  m. 


Cowlishaw  v.  Cheslyn,  ii.  103. 
Cowper  V.  Ginger,  ii.  100  a. 

V.  Godraond,  ii.  63  c. 

V.  Green,  ii.  137  m. 

V.  ^raith,  ii.  137 »«. 

V.  Towers,  i.  103  a.  ii.  117  A 


Cowperthwaite  v.  Owen,  ii.  37  a. 
Cox  V.  Bamsly,  ii.  69  a. 

V.  Bent,*i.  276  a. 

V.  Cannon,  i.  326. 

V.  Chamberlain,  ii.  97  c. 

V.  Joseph,  i.  117.  333  a, 

V.  Matthews,  ii.  114  a.  114  6. 

V.  Mundy,  ii.  52  c. 

V.  Painter,  ii.  1  6. 

V.  Parry,  i.  33  c. 

V.  Peacock,  i.  336  6. 

V.  Robinson,  i.  33^. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Cox  T.  Rodbardy  i.  58  a. 

V.  Thomason,  i.  24*3  d. 

Craft  T.  Boite,  i.  121.  131  b.  ii.  5  e. 
Craig  T.  Cox,  ii.  64  h. 
Cramp  ▼.  Symons,  i.  327  e, 
Ciaobome  v.  QuenneK  ii.  101  tc 
Cranch  t.  Kirkman,  ii.  127  a. 

V.  White,  ii.  47  m. 

Cranlej  v.  Hillary,  ii.  137  /. 
Cranrel  v.  Sanders,  i.  279^. 
Craufard  v.  Hunter,  ii.  202  h.  203. 
CriTen  t.  Sanderson,  i.  21  a. 
Crawford  v.  Middleton,  i.  130  a. 

V.  Whittall,  i.  112  a. 

Crawley  v.  Crawley,  ii.  388  o. 

V.  Lidgeat,  ii.  GSe. 

Crayford  v.  Crayford,  i.  60  a, 
Craythome  ▼.  Swinburne,  i.  264  c, 
Creamer  t.  Wickett,  i.  92  a.  ii 
Creevy  v.  Carr,  i.  131  a. 
Creswick  y  Saunder^  i.  241  e. 
Cftw  V.  Petit,  ii.  64/ 

Crewes  t.  Draper,  i.  295. 
Cripps  T.  Davies,  ii.  64 1. 
Crips  V.  Ingledew,  i.  286. 
Crisp  T.  Churchill,  ii.  137  h, 

V.  Griffiths,  ii.  295  b. 

Crispin  T.  Williamson,  ii.  291  d. 

Cristie  V.  Cowell,  i.  130  a. 

Croft  V.  Johnson,  ii.  71 «. 

Crofts  v.  Stockley^  ii.  60  c. 

Crogatfe's   case,  i.  244  c.  ii.  294.  295. 

295  b. 
Crokatt  v.  Jones,  ii.  1  d, 
Crompton  v.  Ward,  ii.  345. 
Cromweirs  case,  i.  130  a.  131.  ii.  42  m. 
Cromwell  v.  Gninsden,  i.  66. 
Crook  V.  Eyles,  i.  35  b.  ii.  1  a. 
Crooke  t.  De  Vandes,  ii.  388  e. 

V.  M^Tarish,  i.  251. 

Crocker  y.  Longden,  ii.  101  tn, 
Cro<^hay  y.  Woodward,  i.  285  a. 
Cromne  t.  Guise,  ii.  168  b. 
Cropp  v.  Harobledon,  i.  287. 
Cropwell  V.  Peachy,  i.  117. 
Crosbie  ▼.  M'Doual,  i.  27Sd.  279  A. 
Croftby  v.  Geering,  i.  2196. 

V.  Wadsworth,  i.  277  c  277  d. 

Crosier  t.  Tomlinson,  ii.  121 . 
Cross  V.  Eglin,  ii.  305  c. 

V.  Faustenditch,  ii.  97  a. 

T.  Grey,  ii.  94  a. 

▼.  Johnson,  i.  300  c. 

V.  Law,  ii.  72  L 

V.  Lewis,  ii.  175  tf. 


Cross  V.  Tyrer,  ii.  101  z. 

Crosse  v.  Bilson,  i.  347.  ii;209c.  211. 

V.  Hunt,  i.  312e. 

V.  Porter,  ii.  72  c. 

V.  Young,  ii.  181  a.  181  b. 

Cross  Keys,  Company  of,  v.  Rawlings, 

i.  21  a. 
Crossier  v.  Ogleby,  ii.  47  z. 
Crossing  v.  Scudamore,  ii.  96  b. 
Crotty  V.  Hodges,  ii.  200  c. 
Croucher  v.  Collins,  ii.  336  a. 
Crouther  v.  Oldfield,  i.  228.  228  c.  346. 

349.349  a. 
Crow  V.  Brown,  i.  295  b* 

V.  Edwards,  i.  247. 

V.  Maddock,  ii.  101  c. 

V.  Rogers,  ii.  137^. 


Crowder  v.  Goodwin,  i.  90. 
Crowle  v.  Swindles,  i.  320. 
Crowley  v.  Cohen,  ii.  203  a. 
■  '  V.  Lidgeat,  ii.  68  c/. 

Crowther  v.  Ramsbottom,  i.  23  b. 
Croydon  Hospital  v.  Fadey,  i.  340  b. 
Crozer  v.  Pilling,  i.  35  a. 
Crucknell  v.  Trueman,  ii.  300. 
Crum  V.  Kitchen,  ii.  101  k. 
Crump  V.  Adney,  i.  28  b, 

V.  Norwood,  ii.  382  c. 


Crumweli   v.   Andrews,  ii.  101.   101/! 

101^. 
Crusoe  v.  Bugby,  i.  288  b. 
Crutchfield  v.  Scott,  i.  33  e. 
Cubitt  V.  Porter,  ii.  47/>. 
Cuckson  V.  Winter,  ii.  47  n, 
Cudliff  V.  Walters,  ii.  133  b. 
Cudwell  V.  Duukin,  ii.  60  a. 
Cuffv.  Brown,  i.  313. 
Cullen  y.  Butler,  ii.  202  a.  202  d 
Culley,  in  re,  i.  356  a. 
CuUingworth  v  Loyd,  ii.  137*.  137  w. 
Cully  y.  Doe,  i.  319  A. 
Cumber  y  Wane,  ii.  137  *. 
Cuming  y.  Hill,  i.  313  a. 
Cunningham  y.  Chambers,  i.  161. 

y.  Houston,  ii.  101  bb. 

y.  Moody,  ii.  8  A.  382. 


Curd  y.  Eastmead,  ii.  101  h. 
Curlewis  y.  Dudley,  i.  312  a,  ii.  2  a. 
Curling  v.  Chalklen,  ii.  415  6. 
y.  Thornton,  i.  275. 


Currey  y.  Bowker,  ii.  1  b. 

y.  Stephenson,  i.  103  a.  ii.  63  /. 

Curry  y.  Walter,  i.  130  a. 
Curtis  y.  Curtis,  ii.  332. 
y.  Dayis,  i.  285  a. 

b  2 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Curtis  V.  Drinkwater^  i.  74  b, 
-^ —  V.  Headfort,  ii.  295  a. 

V,  Potts,  ii.  133^ 

V.  Price,  ii.  1 1  / 

V.  Spitty,  i.  241  e.  277  a.  ii.  182. 

V.  Vernon,  i.  265. 

Curwen  v.  Fletcher,  i.  97. 

V.  Salkeld,  ii.  114/. 

Cutforthay  v.  Taylor,  i.  285  a. 
Cutler  Y.  Di](on,  i.  131  c. 

V.    Southern,   i.  286  a.  ii.  61  «i. 

84  c.  84/ 291.  409  a. 
Cutsworth's  case,  ii.  \\1  c. 
Cutting  V.  Williams,  ii.  101  hb. 
Cutts  V.  Bennet,  ii.  402. 
Cuxon  V.  Chadley,  i.  2106. 


D. 


Da  Costa  v.  Clarke,  ii.  4. 

■  V.  Davis,  i.  35.  65. 

V.  Villa  Real,  i.  2753. 

Dabbs  V.  Humphries,  ii.  64  dl 
Dacres  v.  Duncomb,  ii.  2  e.  72  ^ 

*  V.  Dunkin,  ii.  72^. 
Dacy  V.  Clinch,  i.  242  b.  ii.  \d.\e. 
Dadd  V.  Creace,  ii.  171  e, 
D'Aguilar  v.  Tobin,  ii.  201  h. 
Daile  v.  Coates,  ii.  379. 
Daintry  v.  Daintry,  ii.  388  c. 
Dakin's  case,  i.  118.  ii.  305  c. 
Dalby  v.  Hirst,  i.  228  b. 

V.  Mott,  ii.  148  a. 

Dale  V.  Eyre,  i.  207.  207  a. 
Dalgleish  v.  Hodgson,  ii.  201  c.     • 
Dalling  v.  Matchett,  L  327  e. 
Dallman  v.  King,  i.  320  d. 
Dally  V.  King,  ii.  45^. 
Dalston  v.  Janson,  ii.  117rf.  117/ 
— —  V.  Reeve,  ii.  303  a, 
Dalton  V.  Whittem,  ii.  259  c. 
Daly  V.  Mahon,  i.  9  r. 
Damil's  case,  i.  274  a. 
Danby  v.  Hodgson,  ii.  238. 
Dance  v.  Girdler,  ii.  415. 

V.  Lucy,  i.  296. 

V.  Robson,  i.  131  b. 

Dancer  v.  Hastings,  i.  326  a. 
Dand  v.  Kingscote,  i.  299  a.  323.  323  c. 
Dande  ▼.  Currer,  i.  295  a. 
Danes  v.  Monsey,  ii.  1 33  a. 
Dangerfield  v.  Thomas^  i.  9.  9  b.  23  a. 

210. 


Daniel  v.  North,  ii.  175  t. 
Daniels,  ex  parte,  ii.  1 37  A- 
Daniels  v.  Gompertz,  ii.  47  a. 
Dansey  v.  Cann,  ii.  388  a. 

v.  Griffiths,  ii.  388^?.  388  e. 

Darbishire  v.  Butler,  i.  103  e. 
Darby  v.  Harris,  ii.  259c. 

v.  Minshuil,  i.  14  a. 

v.  Smith,  i.  300  A. 

.  V.  Wilkins,  ii.  72^. 

Darbyshire  v.  Cannon,  i.  327c. 
Darcy  v.  Askwith,  i.  323.  323  c.  ii.  96a. 

259  c. 

V.  Blake,  ii.  463. 

v.  Jackson,  i.  258  a. 

Darley  v.  Darley,  i.  278/ 
Darlington  v.  Pritchard,  i.  326. 
Darnell  v.Tratt,  1.211  c. 
Dartnall  v.  Haward,  i.  312  c. 
Darwin  v.  Upton,  ii.  175  c. 
Davage  v.  Davage,  i.  333. 
Davenant  v.  Bishop  of  Sarum,  L  187. 

•  V.  Hurdis,  i.  344. 

v.  Rafter,  i.  325a.  ii.  101  x. 

V.  Raflon,  ii.  101  ar. 

Davenport's  case.  i.  235  c. 
Davenport  v.  Oldis,  i.  185  a.  185^. 

v.  Parker,  ii.  606. 

V.  Rackstraw,  i.  291  /. 

Davey  v.  Prepdergrass,  ii.  ^1  gg* 

Renton,  i.  33^. 

v.  Chilman,  ii.  210.  210^. 

v.  Cooper,  ii.  200  c. 

V.  Gwynne,  i.  320  df. 

V.  M'Gregor,  ii.  137  m- 

Davie  V.  ,  i.  745. 

V.  Beardsham,  i.  277  A. 

Davies  v.  Churchman,  ii.  lb. 
v.  Davies,  i.  280  <f. 

-  V.  Edwards*  i.  203. 

-^—  V.  Humphreys,  i.  264c.  ii.  63/ 

V.  Jackson,  i.  230  a. 

V.  Lowndes,  i.  319/ 


Davidson 


iL  45 191. 

385  a. 


V.  Miller,  ii.  307  a. 

V.  Morgan,  i.  312  dL 

V.  Noake,  i.  242. 

V.  Penton,  i.  58  c. 

V.  Selby,  ii.  44. 

■  V.  Smith,  ii.  64  d. 

V.  Stacey,  ii.  150  a. 

V.  Stephens,  ii.  175  m. 

Davila  v.  Almanza,  i.  327  c. 
Davis  V.  Black,  i.  228  c.  312  c. 
V.  Blackball  Company,  i.  286. 


NAMES  O^  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


DiTis  T.  Chapman,  i.  35  d.  \u  295  d, 

V.  Eyton,  i.  288  df. 

▼.  Garrett,  ii.  201  g. 

▼.  Gyde,  ii.  103  h. 

▼.  Hardy,  i.  230*. 

V.  James,  ii.  47  s. 

V.  Jones,  ii.  259  b.  259  d. 

V.  Lees,  ii.  44  a*  45  «.  45  ^.  45  A. 

'         V.  Lewis,  i.  244  b, 

Y.  London  and  Blackwall  Co^  ii. 

400  a. 

V.  Marlborough,  ii,  47  h. 

V.  Mason,  ii.  156. 

V.  Morgan,  ii.  137  b, 

V.  Noak,  ii.  291  c. 

T.  Oswell,  ii.  47  o. 

T.  Reyner,  i.  2106.  ii.  137  c. 

▼.  Speed,  ii.  382. 

V.  Wright,  i.  2106. 

Davison  v.  Barber,  i.  312  a. 

▼.  Stanley,  i.  236  c. 

DaTj  V.  Milford,  li.  202  e.  203 1.  ' 

▼.  Pepys,  iL  76.  7  c.  Id,  ii.  68. 

Dawes  t.  Papworth,  ii.  61 6. 

V.  Peck,  ii.  47  r. 

Dawling  t.  Selby,  ii.  94a. 

Daws,  in  re,  i.  356  a. 

Dawson  v.  Atty,  ii.  201/ 

V.  Dyer,  ii.  1786.  352c. 

V.  Myer,  i.  320a. 

Da  J  V.  Bonnin,  i.  33  a. 

V.  Bream,  i.  132a. 

V.  Fynn,  ii.  3056. 

V.  Guilford,  ii.  148  a. 

T.  Hanks,  i.  300<%  ' 

T.  King,  i.  263  a. 

T.  Robinson,  i.  243  a.  2436. 

V.  Spooner,  ii.  327. 

V.  Williams,  ii.  175rf. 

Dajrel  v.  Thinn,  ii.  101  z, 
Dajrell  v.  Hoare,  i.  235  a. 
Dean  v.  Crane,  ii.  63/.  64c.  64  <f. 

V.  James,  i.  33^. 

T.  Newhall,  ii.  48. 

T.  Skegg,  i.  2886. 

d.  Stanhope  v.  Skeggs,  i.  288  6. 

Deane  v.  Clayton,  i.  84a. 
Dearie  v.  Barrett,  i.  33/ 
Deame  v.  Grimp,  i.  3366. 
De  Begnis  v.  Armstead,  i.  309  c. 
De  Bemardis  ▼.  Spalding,  ii.  295  c. 
Decbarms  v.  Harwood,  ii.  117  a. 
De  Crespignay  v.  Weilesley,  i.  244  c. 
Deeks  v.  Strutt,  i.  281.  ii.  187  c.  187  </. 
Deeriog  ▼.  Farrington,  ii.  370. 

>  V.  Moor,  i.  291  m. 


Deering  v.  Winchelsea,  i.264c. 
Defries  v.  Davies,  i.  243  c. 
De  Grave  v.  Mayor  and  Corporation  of 
Monmouth,  i.  340. 
De  Hahn  v.  Hartley,  ii.  201  a. 
De  Harcourt's  case,  i.  353  a. 
De  la  Cour  v.  Read,  ii.  71  c. 
Delacroix  v.  Thevenot,  i.  132  a. 
Delaney  v.  Jones,  i.  130. 
— —  V.  Stoddart,  i.  210.  ii.  .201  g. 
De  la  Rue  v.  Stewart,  ii.  187  6. 
De  la  Torre  v.  Barclay,  ii.  64. 
De  la  Vega  v.  Vianna,  ii.  121  c. 
Delegal   v.   Highley,     i.   131.   230  6. 

243  d.  244. 
Dell  V.  Higdon,  ii.  422  c. 

V.  Wild,  ii.  101  n. 

Delmada  v.  Mothehx,  ii.  201  c. 
Delver  v.  Barnes,  i.  327  c. 
De  Mautort  v.  Saunders,  i.  291  e. 
De  Medina  v.  Norman,  ii.  207  6.  352  6. 
De  Moranda  v.  Dunkin,  ii.  61  ^. 
Den  V.  Abingdon,  ii.  69  c.  69  dL 
Denham  v.  Stephenson,  ii.  7/ 
Denison  v.  Mair,  ii.  107  a. 

V.  Ralphson,  ii.  \\1  d.  117  c. 

V.  Richards,  ii.  291. 

Denn  v.  Cartright,  i.  202  a. 

V.  Gaskin,  i.  185. 

V.  Mellor,  ii.  388  o. 

V.  Shenton,  ii.  338  m. 

Dennis  v.  Dennis,  ii.  44  c.  44/ 

V.  Drake,  ii.  72  d. 

•  V.  Rowls,  i.  91  a. 

Denny's  case,  ii.  304. 
Dent  V.  Lingood,  ii.  101  66. 

V.  Oliver,  i,  339  a.  ii.  114. 

V.  Prudence,  ii.  47  c. 

V.  Weston,  ii.  61  c. 

Denton  v.  Richmond,  i.  58  c.  ii.  137  A. 

V.  Wilson,  i.  312  a. 

Derisley  v.  Custance,  i.  Ill  a.  112a. 

112  6. 
De  Rutzen  v.  Lloyd,  ii.  114/  175/. 
Desbordes  v.  Horsey,  ii.  101  o, 
Deshons  v.  Head,  i.  9  ^.  318  a. 
De  Symonds  v.  Sheddon,  ii.  203  6. 
De  Tastate  v.  Andrade,  i.  386  6. 
De  Tastet  v.  Rucker,  i.  318  a. 

V.  Shaw,  i.  291  g. 

Dethick  v.  Bradboume,  ii.  101  r. 
Deveaux  v.  J'Anson,  ii.  202  d.  203  a. 

V.  Salvador,  ii.  202  d. 

V.  Steele,  ii.  202  i.  203  a. 

Devenoge  v.  Bouverie,  i.  9  /. 
Devereux  v.  Barclay,  ii.  47  h. 
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NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


De  Vignier  v.  Swanson,  ii.  201  d,  * 

Doe  V.  Amey,  i.  276  a,  327  A- 

Deviis  v.  Clerk,  ii.  192. 

V.  Archer,  i.  276  d. 

Dewar  v.  Purday,  i.  195/. 

V.  Asley,  i.  287  c. 

Dewell  V.  Marshall,  i.  195  c. 

V.  Bancks,  i.  287  c 

tr     IVT/wrwn      11      A*?    A 

^  V.  Barber,  ii.  101  a. 

V.  Barford,  i.  279  a. 

De  Woolf  V.  Bevan,  ii.  295  c. 

Deybel's  case,  i.  74. 

V.  Barthrop,  ii.  1 1  rf.  1 1  e. 

Dibbin  v.  Lord  Anglesey,  i.  33. 

V.  Barton,  i.276a.  326a.  ii.  418  a, 

Dicas  V.  Jay,  i.  327/. 

418  6.418^. 

Dicken  V.  Neal,  150  6. 

V.  Bateman,  i.  288. 

Dickenson  v.  Harrison,  i.  201. 

V.  Batten,  i.  276/ 

V    Hntfirld    ii    f>^  t 

V.  Baytup.  i.  326  a. 

V.  Bell,  i.  276. 

V.  Benson,  i.  276. 

Dicker  v.  Adams,  i.  109. 

Dickon  v.  Clifton,  ii.  117  d. 

V.  Bevan,  i.  288. 

Dickson  v.  Thomson,  ii.  64  e. 

V.  Billyard,  ii.  101.     ■ 

Digby  V.  Alexander,  ii.  209  «. 

V.  Bingham,  ii.  200  b. 

V.  Fitzherbert,  i.  21  a.  22.  22  a. 

V.  Birch,  i.  287  e.  288. 

Digg's  case,  ii.  26. 

L  y.  Birchmore,  i.  326  a. 

Dighton  V.  Greenvil,  i.  236  c.  ii.7«.  72^. 

V.  Bird,  i.  277  6.288  c. 

Dillan's  case,  i.  313. 

V.  Bliss,  i.  288. 

Dilley  v.  Polhill,  ii.  61  o. 

V.  Bluck,  ii.  388  a. 

Dillon  V.  Leman,  ii.  121  d. 

V.  Bolton,  ii.  1 1  ff. 

Dingley  v.  Moore,  i.  135  b. 

V.  Bond,  ii.  259. 

Disney  v.  Butler,  ii.  418  d. 

V.  Boulter,  i.  112  c.  326  a. 

Dister  v.  Dister,  i.  278/ 

V.  Boulton,  i.  234  a.  276  a. 

Ditcham  v.  Bond,  i.  300/  ii.  117  t. 

V.  Bracebridge,  ii.  101  h. 

Ditton  s  case,  i.  313. 

V.  Brazier,  i.  186  d. 

Dive  V.  Manninghara,    i.    161.    161    a. 

V.  Breach,  i.  276  a. 

iL  155  a. 

V.  Brindley,  i.  288  a. 

Dixie's  case,  i.  295. 

V.  Brown,  i.  326  a.  ii.  133  e. 

Dixon  V.  Bowman,  i.  291  d. 

V.  Brydges,  i.  287. 

V.  Hatfield,  i.  211  c. 

V.  Budden,  i.  326  a. 

V.  Burville,  i.  185  c. 

V.  Nuttall,  ii.  63  d. 

V.  Burlington,  Lord,  ii.  258. 

V.  Parkes,  ii.  48  b. 

'-  V.  Butcher,  ii.  72  i.  72  m. 

V.  Robinson,  ii.  114/ 

V.  Butler,  i.  276  d. 

V.  Sadler,  ii.  201  b. 

V.  Cadwallader,  i.  276  a. 

V.  Saville,  ii.  46  b. 

V.  Calvert,  i.  276  <f.  276/ 

V.  Yates,  ii.  47  d. 

v.  Carter,  i.  288  c. 

Dobell  V.  Hutchinson,  i.  211  a. 

V.  Cawdor,  i.  276  a.  277. 

Dobree  v.  Napier,  i.  348. 

V.  Chamberlaine,  i.  276  a. 

Dobson  V.  Douglas,  i.  347  e. 

V.  Chaplin,  i.  276  e. 
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V.  Clark,  i.  348  a.  ii.  101  r. 

V.  Clarke,  i.  288  c. 

Docker  v.  King,  ii.  209  b. 

Dockwray  v.  Dickenson,  i.  291  m. 

V.  Cole,  i.  233  b,  ii.  97  c 

Dod  V.  Herbert,  ii.  62  b. 

V.  Coleman,  ii.  388  o. 

Dodd  V.  Holme,  ii.  400  a. 

V.  Collins,  ii.  401.  401  a. 

Doddington's  case,  i.  216. 

V.Cooke,  ii.  111. 

Dodington  v.  Hudson,  ii.  62  a. 

V.  Cooper,  i.  185  a.  277. 

Dodson  V.  Mackey,  ii.  64  i. 

V.  Creed,  i.  277  a.  ii.  69  c 

V.  Taylor,  ii.  336  a. 

V.  Crick,  i.  276  e. 

Doe  d.  Leicester  v. ^  ii.  11^. 

V.  Crisp,  ii.  72  JO.  422  e. 

Doe  V.  Adams,  i.  288  e. 

V.  Alexander,  i.  287  a. 

, V.  Culliford,  i.  276  rf. 

Y.  Allen,  i.  288  a. 

V.  Cundall,  ii.  388  o. 

NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Doe  y.  DaiiTers,  i.  277  b.  349. 

▼.  Darby,  i.  276/ 

V.  Darcen,  ii.  101  ta, 

—  ▼•  David,  i.  288  c. 

▼.  Davies,  i.  319/  ii.  11/  97  b. 

—  ▼•  Davy,  i.  278  b. 

V.  Day,  L  276  a. 

— ^  V.  Daiton,  ii.  44. 

V.  Dobell,  i-  203.  276  c. 

T.  Donovan,  i.  276  c. 

▼.  Dorvell,  L  186  6. 

▼.  Dnesbury,  ii.  388  iL 

^ ▼.  Dunbar,  i.  276  e. 

V.  Domford,  i.  288. 

V.  Dyebali,  ii.  171  a.  171  e. 

▼.  Dyneley,  iu  101  m,  101  q. 

V.  Dyson,  i.  287  b. 

V.  Edlin,  i.  279.  ii.  11/  II  ^. 

V.  Edwards,  i.  234  a.  288.  ii.418a. 

V.  Ekins,  i.  288. 

V.  Ebam,  i.  288  d. 

▼.  Errington,  ii.  117. 

V.  Evans,  i.  278  d.  280  d.  363. 

ii.  11a. 

V.  Ewart,   ii.    11  c.    11/   388  d. 

388  m. 

V.  Field,  ii.  lib.  II g. 

V.  Finch,  1.319  <^ 

Y.  Fonnereau,  ii.  388  t.  388  k. 

▼.  Ford,  ii.  72  o. 

▼.  Forster,  i.  276  d. 

V.  Francis,  i.  326  a. 

V.  Fuchau,  i.  287  b. 

T.  Gatacre,  ii.  42  p. 

T.  Gatau,  i.  319  c. 

T.  Giles,  i.  276  a. 

V.  Goldsmith,  i.  288  e. 

V.  Goldwin,  i.  276  a.  276/ 

T.  Green,  i.  202  a.  276  c 

■  ▼.  Greenhiil,  ii.  14  a. 
— —  T.  Gregory )  i.  319/ 

V.  Griffiths,  ii.  388  a. 

V.  Gnibb,  i.  277  a, 

V.  Gmndy,  ii.  72  o. 

V.  Guy,  i.  280  e.  ii.  137  c.  137  d. 

V.  Gwinnell,  ii.  46. 

—  V.  Hales,  L  276  a. 

r.  Harris,  i.  976  d.  271b.  279 «. 

279/279^.  319  cT. 

▼.  Harrison,  ii.  175  o. 

▼.  Hawke,  i.  288  c. 

—  V.  Heather,  ii.  74  d. 

—  ▼.  Hellier,  i.  151. 

T.  Hickman,  i.  277  b. 

V.  Hicks,  i.  319.  ii.  11  ^. 

V.  Hirsty  ii.  200  b. 


Doe  V.  Hogg,  i.  288/ 

V.  Homfray,  ii.  11^. 

V.  Horn,  i.  277  a. 

V.  Homer,  i.  33.  33  a.  327  y. . 

V.  Horsley,  i.  112  c. 

V.  Howard,  i.  276  c. 

V.  Howell,  ii.  388  k. 

V.  Hughes,  i.  276  c.  276/ 

V.  Hull,  i.  3196.  319/ 

V.  Hutton,  ii.  Sh,  9  a, 

V.  Jackson,  i.  276  d.  349. 

V.  Jenkins,  i.  186. 

V.  Jenny,  ii.  422  c. 

V.  Jepson,  i.  288  d. 

V.  Jeyes,  i.  183. 

V.  Johnson,  i.  276  c.  288  a. 

V.  Jones,  i.  38. 261  b.  276  *.  319rf. 

ii.  693.  1216.  121 «/. 

V.  Keeling,  i.  288  c. 

V.  Keir,  ii.  97  d. 

V.  Kightley,  i.  276  c/. 

V.  Kneller,  i.  288/ 

V.  Knight,  i.  291. 

— •  V.  Knowles,  i.  287  6. 

v.  Lambly,  i.  276  c. 

V.  Laming,  i.  288  b. 

V.  Lancashire,     i.   278  t. 


278  i&. 

279  a. 

V.  Landaff,  Bishop  of,  i.  278/ 

V.  Langton,  ii.  401  a. 

V.  Lawes,  ii.  422  d.  422/ 

— ^  V.  Lawrence,  i.  288  c. 

V.  Lea,  i.  276  d. 

V.  Leicester,  i.  276  d. 

V.  Lewis,  i.  261  a.  287  c.  288  a. 

V.  Lightfoot,  i.  277  ff- 

V.  Llewellin,  i.  277  b.  349. 

V.  Lloyd,  i.  189. 

V.  Lock.  i.  322  d.  323  c.  ii.  168  a. 

V.  Lord,  ii.  69^  ' 

— —  V.  Ludlam,  i.  277  b. 
—  V.  Luxton,  i.  261. 

V.  Lynes,  i.  319  a. 

V.  Maisey,  i.  276  a. 

V.  Marcl^etti,  i.  236.  288  cL 

V,  Martin,  ii.  111.  388  n.  401  a. 

Masters,  i.  287  a.  287  c. 

Meux,  i.  288.^  288  a. 

Miller,  i.  276  a. 

Mills,  i.  326  a. 

V.  Milward,  i.  236  c. 

V.  Mizem,  i.  276/  326  a. 

V.  M»Kaeg,  i.  276  6. 

V.  Morgan,  ii.  388. 

V.  Morse,  i.  276  b. 

V.  Murless,  i.  276  c. 

b  4 


•  V. 
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•  V. 
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NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Doe   V.  Needs,  ii.  He. 

V.  Nicholls,  ii.  lie. 

— -  V.  Nutt,  ii.  44  rf. 

V.  Oliver,  i.  92  h,  ii.  388  n. 

V.  Ossingbrooke,  ii.  42'2  c. 

V.  Ovens,  i.  275.  ii.  388  d. 

V.  Owen,  ii.  69/. 

V.  Palmer,  i.  276/ 

V.  Parmiter,  i.  91  a. 

V.  Pasquali,  i,  277. 

v.  Passingham,  ii.  116.  11  h. 

V.  Paul.  L  287. 

V.  Peck,  1.  288. 

V.  Perkes,  i.  279/ 

V.  Perkins,  i.  319  e.  319/ 

V.  Perrin,  i.  276  d. 

V.  Pett,    i.   319  a.    319  c.   319 1. 

319^. 

V.  Pickard,  i.  236 d.  ii.  \\g. 

V.  Pierce,  ii.  305  c. 

V.  Plomer,  i.  326  a. 

V.  Plowman,  ii.  44.  175  d. 

V.  Plumptre,  i.  319 1. 

V.  Porter,  i.  276. 

V.  Pott,  i.  277  A.  278  e. 

V.  Powell,  i.  288  c.  ii.  133/ 

—  V.  Prestwidge,  ii.  1 1  A.  38  6. 
V.  Price,  i.  276  h. 

V.  Pritchard,  i.  2S8.  819 1. 

V.  PuUen,  i.  276.  276  a. 

V.  Pyle,  i.  236. 

V.  Ramsbotham,  ii.  418  a. 

V.  Rawding,  ii.  96. 

V.  Read,  i.  276  e. 

V.  Reed,  ii.  VI 5  d, 

V.  Rees,  i.  288. 

V.  Reid,  i.  241  h. 

V.  Ridout,  i.  236  e. 

V.  Robinson,  i.  261.  261  a.  276/ 

V.  Robson,  i.  288  d. 

V.  Roe,    i.  9  c.  287  c.    ii.  72  a. 

133  6. 

V.  Ross,  i.  319  c. 

V.  Rowe,  i.  288. 

V.  Samuel,  i.  276  c.  276  c. 

V.  Sandham,  ii.  422  b. 

V.  Scarborough,  ii.  42 jo. 

V.  Scott,  i.  276  d.  ii.  1 1  c. 

V.  Scudamore,  ii.  382  h.  388. 

V.  Seaton,  ii.  418  a. 

V.  Selby,  ii.  388.  388  h. 

.— ^  V.  Selwyn,  i.  276  c. 

V.  Shane,  ii.  121  d. 

V.  Shawcross,  i.  287  b. 

V.  Shotter,  ii.  1 1  c. 


Doe   V.  Simpson,  ii.  lie/.   11  c.  388 d, 

388  fn. 

V.  Simpson,  assignees  of,  i.  349. 

ii.  97. 

V,  Skirrow,  i.  319/ 

V.  Slight,  i.  9  c. 

V.Smith,     i.  234a.  241.    276 rf. 

286  6.288  c. 

V.  Smith,  Lady,  i.  326  a. 

V.  Smythe,  ii.  418  a. 

V.  Snowdon,  i.  276  c. 

V.  Somerville,  i.  276  6. 

V.  Spence,  i.  276  c. 

V.  Squire,  i.  327  A.  ii.  62  a. 

V.  Stagg,  i.  236. 

V.  Stanion,  i.  236  rf.  276  a.  277. 

— ^  V.  Staple,  i.  279  c. 

V.  Stapleton,  i.  276  c. 

V.  Steele,  i.  261.  276/ 

V.  Stevens,  i.  288  rf. 

—  V.  Stratton,  i.  276  c. 
V.  Sturgess,  i.  279  c. 

V.  Summersett,  i.  276/ 

V.  Sutton,  i.  288. 

V.  Tatchell,  i.  281. 

V.  Thomas,  i.  183.  236  6.  ii.  7/ 

V.  Thompson,  i.  327  c. 

V.  Timmins,  ii.  8  A. 

V.  Tomkins,  ii.  422/ 

—  V.  Tomkinson,  ii.  388  «. 

V.  Truby,  ii.  422  c. 

V.  Truman,  ii.  422  c. 

V.  Turner,  i.  276  6. 

V.  Vernon,  ii.  422  d. 

V.  Vince,  i.  276  d. 

— ^  V.  Wainewright,  i.  186  6. 

V.  Walbank,  ii.  11/ 

V.  Walker,  i.  230  g. 

V.  Walters,  i.  276/ 

V.  Wandless,  i,  287.  287  a.  287  c. 

V.  Watkins,  i.  276  c. 

V.  Watson,  ii.  418.  418  a. 

V.  Watt,  i.  288/ 

V.  Watts,  i.  2766.  319  A, 

V.  Webb,  i.  186. 

V.  Webber,  ii.  111.  388 c. 

V.  Weller,  ii.  180. 

V.  Wells,  i.  277  a. 

V.  Wetjon,  ii.  388  c. 

V.  Wharton,  ii.  7  c 

V,  Whicelo,  i.  260a.  ii.  7  c.  7/ 

V.  White,  i.  186  c.  288/ 

V.  Whitehead,     i.   261  6, 


288  <2. 
319  e. 


V.  Whitfield,  i.  287  c. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Doe  T.  Whittaker*  ii.  422  e. 

V.  Whittingham,  ii.  97  a. 

V.  Wilkinson,  i.  276  d. 

V.  WiHiams,  i.  276e.  319 A.  ii.  1 1  c. 

V.  Wilson,  i.  277  b.  287  a.  ii.  175i. 

422  e. 

T.  Wictingham,  ii.  97  a. 

V.  Woodbridgc,  i.  288. 

V.  Woodhouse>  ii.  lie. 

V.  Woodroffe,  i.  260.  819  f. 

V.  ^oombwell,  i.  276  rf. 

▼.  Worsley,  i.  186  c.  288  h. 

V.  Wright,  i.  300  a.  326.  ii.  101  k. 

▼•  Wroot,  ii.  422/ 

V.  Yates,  ii.  385  a. 

Doidge  V.  Bowers,  i.  276  a. 

V.  Carpenter,  i.  28  d.  346  c. 

Domett  V.  Bedford,  i.  288  r. 

V*  Young,  ii.  203  h. 

Don  ▼.  Lippman,  ii.  121  c. 
Donattj  T.  Barclay,  ii.  61  b. 
Donaran  v.  Mascal,  ii.  133. 
Donellan  v.  Read,  i.  236  d. 
DonUn  ▼.  Brett,  i.  327  g. 
Donne  ▼.  Martyr,  ii.  423  e. 
Donnelly  t.  Dunn,  ii.  72  bb. 
Doran  v.  O'Reilly,  i.  201. 
Dorchester  t.  Webb,  i.  291  m.  336.  ii. 

103  b.  226. 
Dormer  v.  Fortescue,  i.  319  ^. 

V.  Thurland,  i.  280  a.  280  b. 

Dom  T.  Gashford,  ii.  114  ^. 
Dorae  T.  Cashford,  i.  346.  346  a. 
Dorrel  v.  Andrews,  i.  204. 
Dorrington  v.  Edwin,  i.  193  a,  ii.  lib, 
Dougal  V.  Wilson,  ii.  175  a, 
Doiigbtj  V.  Lascelles,  ii.  2  c.  2  «. 

V.  Neale,  i.  215.  293. 

Douglas  V.  CoDgreve,  ii.  388  /• 

T.  Forrest,  ii.  121  b.  121  c. 

Donngaworth  v.  Blair,  ii.  96  b.  97  b. 
Dovatston  v.  Payne,  i.  48.  322  a.  ii. 
206  a.  207  c. 
Dore  V.  Darcen,  ii.  101  «?. 

V.  Martin,  ii.  72  k. 

Dowbiggin  ▼.  Harrison,  ii.  72  o.  117  ^. 
Dowdale's  case,  i.  8. 
Dowgall  %'.  Bowman,  i.  33/ 
Dowglass  w  Kendal,  i.  353* 
Dowland  v.  Slade,  ii.  45  e. 
Dowliog  V.  Ford,  ii.  64  k. 
Dowlj  V.  Odium,  hundred  of,  ii.  376. 
Down  ▼.  Hatcher,  ii.  137  h, 
Downes  v.  Cooper,  i.  326.  ii.  418  6. 

V.  Hopkins,  i.  151. 

V.  Richardson,  ii.  200  6. 


Downing  v.  Jennings,  ii.  386  d» 
Dowse  V.  Coxe,  i.  210  b,  ii.  133  d. 

V.  Jeffries,  ii.  150  a. 

V.  Lloyd,  ii.  94  b, 

Dowsland  v.  Thompson,  i.  28. 
Dowthwaite  v.  Tibbut,  ii.  64  h. 
Doyle  V.  Dallas,  ii.  204. 
Doyley  v.  Burton,  i.  324  a.' 

V.  Roberts,  ii.  307  b. 

Drage  v.  Brand,  i.  58. 

Drake  v.  Beere,  i.  74  c.  204  b. 

V.  Wigieswortb,  ii.   113 


a.   114. 
117  t. 


Draper  v.  Fulkes,  ii.  47  p,  47  «. 

V.  Garratt,  ii.  291  c.  291  e. 

V.  Glassop,  i.  283. 

Drew  V.  Jefferies,  ii.  137  g. 

V.  Rose,  i.  :J18.  ii.  101  x. 

Drewe  v.  Lainson,  i.  23  a.  ii.  207  a. 
Drewell  v.  Towler,  i.  345. 
Dring  v.  Respass,  i.  312  e. 
Discol  V.  Passmore,  ii.  201  g. 
Driver  v.  Hussey,  i.  319  cL 

V.  Standring,  i.  278  k, 

Drummond  v.  Dorant,  i.  285. 

V.  Pigou,  i.  228  b.  230  b. 

Drury's  case,  i.  38  b,  ii.  61/  149. 

Drury  v.  Kent,  ii.  327. 

Dry  V.  Bond,  i.  58. 

Duberley  v.  Page,  i.  353  b. 

Dublin,  Archbishop  of,  v.  Dublin,  Dean 

of,  ii.  101  L  101  ee. 
Dubois  V.  Keats,  i.  230  6. 

V.  Ludert,  i.  291  e. 

Dubytofte  v.  Curteen,  ii.  303  a. 
Duckett  V.  Satchwell,  ii.  117  /. 
Duckworth  v.  Alison,  i.  58  c. 

V.  Fogg,  i.  98  a. 

V.  Harrison,  i.  33. 
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Dudeny  v.  Collyer,  i. 
Dudley  v.  Dudley,  ii.  44  d, 

V.  Folliot,  ii.  178. 

V.  Stokes,  ii.  101  k. 

Dudlow  V.  Watchorn,  ii.  72  bb, 
Duffield  V.  Elwes,  i.  9  a.  278  d, 

V.  Scott,  i.  28  a.  117  o. 

Duffy  V.  Orr,  ii.  137  m. 
Du  Hamell's  case,  i.  313. 
Dumdsav  v.  Hughes,  ii.  45/ 
Dumpors  case,  i.  288.  288  a.  288  d. 
Dun  V.  Carlisle,  Dean,  &c.  of,  ii.  101. 
Duncan  v.  Scott,  i.  189. 

V.  Thwaites,  i.  131. 

Duncomb's  case,  ii.  161. 

Duncomb  v.  Duncomb,  i.  151.  ii.  382  rz. 

Duncombe  v.  Church,  i.  99. 
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Dundalk  Railway  Company  v.  Tapster, 

i.  285.  ii.  209  d. 

Dundass  v.  Weymouth,  Lord,  i.  2S3  a, 

276. 
Dunk  V.  Fenner^  ii.  388  m, 

V.  Hunter,  ii.  285. 

Dunlop  V.  Lambert,  ii.  47  r.  47  s. 
Dunman  v.  Bigg,  i.  130. 
Dunn  V.  Di  Nuovo,  i.  204. 

V.  Murray,  i.  83  a, 

V.  Warlters,  i.  33  a.  327  a.  327/ 

Dunne  v.  Anderson,  i.  ]  30  a, 
Dunwich  v.  Sterry,  ii.  47  c.  47  e. 
Duperoy  v.  Johnson,  109  a, 
Duppa  V.  Mayo,  i.  119.  172.  ii.  210  a. 
210  e.  284  d.  291.  297.  379  a. 
Dupratt  V.  Testard,  i.  218. 
Durham   Railway   v.  Walker,   i.   323. 

323  c. 
Durnford  v.  Messitcr,  i.  264  a. 
Dutch   West  India  Company  v.  Hen- 

riques,  i.  340  c. 
Durston  v.  Tuthan^  ii.  291  e, 
Dutchman  v.  Tooth,  i.  211. 
Dutton  V.  Solomonson,  i.  269  c.  ii.  47  r. 

V.  Taylor,  i.  323  b. 

Duvergier  v.  Fellows,  ii.  lOl  p. 
Dyas  V.  Freeman,  i.  195  ^. 
Dye  V.  Leatherdale,  i.  28  c.  300  h. 
Dyebali  v.  Doe,  ii.  171  a. 
Dyer  v.  Ashton,  i.  33  m. 

V.  Pearson,  ii.  47  d. 

Dyer  8  case,  ii.  290. 
Dyke  v.  Duke,  i.  28. 

V.  Mercer,  ii.  47  o. 

— ^—  V.  Sweeting,  ii.  48  a. 
Dyster  v.  Battye,  ii.  63  c. 


Eades  v.  Carter,  i.  131. 
Eardly  v.  Law,  ii.  72 1 

V.  Turnock,  ii.  101  ee. 

Eare  v.  Snow,  ii.  42  j9. 
Earl  V.  Brown,  ii.  72  o. 

V.  Stocker,  i.  327  c. 

Earle  v.  Hinton,  u219d.  337  a. 

V.  Rowcroft,  ii.  202  c/. 

East  and  Harding's  case,  i.  142. 
East  India  Company  v.  Boddam,  i.  9  a. 
East  London  Water  Works  v.  Bailey, 

i.  340  a. 
East  V.  Chapman,  i.  131  &. 
V.  Pell,  i.  313. 


Easterby  v.  Sampson,  ii.  241  b. 
Eastmond  v.  Hall,  i.  58  b, 
Eastwood   V.   Kenyon,  i.  211c.  211  e. 
ii.  137/.137t. 

■■  V.  Saville,  ii.  64  k, 

Eaton  v.  Butter,  i.  ^. 

V.  Jacques,  i.  203.  241. 

V.  Johns,  i.  243  b.  244  c. 

V.  Sanxter,  ii.  69  b. 

Eaves  v.  Mocato,  ii.  47  y. 
Eavestaff  v.  Russell,  i.  14.       ^ 
Ecclestade  v.  Malliard,  ii.  337* 
Eccleston  v.  Clipsham,  i.  154a«  291 1. 

ii.  116a.  1176. 

V.  Speke,  i.  280. 

Eckstein  v.  Reynolds,  i.  33  e. 
Eddowes  y.  Hopkins,  ii.  171  a. 
Ede  V.  Collingridge,  ii.  61  c.  6ld.6\  k, 

61  /.  6Sb. 
Eden  v.  Lloyd,  i.  39. 

■  V.  Parkison,  ii.  201  b, 

■^ V.  Turtle,  ii.  207  b. 

Edgar  v.  Sorrell,  ii.  305  a. 
Edgcomb  v.  Dee,  i.  333.  333  a.  337. 

ii.  73  a. 
Edge  V.  Pemb^rton,  ii.  252  c. 

V.  Straflbrd,  i.  250^.  276. 

V.  Stratford,  ii.  291  c  291  c. 

Edie  V.  East  India  Company,  i.  340. 
Edinburgh  Railway  Company  ▼.  Heb- 
blewhite,  i.  103  a.  312  c. 
Edmonds  v.  Probert,  ii.  101  it.  101  z. 
— — —  V.  Walter,  ii.  5  A. 
Edmonson  v.  Edmonson,  i.  300  a. 

V.  Stephenson,  i.  130  a. 

Edmunds  v.  Downes,  ii.  64.  d.  64 1. 
■  ■■  V.  Groves,  ii.  103. 

V.  Watson,  ii.  47  a. 

Edsar  v.  Smart,  ii.  72  /. 
Edward  and  Tetbury*8  case,  i.  66  a. 
Edwards  v.  AUiston,  i.  186  6. 
V.  Baugh,  ii.  137  b.  137  i. 

V.  Bell,  1.2446. 

V.  Bennett,  i.  228. 

V.  Bethel,  i.  336  6. 

V.  Brown,   i.  215.   ii.   171  c. 

415  6. 

V,  Dignam,  ii.  318  a. 

V.  Engleton,  i.  84. 

V.  Etberington,  ii.  422  6. 

V.  Greenwood,  ii.  2956. 

V.  Halinder,  ii.  285  c. 

V.  Harben,   i.  264  c.  ii. 


Holliday,  i.  275  6. 
Hooper,  ii.  47/.  47  66. 


47  6. 
136. 
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Edwvds  V.  KeUy,  i.  211e. 

V.  Lucasy  ii.  291  <?• 

T.  Morgan,  i.  240  a. 

V.  Moseley,  ii.  168  a. 

V.  Price,  i.  33  k. 

V.  Robertson,  ii.  1  a.  68  a. 

V.  Stone,  i.  58  f. 

and  Ted  bury  *B  case,  i.  66  a, 

V.  Watkin,  i.  318. 

Edvin  ▼.  Allen,  ii.  61  d, 
Eeles  V.  Lambert,  i.  280  e. 
Eggkston  ▼.  Speke,  i.  279^.  280. 
Eggleton  V.  Smart,  iu  336  a. 

V.  Smith,  ii.  336  c. 

Egler  Y.  Marsden,  i.  203. 
£greinont.  Lord,  v.  Keene,  ii.  305. 

V.  Pulman,  i.  322  e, 

V.  Saul,  ii.  114/. 

Eichome  t.  Lemaitre,  ii.  211. 
Eieke  v*  Nokes,  ii.  64 1. 

EUbcck  V.  Wood,  i.  278/. 
Ekins  V.  Payne,  ii.  101/ 
Eldrieh's  case,  ii.  167. 
Eldridge  y.'Knott,  ii.  175^. 
Eilery  t.  Hicks,  i.  318.  318  a. 
Elliot  V.  Norfolk,  Duke  of,  i.  35  b. 

V.  Wilson,  ii.  201  g. 

Elliott  V.  Blake,  i.  233  a.  276. 

V.  Callow,  i.  33^. 

V.  Chevall,  ii.  133. 

T.  Kemp,  ii.  47/ 

V.  Lane,  i.  1 17  a. 

V.  Pybus,  ii.  47  t. 

V.  Wilson,  ii.  201  ^. 

Ellis  Y.  Bowen,  ii.  11 72. 

V.  Box,  i.  9  e.  ii.  409. 

Y.  Maxwell,  ii.  388  o. 

Y.  Rowles,  i.  346  e.  ii.  84  c?.  84/ 

Y.  Smith,  i.  280.  •ii80  b. 

V.  Yarborougb,  ii.  61/  61  m. 

Ellison  Y.  Isles,  L  300.  ii.  5ff- 
Ebor  8  case,  i.  308  a. 
Elpicke  Y.  Acton,  ii.  74  a. 
ElseeY.  Gateward,  i.  3126. 
Elsmore  y.  St.  BriaYcls,  ii.  377/ 
Elton  Y.  firogden,  ii.  201  g.  202  d. 

Y.  Larkins,  ii.  200  c.  201  a. 

Elwell  Y.Grand  Junction  Railway,  ii. 

295  a. 
Elwes  Y.  Maw,  ii.  259  a.  259  b. 
Emanuel  y.  Martin,  ii.  101  h, 
Emenou  y.  Bovillc,  i.  278 1. 

V.  Emerson,  i.  217  6, 

<Y.  Inchbird,  ii.  8  h. 

Emerton  y.  Selby,  i.  gg  c.  346  c. 
Emery's  case,  il.  74  a. 


Emery  y.  Bartlett,  i.  74  d, 
V.  Day,  ii.  63/ 


Emmerson  y.  Heelis,  i.  277  c. 
Emmett  y.  Kearns,  i.  211. 
Emmott  Y.  Standi n,  i.  33  /. 
Enipson  v.  Griffin,  ii.  171  a.  171  b, 

V.  Soden,  ii.  259  a. 

Enderby  y.  Corder,  ii.  137  m. 
England,    Bank    of,    y.   Morrice,    i. 

333  a. 
Y.  Reid,  ii.  68  c. 


England  v.  Davison,  i.  33. 

V.  Slade,  ii.  418  a. 

V.  Wall,  ii.  175/ 

V.  Watson,  i.  33  k.  ii.  48  b. 

Engleiield's  case,  i.  235  a.  291. 
Engler  y.  Twisden,  ii.  47  z, 
English  Y.  Purser,  i.  24  a. 
Ensall  V.  Smith,  i.  103  a. 
Entwistle.Y.  Shepherd,  ii.  101  ee, 
Enys  Y.  Donnithorne,  i.  154  a. 

Y.  Mohun,  ii.  3196. 

Erish  Y.  RecYes,  i.  348  a. 
Ernest  y.  Brown,  ii.  171  a. 
Errington  v.  Aynesley,  i.  58  c. 
ErYingY.  Peters,  i.  2196.   219  c. 

Escot  Y.  Laureny,  i.  339  a.  ii.  114. 
Esdaile  v.  Lund,  ii.  72  dd. 
Essex's,  SherifF  of,  case,  i.  35. 
EstofF*s  case,  i.  9. 
Estrigge  y.  Owles,  1.  33  6. 
Estwick  Y.  Cook,  i.  300 1. 
Etherick  y.  Cowper,  ii.  61.  61/ 
Ethersey  y.  Jackson,  ii.  187  6. 
Eustace  y.  Seawen,  i.  251. 
Eut  V.  Withens,  i.  219  6. 
Evan  Y.  Dudfield,  ii.  64  A. 
Evans,  in  re,  i.  327  d, 
Evans  v.  Brander,  i.  195  t. 

V.  Davies,  ii.  64  k.  94  c, 

V.  Elliot,  i.  276  a.  347  a. 

•         Y.  Griffiths,  ii.  42/). 

V.  Hellier,  ii.  388  o. 

V.  Jones,  ii.  94  c,  94  d. 

V.  Lewis,  i.  291  d.  ii.  47/). 

V.  Moseley,  ii.  59.  61/ 

—  Y.  Munkeley,  ii.  101  nh. 

V.  Nichol,  ii.  47  g. 

V.  Rees^  ii.  72/>. 

V.  Roberts,  i.  277  c, 

V.  Sweet,  ii.  101  /. 

V.  Vaughan,  ii.  178  a. 

V.  Williams,  ii.  137^- 

Everall  v.  Smalley,  ii.  422  c. 
Everard  v.  Hopkins,  i.  320  a. 
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Everard    v.    Paterson,    i.  28  b. 

Everth  v.  Smith,  ii.  203  h. 

Ewer  V.  Jones,  ii.  137  c. 

V.  Moile,  i.  21  a.  209.  ii. 


ii.  62. 
101  M. 


235  a. 
252  (/. 


Exall  V.  Partridge,  i.  264  c. 
Eylet  V.  Lane,  ii.  422  c. 
Eyre  v.  Eyre,  i.  278  i. 

V.  Marsden,  ii.  388  o. 

Eyres  v.  Coward,  ii.  72  m. 

V.  Cowly,  ii.  9  «. 

V.  Taunton,  ii.  6a.  7. 7a.  9e.-  72  x. 

Eyton  V.  Beattie^  i.  161. 


Fabian  and  Windsor's  case,  i.  287. 
Fabyan  v.  Rewmston,  i.  287. 
Faikney  v.  Reynons,  ii.  137  A. 
Fairburn  v.  Eastwood,  i.  241  a. 
Fairlie  v.  Christie,  ii.  200  a. 

V.  Denton,  i.  210  6. 

Fairlies  v.  Birch,  ii.  151. 
Fairman  v.  Ives,  i.  131  cr. 
Faithfuli  V.  Ashley,  i.  33  k. 
Falcon  v.  Benn,  ii.  291  o. 
Faldo  V.  Ridge,  i.  346.  ii.  101  dd. 
Faidowe  v.  Rudge,  ii.  101  M. 
Falkland  v.  Bertie,  i.  185. 
Falkner  v.  Ritchie,  ii.  203 1. 
Fallows  V.  Bird,  i.  33  /. 
Falmouth  v.  Roberts,  ii.  200  6. 

■  V.  Thomas,  i.  211  il 

Fann  v.  Atkinson,  i.  219^ 

Far  V.  Denn,  ii.  72  k. 

Farewell  v.  Dickenson,  i.  233. 

Parish  v.  Wilson,  ii.  137  c. 

Farley  v.  Bryant,  i.  103  d,  ii.  8/.  47  z. 

Farmer  v.  Champneys,  i.  8  a. 

V.  Darling,  i.  230  a. 

V.  Rogers,  i.  236,  2366. 

V.  Russel,  ii.  137  ^. 

Farncombe  v.  Kent^  ii.  68^1 
Farij  V.  Newman,  i.  2196. 

V.  Ward,  i.  269  c. 

Farrant  v.  Olmius,  i.  58  c. 

V.  Thompson,  ii.  47  e.  259  c. 

Farrar  v.  Beswick,  ii.  47 p.' 

y,  Hutchinson,  i.  325. 

Farren  r.  Williams,  i.  312  a. 
Farrington  v.  Keymer,  i.  3126. 

V.Lee,  ii.  127a.  1276.  127 dl 

Farwig  v.  Cockerton,  ii.  1 6. 
Faulkner's  case,  i.  185.  248  6.  250  c. 
Fawcett  v.  Gee,  ii.  137t. 


Fawkner  v.  Fawkner,  ii.  305  6. 
Fawlkner  v.  Bellingham,  ii.  65  a. 
Fazacharly  v.  Balilo,  ii.  27*  lOJ  r. 
Fearn  v.  Lewis,  ii.  64  A. 
Fearon  v.  Pearson,  i.  103  a. 
Feathers  v.  Bryan,  i.  90. 
Feild  V.  Workhouse,  ii.  59  a. 
Feise  v.  Randall,  ii.  137t. 
Fell  V.  Knight,  i.  312  c. 

V.  Wilson,  i.  276  c 

Feltmakers  v.  Davies,  i.  312^1 
Fenn  v.  Grafton,  i.  6. 

-. V.  Marriott,  ii.  422  e. 

V.  Smart,  i.  3196. 

Fenner  v.  Duplock,  ii.  4186. 
V.  Evans^  ii.  6  a.  71  a. 


Fennings  v.  Grenville,  ii.  4t7  p* 
Fenny  v.  Durrant^  ii.  69c. 
Fentiman  v.  Smith,  ii.  113  a. 
Fenton  v.  Anstice,  ii.  2  6. 
V.  Logan,  ii.  290  a. 


Ferguson  v.  Carrington,  i.  269  d. 

V.  Mackreth,  i.  9  c. 

V.  Mahon,  i.  92  6. 

V.  Norman,  i.  309  6. 

V.  Rawlinson,  ii.  101  ee, 

Fergusson  v.  Fyffe,  ii.  121  c. 

V.  Mitchell,  i.  286.  288  h.  i'u 

74  cT. 

V.  Spencer,  i.  210. 

Fermors  case,  i.  319  c. 
Fermor  v.  Phillips,  ii.  S45. 
Ferrer  v.  Owen,  ii.  61  n. 
Ferrers  v.  Arden,  ii.  47  cc. 

V.  Miller,  ii.  209  c 

V.  Newton,  i.  60  a. 

V.  Wignal,  ii.  305  a. 

Ferry  v.  Williams,  i.  320/ 
Fetter  v.  Beal,  ii.  171  d. 
Field  v.  Adams,  ii.  2906. 

V.  Carr,  ii.  415  a. 

V.  Jellicus,  ii.  47  dd. 


V.  Pooley,  ii.  107  a. 

V.  Workhouse,  ii.  59  6. 

Figgins  V.  Cogswell,  i.  243  d,  ii.  307  c 
Filewoodv.Popplewell,  i.  103  a.  ii.  72  66. 
Fillieul  V.  Armstrong,  ii.  319  c.  319/ 
Filmer  V.  Gott,  ii.  97  a. 
Finch  V.  Blount,  ii.  470. 

V.  Brook,  i.  33  c. 

V.  Wilson,  ii.  63 1. 

V.  Winchelsea,  Earl  of,  i.  219/ 

Finden  v.  Westlake,  i.  130  a. 

Fines,  case  of,  i.  258  a.  260.  319  d.  319  k. 

Fines  v.  Dell,  i.  It  7. 

Finleyson  v.  M*Kenzie,  i.  SSk,  38  a. 
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Fischer  v.  Aide,  i.  33  /. 
Fish  V.  Broket,  i.  258  a. 

T.  Homer,  ii.  61- 

▼.  Hutchinson,  i.  211  a. 

▼.  Richardson,  i.  210  c.  ii.  137  c, 

Feher  t.  Ameers,  i.  240  a. 

y.Beasley,  i.  295.  295  a. 

V.  Bristow,  i.  228  a.  229. 

V.  Fellows,  i.  264 <r. 

Y,  Ford,  L  9  a.  ii.  207  b. 

V.  Lane,  i.  67  a. 

▼.  Pimbley,  i.  33  a.  826  b.  327  b. 

ii.  84  tf.  189. 

▼.  Richardson,  ii.  73  a. 

V.  Wigg,  i.  149.  156.  186^1 

Fisherwood  y.  Cannon,  L  28  c. 
Fishmongers'  Company  v.  Robertson, 

ii.  137i. 
Fitch  V.  Fitch,  i.  340  c. 

V.  Sutton,  iL  137  A. 

Fitehet  ▼.  Adams,  i.  319  A. 
Fitzgerald  ▼.  Cragg,  i.  291. 

V.  Fauconberg,  ii.  200  c. 

V.  Stewart,  i.  210^. 

V.  Villiers,  ii-  117  A. 

Fitzherbert  v.  Mather,  ii.  201. 
Fitzpatrick  ▼.  Robinson,  i.  117. 
Fitzwilliam  ▼.  More,  ii.  101  g. 
Flanagan  v.  Watkins,  ii.  101  n. 
Fleetwood's  case,  ii.  68  g. 
Fleetwood  v.  Curley,  i.  242. 
Fleming  ▼.  Cooper,  i..l03&. 

V.  Gooding,  i.  326  a. 

V.  Haynes,  ii.  137^. 

V.  Langton,  i.  109. 

Fletcher's  case,  ii.  388/. 
Fletcher  ▼.  Dyche,  i.  58  e, 

▼•  Hennington,  ii.  48  a. 

V.  Inglis,  iL  202  a. 

▼.  MarilUer,  ii.  284  b, 

V.  Pogson,  i.  228  d.  ii.  72 «. 

▼.  Richardson,  ii.  2  a. 

V.  Wilkins,  i.  347  b. 

Flight  V.  Booth,  i.  269  d. 

V.  Cook,  ii.  295  c» 

V.  Glossopp,  i.  241  6. 

▼.  Thomas,  ii.  175^. 

Flindt  V.  Waters,  iL  201  c. 
Flinn  ▼.  Headlam,  iL  200  c. 

▼.  Tobin,  ii.  201  a. 

Fl'mt  T.Pike.  L  130  a. 

y.  Fleming,  ii.  203  a. 

Floardew's  case,  ii.  101  r. 
Fkiyer  v.  Edwards,  L  294. 
Flttd  r«  PeningtODy  ii.  1 1  A. 


175  ^ 


Focus  V.  Salisbury,  i.  319.  319^. 
Foislon  V.  Crachroode,  i.  349  a. 
Foley  V.  Addenbrooke,  iL  117^. 

V.  Hill,  ii.  127/ 

-, V.  Moline,  ii.  200  c. 

Folkard  v.  Hemmett,  L  353  b. 
Fontleroy  v.  Aylmer,  i.  24  a, 
Foord  v.* Wilson,  i.  60. 
Foot's  case,  i.  347. 
Foot  V.  Berkly,  ii.  101  ee, 

V.  Collins,  ii.  45  b, 

V.  Sheriff,  ii.  45  b, 

Forbes  v.  Gordon,  i.  279  d. 
V.  Middleton,  ii.  64  c. 


Ford  and  Scheldon's  case,  i.  275  c, 

V.  Brooke,  ii.  5  e. 

V.  Burnham,  i.  318  a, 

'v.  Grey,  L  319  a.  319  A. 

V.  Jones,  ii.  1 83  c. 

Forde  v.  Brooks,  i.  246  b. 
Foreland  v.  Marygold,  i.  327  a.  iL  62  b. 

62  c. 
Fores  v.  Johnes,  ii.  137  h. 
Forest  V.  Wise,  L312a. 
Forester  v.  Dale,  i.  300  c. 
Forrester  v.  Pigou,  ii.  201. 
Forse  v.  Harobling,  i.  279  o. 
Forshaw  v.  Chabert,  ii.  200  a. 
Forster  v.  Brunetti,  i.  327  c.  327  d, 

V.  Forster,  ii.42m.  42  w, 

V.  Taylor,  i.  309  c. 

Forsyth  v.  Marriott,  ii.  71  e. 
Fort  V.  Lee,  ii.  200  c?. 

V.  Oliver,  ii.  72  g. 

Forte  V.  Vines,  ii.  181  b. 
Fortescue  v.  Abbott,  iL  382  b.  386  a. 
Forth   V.  Chapman,   ii.  388  b.   388  c. 
388  d.  388  m. 

V.  Stanton,  i.  209.  ii.  137  b.  137  c. 

Fortune  v.  Davis,  i.  9e.  ii.  12  bb.  409. 

Forty  V.  Hermer,  ii.  72  z, 

V.  Imber,  i.  285  b.  ii.  290  e. 


Foster's  case,  ii.  63.  65  a. 
Foster  V.  Allanson,  ii.  72  m. 

V.  Bonner,  ii.  1.  1  d.  2.  ii.  148  d. 

V.  Forster,  ii.  42  m . 

V.  Jackson>  i.  23.  ii.  68  d.  68  c. 

V.  Kirkley,  ii.  44  a. 

V.  Lawson,  ii.  117  b, 

V.  Mapes,  ii.  178. 

V.  Pierson,  i.  204  a.  iL  181  a. 

— • V.  Pointer,  i.  300  d. 

— '■ V.  Spooner,  i.  323. 

V.  Stewart,  ii.  47  q> 

V.  Wilmer,  ii.  201  h. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Fothergill  v.  Walton,  i.  320 1/. 
Fouldes  V.  Willoughby,  ii.  47  hh,   • 
Fountain  v.  Boodle,  i.  130  a.  131  b. 
Fountleroy  v.  Aylmer,  ii.  379. 
Fowell  V.  Forrest,  i.  288  b,  ii.  4^7  ff. 
Fowkes  v.  Childe,  ii.  213. 

V.  Joyce,  ii.  290. 

Fowlds  V.  M ackintosli,  ii.  61  k. 
Fowlev.  Welsh,  ii.  178. 
Fowler  v.  Dale,  i.  341. 

V.  Down,  ii.  47  ^. 

—  V,    Loninborough,    Inhabitants 

of,  ii.  378. 

V.  Rickerby,  i.  291a.  318  a.  ii. 

72  oa.  72  dd.  210  e. 
Fox  and  Alston,  i.  103  c. 
Fox  V.  Benbow,  ii.  42  n. 

V.  Keeling,  i.  295  a.  ii.  291  b. 

V.  Marston,  i.  279  a. 

V.  Smith,  i.  327.  ii.  293  a. 

V.  Swann,  i.  288  b. 

Foxley's  case,  i.  362.  363.  363  a.  ii.  47 1. 
Foxwist  V.  Tremaine,  i.  285  a.  ii.  117^. 

213. 
Fragano  v.  Long,  ii.  47  t, 
France  v,  Clarkson,  ii.  47  a. 

V.  Parry,  ii.  J  01  v, 

V.  Tringer,  i.  28  c.  227. 

Francis  v.  Doe,  i.  326  a. 
» V.  Roose,  i.  242  a. 

■  V.  Wilson,  i.  58  b, 

V.  Wyatt,  ii.  290  a. 

Frank  v.  Frank,  ii.  44  c. 

Franklin  v.  Miller,  i.  320 «/. 

Franklyn  v.  Reeves,  ii.  101  a:.  101  oa.  379. 

Franks  v.  Morris,  i.  800  d. 

Fraunces's  case,  i.  117  a.  ii.  62  a.  181  6. 

Freak  e  v.  Cranefeldt,  ii.  63  /. 

Frederick  v.  Lookup,  ii.  101  co. 

Free  v.  Burgoyne,  i.  140  a. 
Freeland  v.  Glover,  ii.  200  b. 
Freeman  v.  Birch,  ii/  47  *. 
V.  Crafts,  i.  800^. 

■  —  V.  Jury,  i.  276  b. 

■  V.  King,  i.  8  a, 

V.  Stacy,  ii.  63  a.  G5  a. 

V.  Taylor,  ii.  101  A. 

Freeston  v.  Crouch,  i.  300  a. 
French  v.  Adams,  i.  311. 

V.  Andrade,  ii.  117  c. 

V.  Campbell,  i.  65  a.  320/  ii. 

107  6.  156  c.  352  <". 
V.  Cook,  ii.  101  y. 

■  V.  French,  i.  211  a. 
V.  Patten,  ii.  200  a. 


French  v.  Watson,  i.  33  d. 
Frescobaidi  v.  Kinaston,  ii.  101  ff.  117/. 

212  a. 
Freshwater  v.  Eaton,  i.  216. 
Fricker  v.  Tomlinson,  i.  21 1  a. 
Frith  V.  Leroux,  ii.  101  ee. 
Frogmorton  v.  HoUiday,  ii.  388  o. 
Fronten  v.  Small,  i.  60  a. 
Frost  V.  Bengough,  ii.  64  h. 
Froth's  case,  i.  311. 
Fruen  v.  Porter,  i.  1. 
Fryer  v.  Coombs,  i.  235  a.  235  e. 

V.  Gildridge,  ii.  103  b. 

Fuller  V.  Abbott,  i.  66  a. 

V.  Lane,  ii.  62. 

V.  Prest,  i.  35  b.  ii.  61  e.  61  /. 

V.  Trimwell,  i.  347  e, 

V.  Wilson,  ii.  201. 

FuUiam  v.  Harris,  ii.  43. 

Fulmerston  v.  Steward,  i.  236  d.  257.  ii. 

S8Sb. 
Fulwood's   case,   ii.  68  c.  69 


72  gg. 
72  kk. 


Fulwood  V.  Annis,  ii.  72  y. 
Furley  v.  Wood,  ii.  305  c. 
Fumeaux  v.  Fotherby,  ii.  284  b. 
Furnell  v.  Smith,  ii.72a. 
Fumis  V.  Waterhouse,  ii.  43  b. 
Fiirsdon  v.  Weeks,  ii.  295  c. 
Further  v.  Further,  i.  329  a. 
Fyall  v.  Varier,  iL  132. 


Gabay  v.  Lloyd,  ii.  200.  202  b. 
Gabel  v.  Perchard,  i.  37,  38. 
Gable  v.  Moss,  i.  1 17  a.  ii.  62  a. 
Gadd  V.  Bennett,  ii.  336  o. 
Gage's  case,  ii.  94  d, 
Gaj^e  V.  Acton,  i.  317. 
Gainsford  v.  Griffith,  i.  9  c?.  58 1.  317. 
ii.  72^.  187  a.  187  c. 
Gairdner  v.  Senhouse,  ii.  201  h. 
Gale  v.  Dalrymple,  i.  300  A.  ii.  5  A. 

v.  Reed,  ii.  156  a.  411. 

Gallant  v.  Bouteflower,  ii.  117^. 
Galton  v.  Hancock,  i.  277  c. 
V.  Harvey,  ii.  45  «. 


Gal  way  v.  Rose,  ii.  122. 
Gambeer  v.  Gambeer,  i.  275. 
Gambler  v,  Larken,  ii.  84  c. 
Gamon  v.  Jones,  i.  195  d, 

V.  Vernon,  ii.  181  rf. 


Gard  v.  Callard,  ii.  113  a.  113  c. 
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Gardener  ▼.  Davis,  ii.  336  b. 
Gardiner  ▼.  Creasdale,  ii.  203  d. 

V.  Croasdale,  ii.  207  a. 

▼.  Dudgate,  ii.  60  a. 

V.  Williams,  i.  243  b.  ii.  101  i. 

T.  Williamson,  ii.  285.  303  a. 

Gardner  ▼.  Fisher,  i.  3036. 

▼.  Lyddon,  ii.  388/ 

▼.  M'Mahon,  ii.  64  d.     ^ 

▼.  Merrett,  ii.  101  #. 

T.  Salvador,  ii.  204. 

T.    Sheldon,   i.    185.    185  c.   ii. 
388  a. 
Gariand  ▼.  Barton,  i.  3126. 

V.  Carlisle*  ii.  47  cc, 

V.  Jekyll,  ii.  168  c. 

Gamon's  case,  ii.  72  d, 
Garrard  ▼.  Hardey,  ii.  295  c. 

V.  Woolner,  ii.  137  /. 

Garrett  v.  Danby,  ii.  101  n. 
Garritt  ▼.  Sharp,  ii.  175  /. 
Garth  v.  Baldwin,  ii.  11/ 
Gartin  ▼.  Robinson,  ii.  295  c. 
Gaskell  v.  King,  i.  66  a. 
Ga*-L.ight  Company  v.  Turner,  i.  309  c. 

ii.  137^ 
Gately  v.  Green,  i.  316  a. 
Gaters  t.  Madely,  i.  210  a. 
Gates  V.  Bayley,  i.  28  c. 
Galeward*s  case,  i.  340  c.  349  a. 
GatlilTe  v.  Bourne,  ii.  349  b. 
Gaalton  v.  Chaliner,  i.  291  h. 
GauDt  ▼.  Taylor,  ii.  9d. 
Gaussen  v.  Morton,  ii.  113  c. 
Gawden  v.  Draper,  ii.  150  a. 
Gawen   ▼.  Rantes,  i.  261  c. 

▼.  Surby,  ii.  2  c.  209  c. 

Gayle  ▼.  Betts,  i.  103. 
Gee  ▼.  Fane,  ii.  71  c.  72  a. 
Gcgge  T.  Jones,  i.  136  a. 
Genne  t.  Tinker,  L  103.  325. 
Geot  T.  Tomkins,  ii.  137/ 
George  ▼.  Chambers,  i.  347  c 
Gerard  ▼•  Danby,  ii.  103  m. 
Gerdenfieki  v.  Lane,  ii.  62. 
Germain  v.  Frederick,  i.  291  d, 
Gemon  v.  Royal  Exch.  Assurance,  ii. 

203 1. 
Genard  v.  Norris,  ii.  1486. 
Gevven  v.  Roll,  i.  118.  ii.  216  a. 
Gibbon  v.  Coggon,  ii.  150<f. 

V.  Mendez,  i.  320  c. 

Gibbons  V.  Caant,  i.  279  a. 

V.  Cross,  i.  279  a. 

V.  M'Casland,  i.  211  a. 

▼.  Pepper,  i.  14. 


V. 
V. 


Gidley 


•  V. 
■  V. 

V. 

•  V. 


Giidart  v. 
Giles  v. 


-  y. 

•  v. 

•  V. 

■  v. 


Gibbons  v.  Prewd,  i.  320  a. 

V.  Spalding,  ii.  68  a. 

V.  Stephenson^  ii.  42  «. 

■    V.  Summers,  ii.  388  /. 

Gibbs  V.  Merrill,  i.  207  b. 
Southam,  i.  33  6. 
Trevanion,  ii.  101  p. 
Gibson  v.  Baghott,  ii.  64  d. 

V.  Brook,  i.  219 i.  219c. 

V.  Chaters,  i.  230  a. 

V.  East  India  Company,  i.  340. 

V.  Hawkey  ii.  5  h, 

V.  Kirk,  i.  203. 

V.  Montfort,  i.  278*.  279  c. 

V.  Wells,  i.  S2Sd.  ii,  252b.  259  a. 
^  V.  Williams,  i.  228  c. 
Gifford  V.  Barber,  ii.  9.9  a. 
Gilbert  v.  Bath,  i.  154  b.  291.  291  b. 
Parker,  i.  269.  312  c.  ii.  10. 
Piatt,  ii.  64. 
Stanislaus,  ii.  291  d. 
Witty,  i.  184. 
Gladstone,  ii.  101  cc, 
Edwards,  i.  269  c. 
Grover,  i.  219^.  219  A.  ii.  70^. 
Hart,  i.  33  c. 
Hartis,  i.  33  d.  33/  33^. 
Hooper,  i.  232. 
Gill,  ex  parte,  i.  316. 

'  V.  Scrivens,  ii.  72  f . 
Gillett  V.  Hill,  ii.  47  t 
Gillies  V.  Smither,  i.  333. 
Gilling  V.  Baker,  ii.  101  m.  101  n. 
Gillon,  in  re,  i.  33  a. 
Gilman  v.  Elton,  ii.  290  a. 
Gimbert  v.  Cogney,  i.  263  a. 
Gimson  v.  Woodfall,  ii.  47  h. 
Gingell  v.  Turnbull,  i.  195 1. 
Gingery.  Cowper,  ii.  101/  lOH. 

v.  White,  ii.  388  a. 

Gins  v.  Dams,  i.  318. 
Girardy  v.  Richardson,  ii.  137/*. 
Gisborne  v.  Hart,  i.  33. 326  b.  327  b. 
Gladman  v.  Bateman,  ii.  117fn. 
Gladstone  v.  Clay,  ii.  201  k. 

v.  King,  ii.  200  c. 

Glad  well  v.  Steggall,  i.  3126. 
Glaholm  v.  Hays,  ii.  352  e, 
Glanville  v.  Paine,  ii.  200  c.    * 
Glascock  v.  Morgan,  ii.  68  d.  6Sf.  72  cc. 
Glascott  v.  Day,  i.  S3  c. 
Glassington  v.  Rawlins,  i.  251. 
Glazebrook   v.   Woodrow,  i.  320/   ii. 
156  c.  352  flf. 
Gledstane  v.  Hewitt,  ii.  84/ 
Glenuie  v.  London  Assur.  Co.  ii.  202/ 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Glinster  v.  Audley,  ii.  181  c. 
GIossop  ▼.  Colman,  i.  291  /. 
Glover  v.  Cope,  i.  241  b.  241  e. 

V,  Kendall,  i.  112  a. 

V.  Lane,  i,"  353  h, 

'—  V.  Monkton,  ii.  1 1  e.  388  d. 

V.  Pipe,  ii.  259  a, 

Glumdalclitch  v.  Leman,  i.  319  f. 
Glyn  V.  Baker,  i.  210. 

V.  Yates,  ii.  71  e. 

Glynn  v.  Thorpe,  ii.  9  h.  68. 
Gobby  V.  Dewes,  ii.  34-5.  345  a. 
Goddard  v.  Hodges,  ii.  415  a. 
.  V.  Ingram,  ii.  64/1 

V.  Smith,  i.  230  a.  ii.  308  a. 

V.  Vanderheyden,  i.  58  c. 

Godefroy  v.  Jay,  ii.  2  e, 
Godin   V.  London  Ass.  Co.  ii.   202  u 

204. 
Godfrey's    case,   i.    285  a.    285  b.  ii. 
210  a.  210  c. 
Godfrey  and  Dixon's  case,  ii.  7/. 

V.  Furzo,  ii.  47  r. 

V.  Saunders,  i.  74.  74  c.  ii.  103  c. 

127/ 
Godson  V.  Freeman,  ii.  47  z. 

V.  Good,  ii.  209  d. 

Godwin  v.  Winsmore,  ii.  46  b, 
Gofton  V.  Sedgwick,  ii.  101  u. 
Gold  V.  Cutler,  i.  20. 

V.  Strode,  i.  274  a.  ii.  101  ti. 

Golding  V.  Dias,  ii.  101  ee,  101^. 
Goldstein  v.  Foss,  i.  243  a. 
Goldsworthy  v.  Southcott,  ii.  6  b.  72  q, 
Gompertz  v.  Denton,  i.  269  d, 

V.  Levy,  i.  243  b. 

Gooch's  case,  ii.  8. 
Good  V.  Cheeseman,  iL  137  ^ 
Goodall  V.  Ensell,  i.  246. 
Gooday  v.  Michael,  i.  117  a. 
Goodbume    v.  Bowman,   i.  244  b.  ii. 

319  e.  319/. 
Goodchild  V.  Pledge,  i.  33  A.  103  a. 
Goode  V.  Howells,  i.  276  e.  211. 
Goodee  v.  Goldsmith,  i.  33  L 
Goodenough  v.  Beetles,  ii.  73. 
Goodgaine  v.  Wakefield,  i.  286  b.     . 
Goodiu  v.  Hammond,  ii.  101  /. 
Goodisson  v.  Nunn,  i.  320/ 
Goodland  v.  Blewith,  1.  33  c. 
Goodman  v.  Ayling,  i.  347  c. 

v.  Chase,  i.  21 1  ft.  21 1  d. 

v.  Edwards,  ii.  401  a. 

v.  Goodright,  ii.  388  A.  388 1. 

V.  Knight,  i.  66. 

Goodricke  v.  Turley,  i.  9  b. 


Goodright  v.  Cator,  i.  287  a.  319^. 

v.  Cordwent,  i.  276/ 

v.  Davids,    i.  287  d.    288. 

288  ft. 

V.  Dunham,  ii.  388  o. 

V.  Forester,  i.  319  a.  319  ft. 

V.  Glazier,  i.  280  e. 

V.  Hugoson,  ii.  101  q, 

V.  Mead,  i.  260. 

V.  Rich,  i.  299  c. 

V.  Rigby,  ii.  42  ft.  42/?.  94  c/. 

V.  Searle,  ii.  388  ft. 

V.  Vivian,  ii.  238. 

V.  Bailey,  ii.  97  ft- 

V.  Billington,  ii.  388. 

V.  Chandos,  ii.  42  c. 

V.  Flood,  ii.  44. 

V.  Meredith,  i.  278  c. 

V.  Otway,   i.   277  / 


Goodtitle 


278  <7. 
279  c. 


Goodwin 


V.  Pegden,  ii.  388  m, 

V.  Pitto,  ii.  97  a. 

V.  Stokes,  i.  186  fi?. 

V.  Walton,  ii.  44. 

V.  Wood,  ii.  388  c.  388  n. 

V.  Woodward,  i.  276  c. 

V.  Crowle,  i.  58. 

—  V.  Gibbons,  i.  l^d. 

V.  Grudge,  ii.  72  d, 

'  V.  Moore,  ii.  117  /. 
Goodyere  v.  Ince,  ii.  SSc.  68/  69. 194. 
Goram  v.  Sweeting,  i.  269  ft.  312'c. 
Gordon  v.  Cox,  i.  33  c. 

v.  Ellis,  ii.  319  rf.  319  c. 

'  V.  Harper,  ii.  47  c.  47  d, 

v.  Morley,  ii.  201  ^. 

V,  Reay,  i.  278  d. 

Gore  V.  Gore,  ii.  388.  388/ 

V.  Wright,  i.  236/ 

Gorges  v.  Gore,  ii.  345  a. 
Gorgier  v.'Mieville,  i.  210  a. 
Goring  v.  Goring,  i.  210  ft.  ii. 
v.  Warner,  i.  288  ft. 


md. 


Gorton  v.  Dyson,  ii.  137  d. 

Gosling  V.  Witherspoon,  ii.  2  a. 

Goss  V.  Withers,  ii.  202  ft.  203  g.  203  h. 

Gostwick's  case,  i.  228. 

Gotobed  v.  Wool,  i.  195  d. 

Gott  v.  Atkinson,  ii.  8/ 

Gould  V.  Bradstock,  ii.  284  d, 

V.  Coulthurst,  ii.  101 1 

V.  Hammersley,  ii.  107.    . 

V.  Johnson,  i.  33  «.  ii.  63,  63  rf. 

-  V.  Lasbury^,  i.  14. 

V.  Oliver,  ii.  171  a.  207. 

Gouldsworth  v.  Knights,  i.  326  a. 
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ii.  60. 
155  a. 


Gooriaj  T.  Somerset,  ii.  JSSh. 
Qoremm  of  Bristol  Poorv.  Wait,  i.2Sb. 
GoTett  T.  Radnidge,   i.  291  e.   291/ 

291^. 
Gowan  y.  Forster,  ii.  64  k. 
Gowv  8  case,  ii.  42  o. 
Gnddle  ▼.  Tyson,  ii.  101  z. 
Graham  r.  Banris,  iL  201  a. 

T.  Bowham,  ii.  171  a- 

'  ▼.   Cmwshawy  i.  65  a. 

▼.  Mulcaster,  ii.  47  aa. 
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Haworth  y.  Spraggs,  ii.  209  *. 
Hawtayne  y.  Bourne,  ii.  137/ 
Hay  y.  Weakley,  i.  230  a. 
Haydon  y.  Godsalye^  it.  101  n 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


HajdoD  ▼.  Mynn,  ii.  101  z. 

T.  WUliams,  li.  64  cf.  64f  ^ 

Hajee  ▼.  Warren,  ii.  850. 
Hajei  ▼•  Bickentafi;  i.  60  a.  ii.  178. 

181a. 

▼.  Brjanty  ii.  84  a* 

T.  Smith,  iL  47  u 

V.  Thornton,  ii.  101  n. 

▼.Warren,    i.  227.  264  b.   ii. 

373. 
Hajfofd  ▼.  Andrews,  ii.  47  a^. 
Haylej  ▼.  Fitzgerald,  ii.  59  h* 
HajUar  ▼•  Ellis,  i.  33  a. 
H^manr.  Gerrard,    i.   103&.  103  cf. 
316a.ii.  189  a.  337. 

T.  Rogers,  i.  286  &.  ii.  291. 

▼.  Troant,  i.  103*. 

Hajter  v.  Moat,  ii.  117 1.  171  a. 
Hajthom  ▼.  Lawson,  ii.  117  6. 

V.  Kain,  i.  207. 

T.  Phillips,  i.  327^. 

▼.  Ribbans,  ii.  72  «• 

V.  Williams,  ii.  101/ 

T.  Yoong,  iL  156a., 

Haywood  t.  Davies,  L  103  h.  291  m. 

▼.  Rodgers,  iu  2006.  201  b. 

Head  ▼.  Baldrey,  i.  211  e. 

Heap  y.  Lriyingston,  ii.  182. 
He^>y  V.  Parris,  L  219/  219  h. 
Heaid   t.  Baskerville,   L   103.   337/ 

ii.  7/  8. 

V.  Wadham,  L  320/ 

Heardsworth  v.  Williamson,  iL  lie. 
Heaiie  t.  Greenback,  ii.  96  a. 
Heani  ▼.  Alleo,  iL  388  a.  401. 
Heame  t.  Edmunds,  iL  202^. 

T.  Stowell,  L  130  o.  228  b.  228  c. 

'248. 
Heath  v.  Hall,  L  210  a. 

T.  Hubbard,  ii.  47/?. 

▼.  Nesbit,  ii.  68  a. 

V.  Vermeden,  L  326. 

V.  Walker,  iL  319  a. 

Heathcote  ▼.  Crookshanks,  ii.  137  A. 
Heaton  ▼.  Wolf,  L  291. 
HeUethwait  v.  Palms,  iL  114  a. 
Hedburg  ▼.  Pearson,  iL  202/ 
Hedger  t.  Rowe,  iL  8  A. 
Hedges  j.  Chapman,  L  28  a. 

y.    Sandon,    L    103  6.    103  c, 

103  A 
Hedes  y/Kidd,  iL  336  e. 
Heely  t.  Ward,  L  74  c. 
Hefford  y.  Alger,  i.  58  b.  195  c.  195 1. 
Hcgaa  y.  Johnson,  ii.  285. 


Heidon  and  Ibgraye's  case,  ii.  45  m. 

Heine  y.  Benbow,  ii.  252  &. 

Helbut  y.  Held,  ii.  101  w. 

Hele  y.  Foot,  i.  347. 

Helie  y.  Baker,  ii.  72  o. 

Helier  y.  Benhurst,  hundred  of,  ii.  376  a. 

y.  Casebert,  L  1.  1  a. 

Hellen  y.  Ardley,  i.  58  & 
Heltier  y.  Casbord,  i.  232.  241  b.  241  c. 

241  cf. 
HellioU  y.  Selby,  i.  312  e.  318.  318  a. 
Helps  y.  Winterbottom,  i.  269  e.  ii.  63/ 
Helwis  y.  Lombe,  L  299  c.  300/ 
Helyar's  case,,  i.  9Q.22a.9m  e. 
Hembro  y.  Bailey,  ii.  5/  5  g. 
Hemming  y.  Griffiths,  ii.  94  e. 

y.  Trenery,  ii.  200  c, 

Henderson  y.  Williamson,  ii.  62.  73. 

y.  Withy,  i.  103  a.  iL  72  bb. 

Hendy  y.  Stephenson,  L  9  a. 
Henley  y.  Mayor  of  Lyme  Regis,  iL 
158/  l5Sg.  171a. 
Henly  v.  Broad,  i.  291^.  iL  396. 

y.  Walsh,  ii.  61  g.  61  m. 

Henman  y.  Dickenson,  ii.  200^. 
Henn's  case,  ii.  161. 
Henningham  y.  Windham,  iL  46  c, 
Henoring's  case,  ii.  62  a. 
Henricksen  y.  Margetson,  ii.  203. 
Henriques    y.  West  India  Company, 

.  ii.  101  cc. 
Henry  y.  Earl,  L  28  a. 
Henshall  y.  Roberts,  ii.  117  A. 
Hensloe's  case,  L  291  /. 
Henwood  v.  Oliver,  i.  33  e. 
Henzel  y.  Lodge,  ii.  94  a. 
Herbert  y.  Alcocke,  ii.  72/ 
■  y.  Sayer,  ii.  72  A. 

y.  Waters,  i.  1 95  c. 

Herlakenden's  case,  i.  28  b.  322  cf. 
Hem  y.  Stubbs,  L  67. 
Heme  y.  Bembow,  i.  323  d. 
—  V.  Lilbome,  ii.  45  m. 
Heron  y.  Edwards,  ii.  1  a. 
Herrenden  v.  Palmer,  i.  285  a.  ii.  117/ 

117  A. 
Herries  y.  Jamieson,  i.  28  a.  201.   iL 
72/.  209.  210  a.  210^.  210  c. 
Herring  y.  Durant,  ii.  5  d. 
Heselton  y.  Alnutt,  iL  201  h. 
Hesketh  y.  Braddock,  i.  312  dL 

y.  Fawcett,  L  SSd. 

Heskett  v.  Lee,  ii.  96  a. 
Hesse  y.  Stevenson,  i.  60.  ii.  68  e,  68/. 
Hethrington  v.  Graham,  ii.  44  c.  ^ 
c  3 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Hewes  v.  Moft,  li.  148  b. 
Hewitt  V.  Adams,  i.  277. 

V.  Mantell,  ii.  72m.  72  n.  iL  107. 

Hewlet  ▼•  Framinghani)  iL  216* 
Hewlins  v.  Shippam,  ii.  113  6. 
Heydon's  case,  ii.  7.  7  a.  69  a.  72  *. 
Heydon  v.  Thompson,  i.  SOO  t. 
Heylin  v.  Hastings,  ii.  63  /•  64*  d. 
Heyman  v.  Parish,  ii.  202  a. 
Heyward's  case,  ii.  97  c 
Heywood  ▼.  CoUinge,  i.  229  a. 

V.  Rogers,  ii.  200  h. 

Hibbert  r.  Courthope,  ii.  350. 

.  V.  Martin,  ii.  201  d. 

Hick's  case,  i.  132.312  a. 
Hick  V.  Mors,  i.  278/ 

—  V.  Woodson,  i.  142  o. 

Hickes  V.  Cracknell,  i.  326  h.  ii:  84  e, 
Hickey  v.  Burt,  i.  325. 
■  V.  Hayter,  ii.  9  e.  72  dd, 

Hickinbotham  ▼.  Leach,  i.  244  a. 
Hickling  ▼.  Hardy,  i.  269  c. 
Hickman  v.  Walker,  ii.  63 1.  63  /.  84  e. 

84/ 
Hickmot's  eade,'i.  291  h.  291  c. 
Hicks  V.  Downling,  ii.  61  m. 

V.  Witchell,  i.  258  a. 

V.  Young,  ii.  336  i. 

Hide  y.  Mason,  i.  280  c. 
Higges  y.  Gardener,  ii.  1179. 
Higgins's  case,  ii.  48. 
Higgins  y.  Gordon,  ii.  1 16  b, 

y.  Highfield,  i.  227. 

Higginson  y.  Martin,  i.  91  a. 
Higgs  y.  Evans,  ii.  101  e, 
Higham  y.  Rabett,  i.  28.  ii.  175  /. 
Highmore  y.  Primrose,  ii.  122. 
Hill  y.  Allen,  ii.  47  q. 

y.  Bolt,  ii.  61/ 

:  y.  Bolton,  i.  349.  ii.  61  m. 

—  y.  Banning,  i.  347. 
y.  Dobie,  i.  241. 

— ^  y.  Exeter,  Bishop  of,  ii.  137 1. 

—  y.  Goodchild,  i.  207. 

V.  Grange,  i.  287.  ii.  367  b.  401. 

y.  Jones,  ii.  61. 

—  y.  Manchester  Waterworks,  i.  215. 

326. 

—  y.  Marsden,  i.  9  a. 

y.  Montagu,  i.  295  fl. 

y.  Patten,  il.  200  a. 

—•  y.  Saunders,  1.    112i, 


Hilly.  Thorn,  i.  284^- 

V.  Wade,  i.  33  b. 

y.  White,  i-  800^.  ii.  210  ft 

V.  Wood,  i.  38  b. 

Hillary  y.  Gay,  ii.  69/ 
■  y.  Rowles,  ii.  61. 


Hillier  y.  Fletcher,  ii.  44  ft 

y.  Frost,  ii.  72  y. 

Hills  y.  London  Ass.  Co.  ii.  202/ 
i.^^^  y.  Spelsbury,  ii.  101 1. 
Hilsden  y.  Mercer,  i.  244  ft 
Hiltony.  King,  i.-280fr. 

y.  Smith,  i.  320. 

Hinchcliffe  y.  Lord  Kinnoul^    i.  82S. 
323  b.  ii.  401  a. 
Hinckley  y.  Simmons,  i.  279  ft 
Hinde's  case,  ii.  148  d, 
Hinde  v.  Gray,  i.  841  a.  il.  156  b. 

V.  Lyons,  ii,  7ft  8  A.  ii.  388  a. 

388/ 
Hindle  y.  Blades,  i.  195^. 
Hindmarsh  y.  Chandler,  ii.  212  a. 
Hindsley  y.  Russell,  i.  336*.  ii.  216  a. 
Hinton  y.  Roffey,  i.  295  b. 
Hird  y.  Burstowe,  ii.  71  tf. 
Hirst  y.  Horn,  i.  276  rf.       , 
Hiscocks  V.  Jones,  i.  35  a. 

y.  Kemp,  ii.  6.  72  rf.  72  e. 

Hitchcock  y.  Coker,  ii.  156  a. 
Kitchen  y.  Campbell,  i.  92  i.  ii.  47  x. 
Hitchens  y.  Hitchens,  ii.  lift 
Hitchins  y.  Basset,  i.  279  h. 

V.  Steyens,  i.  228. 

Hitchman  y.  Walton,  i.  276  a. 
Hix  V.  Gardiner,  ii.  168  i. 
Hixon  y.  Binns,  ii.  209  a. 
Hoar  y.  Mill,  i.  233. 
Hoare  y.  King,  ii,  48. 

y.  Parker,  ii.  47  m. 

Hobart  y.  Hammond,  ii.  422/ 
Hobbsy.  Ferrars,  ii.  133^. 

y.  Green,  ii.  74  i. 

1.  y.  Knight,  i.  279  *.  279  ft  279/ 

*. y.  Young,  i.  311.  312. 

Hobson  y.  Blackburn,  ii.  401  a. 

y.  Middleton,  i.  228  rf. 

y.  Todd,  i.  346  ft 


— ^y.  Smith,  ii.  114ft 
y.  Tempest,  ii.  72*. 


180  a. 
418  a. 


Hockley  y.  Lamb,  i.  346  ft 
Hoddesdon  y.  Grisil,  i.  346  ft 
Hodges  y.  Green,  i.  278  h. 

y.  Jane,  i.  68. 

1-  y.  Sampson,  ii.  47  x. 

y.  Smith,  ii.  47/1  47^^.  150a. 

Hodgkins  y.  Robson,  i.  204. 
Hodgkinson  T.  Marsden,  i.  58/ 


HAME3  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


H odgkinson  v.  Wood,  i.  278 1. 
■  ▼.  Wyatt,  ii.  48*. 
Hodgskin  ▼.  Qaeenborongh,  u  204>.   . 
Hodgson  T.  Andenon,  L  210  a.  211  & 
— — — —  T.  East  Ind.  Co.,  iL  181a. 

■  T.  GloTOTy  ii.  203  e. 

■  V.  Harruy  ii.  67  a. 

■  T.  Malcolm,  ii.  202  a.  208i. 

■  ▼.  Mee,  ii.  61  d.  61^. 
>  V.  Michelly  ii.  72  y. 

■  T.  Nugent,  iL  71  e. 

*  T.  Pattenon,  i.  327  *. 

■  T.  Rtchardaoni  ii.  200  e. 
■  ■  T.  Scarlett,  i.  130. 

■  T.  Temple,  L  809^^ 
Hodsden  ▼.  Harridge^  1.  293^  Ii.  127/ 

293  & 


'T.  Lloyd,  1.  279  tf. 


HodaoU  V.  Stabebrafls,  iL  171  d. 
Hodaon,  in  re,  iL  133  tf. 
Hodaon  ▼.  Garrett,  ii.  61  <f. 

■  ■        V.  Grissel,  L  353  a. 
— —  T.  Temple,  ii.  137  *. 
Hoe's  caae,  iL  69  e.      • 
Hoffinaa  ▼.  Manhall,  iL  202^. 
Hogg  V.  Bridges,  ii.  47  aa. 

V.  Gnham,  L  336*. 

Ho^ina  ▼.  Gordon,  iL  116  ft. 
HoU  ▼.  Clark,  L  280. 
Holbach  v.  Warner,  ii.  9  tf.  1 14  c. 
Holbech  v.  Bennet,  ii.  319. 
HolbiTd  T.  Anderson,  iL  50a. 
Holcroft  V.  Heel,  ii.  175.  175  a. 
Holden  v.  Raphael,  ii.  60  a. 
Holder  r.  Fkvston,  iL  422  cf. 
V.  Raitt,  L  33^. 

■  ▼.  Tayloe,  i.  320. 

V.  Taylor,  L  322c.  iL  181a. 

Holdfast  V.  Clapham,  iL  422d 

Holdin  v.  Sntton,  L  112  a. 

Hoklipp  ▼.  Otway,  L  320/  iL  101  bb. 

lff7.156e.S52e. 
Hokiaworth  ▼.  the  Mayor  of  Dartmouth, 

i.  344. 
— —  ▼.  Wise,  IL  203  A.  203 1. 
Holdwich  V.  Chafe,  L  154».  291  ft.  291 1. 
Hole  V.  Bradford,  i.  216  ft. 

T.  Finch,  L  318a. 

▼.  King,  iL  47  y. 
Holfotd  T.  Wright,  L  185  ft. 
Hofiday  ▼.  Hicks,  iL  47  q. 
Hdl  ▼.  Hadley,  iL  63/ 
HoDand's  case,  ii.  155  a. 
Holland  ▼.  Brooks,  L  32a. 
— —  T.  Dauntzey,  ii.  94. 
— ^-^  T.  Jackson,  iL  94.  96€U  210^. 


Holland  v.  Phillipps,  iL  72  y. 
Holler  V.  Bush,  i.  28. 
Holliday  v.  Camsell,  ii.  47 j9. 
V.  Fletcher,  L  112  ft. 


Hollingworth  v.  Ascue,  L2i^l.iL70.70a. 
■  V.  Brodrick,  ii.  201  ft. 

Hollis  V.  Carr,  i.  241c. 

V.  Palmer,  ii.  63  ft. 

Hollister  v.  Coulson,  ii.  IcL 
Holloway  v.  Berkley,  ii.  168  c. 
'  V.  Cross,  iL  1.  1  a. 


HoUway  ▼.  Clarke,  L  278  A. 
Holman  y.  Johnson,  L  309c.  ii.  137 A. 
Holme  T.  Dalby,  ii.  2  c. 
Holmes  v.  Ailsbee,  iL  42/ 
— —  ▼.  Barker,  i.  277  a. 
'     '      V.  Brocket,  ii.  48.  319  ft. 

V.  Catesby,  L  244  a. 

■  V.  Goring,  i.  323  a. 
'  V.  Kerrison,  ii.  63  dL 

'  V.  Love,  ii.  137iii. 

V.  Meynel,  L  183a.  185.  185a. 

185  ft.  186  d 

« —  V.  Newhinds,  ii.  72  ce.  291  e. 

V.  Rhodes,  ii.  84. 

V.  Walsh,  L  275  J. 

V.  Williamson,  L  264 c. 

V.  Wilson,  ii.  171  d. 

Holms  V.  Broket,  ii.  319  ft. 

y.  Taylor,  iL  117/1 

Holroi  v.  Ebizson,  i.  58  a. 
Holroyd  y.  Breare,  L  300  c. 
HoU  y.  Frank,  ii.  726e.  ^ 
— •  V.  Miers,  L  295  d. 

—  V.  Murray,  i^  67  c. 

■  ■■    y.  8ambach»  i.  201. 

—  V.  Scholefield,  L  243  a.  ii.  171a. 
Holtzaffel  y.  Baker,  ii.  422ft. 
Home  V.  Bentinck,  Ld.,  L  131c. 
Homer  y.  Ashford,  ii.  156a.  156  ft. 
Homfray  y.  Rigby,  ii.  187  ft. 

Hook  y.  Galloway,  ii.|74[ft. 
Hooker  y.  Hooker,  ii.   382  a.  382  ft. 
382  c.  386  a. 

V.  Nye,  iL  285  a.  295  d.  295  e. 

y.  Quilter,  ii.  210ft. 

Hookin  y.  Quilter,  L  285a. 
Hool  V.  Bell,  i.  282. 
Hooper  \.  Hooper,  i.  326. 

■  y.  Stephens,  ii.  64*. 
■           y.  Truscott,  i.  130. 

Hopcraft  y.  Keys,  i.  204ft.  ii.  418a. 
Hope  y.  Bague,  i.  la.  219/ 
Hopkins  y.  Dayies,  L  327^. 

y.  Hopkins,  ii.  S88£.  388*. 

y.  Logan,  L  264a.  ii.  127c.  ' 
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NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Hopkins  y.  Salembier,  ii.  68  o. 

V.  Weigglesworth,  iL  101  a. 

Hopkinson  v.  Gibson,  ii.  4?7  h. 
Hopton,  ex  parte,  L  241  a. 
Hopwood  V.  Schoiield,  i.  822  e. 

V,  Watts,  ii,  9d. 

Hore  V.  Dix,  ii,  97b. 

—  V.  Whitmore,  ii.  201  a. 
Horn  V.  Baker,  ii.  259  b.  259  d. 
— —  v..  Bushel,  ii.  101a. 

—  V.  Chandler,  ii.  171.  171c. 
Hornblower  v.  Proud,  iL  47  «. 
Home  V.  Lewin,  i.  SSe. 

V.  Flintoff,  i.  58  e. 

V.  Graves,'  ii.  156  a. 

V.  Moor,  i.  291  *.  291c,  291  d. 

Homeyer  v.  Lushington,  ii.  201 1.  201  A. 
Homidge  v.  Wilson,  i.  la,  112. 
Horsefali  v.  Davy,  ii.  2846. 

V,  Mather,  i.  323  cf. 

Horseman  v.  Obbins,  i.  117, 

horsey  v,  Daniel,  i.  2196. 
Horsford  v,  Webster,  ii.  290  a, 
Horton  v.  Day,  ii.  414. 

V.  Moggridge,  ii.  137^. 

V.  Nanfan,  i.  247  a. 

— : —  V.  Riley,  ii.  137ife. 

V.  Stamford,  ii,  63 1,  378  d. 

Horwood  V.  Smith,  ii,  47 1. 
Hosier  v,  Arundel,  Lord,  ii.  117^; 

v.  Searle,  i.  215. 

Hoskins  v.  Duperoy,  i.  269c. 

— ^ v.  Robbins,  i,  28  c.  28  rf.  227, 

348.  351.  353.  ii.  323. 

v.  Robins,  i.  348. 

Hotham  v.    East  India    Company,  i. 

2336. 3206. 
Houghton,  ex  parte,  ii.  203  a. 
Houlditch  v.  Birch,  i.  35  a, 

v.  Milne,  i.  21 1  «f. 

Hpunsfield  v.  Drury,  i.  2306, 
House  V.  Thames  Commissioners,  i.  SOOc. 
Houstman  v.  Thornton,  ii.  202  6. 
Houston  V.  Hughes,  ii.  11/ 
How  V.  Granville,  ii.  61. 

V.  Pickard,  i.  74  c, 

Howard's  case,  i.  195  d. 
Howard  V.  Hodges,  ii.  137  A. 

V.  Jennison,  ii,  5  6. 

V.  Pitt,  ii.  6  a.  72  A  72  c.  72  /. 

lOlt. 

V.  Shaw,  i.  276  a. 

V,  Smith,  ii,  72  a, 

V,  Spencer,  i.  353  a. 

Howden  v,  Haigh,  ii,  137  A. 

>  Lord,  V.  Simpson,  L  320  6. 


Howe  V.  Synge,  i.  66  a. 
Howel  V.  Hanforth,  ii.  187. 
Howellv.Batt,  1.2106. 

V.  M'lvers,  L  210.  210  a. 

V.  Richards,  i.  60.  2386. 

v.  Samback,  i.  287  d. 

v.  Sambacks,  i.  28641.    . 

V.  Thomas,  ii.  101  y. 

V,  Young,  ii.  63  c.  171  ^i. 


Howse  V.  Webster,  i,  1  a, 
Howton  V.  Pearson,  i.  323  a. 
Hubbai^  V.  Bagshaw,  ii.  259d. 
■  V.  Biggs,  i.  207  rf. 

T.  Jackson,  iL  200^. 


Huber  v.  Steiner,  ii.  121  c. 
Hubert  v.  Turner,  i.  211  a. 
Hucker  y,  Gordon,  L  195  6. 
Huckle  V,  Wye,  i.  1126. 
Huddy  V.  Gifford,  ii.  101  n. 
Hudson  V,  Banks,  ii.  101  z. 

V.  Hudson,  ii.  47  6.  47  c.  47  y 

V.  Jones,  ii.  305  c. 

V.  Nicholson,  i.  318.  ii.  171  d. 

V.  Parkar,  i.  280  a, 

V,  Spier,  i,  317. 


Huffell  V.  Armistead,  i.  277  a, 
Hughes  V.  Alvarez,  ii,  210v, 

—  V.  Bennet,  i.  60  a. 

' —  V.  Doulben,  ii.  Sf. 

V.  Humphreys,  i,  215.  313  a. 

V.  Philips,  i.  28  6. 

V.  Rees,  i,  242  a.  ii.  47  ee. 

V.  Robotham,  i.  236  c, 

V,  Sayer,  ii,  388  m. 

■  V.  Thomas,  i.  319y, 
V.  Turner,  i.  278  d. 


Huish  V,  Philips,  ii.  48  6, 
Hulbert  v.  Watts,  ii,  96. 
Hull  V.  Blake,  ii.  45/. 

V,  Cooper,  ii,  200  c, 

Mayor  of,  v.  Homer,  ii.  175  A, 

HuUand  v.  Malken,  i.  117. 
Hulle  V.  Heightman,  i.  269  6. 
Hulme  V.  Heygate,  i.  278  c. 

—  V,  Muggleston,  ii.  295  c. 

V.  Sanders,  i.  201. 

Humberton  v.  Howgil,  ii.  12 
Humble  v.  Langston,  i.  322  6. 
Hume  V.  Peploe,  i.  33  c. 
Humphreys  v.  Bristol,  ii.  378  h. 
'  V.  Knight,  ii.  148  a. 

■  V.  O'Connell,  ii.  295  a. 
V.  Piatt,  i.  228. 


Hunger  v,  Frey,  ii.  68  d. 
Hunlock  or  Hunlocke  v.  Blacklowe* 

iL  352  e; 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Hanf  ft  case,  i.  247.  247  d. 
Hunt  V.  Andrews,  i.  262  6. 

▼.  Bate,  L  264a. 

— *-  T.  Bum,  iL  175 1. 

T,  Braines,  L  201. 

^—  T.  Coles,  iL  11. 
— —  ▼.  Cope,  L  204. 

—  T.  Coxe,  iL  71  c.  72y. 

—  T.  Gilborn,  iL  44. 

—  y^Hiint,  L  83.  ii.  298  e. 

T.  Lawriog,  iL  171  b, 

»— -  T.  Roundhead,  L  195 1. 

^^-  T.  Royal    Exchange    Assannce, 

iL208t. 

¥.  Silk,  L  269  c. 

V.  Stevens,  L  275  &.  iL  4f7z, 

▼.  Swain,  ii.  137. 

Hooter  ▼.  French,  L  229. 

T.  Leathlej,  iL  201 L 

▼.  Neck,  ii.  2  rf. 

T.  Sampson,  iL  101  A.  101 1. 

▼•  Westbrook,  ii.  47  A. 

T.  Wiseman,  i.  92  a. 

Hnnting  ▼.  Sheldrake,  iL  82. 
Huntingdon  v.  Hall,  iL  48  a. 

—  Earl  of,  ▼.  Mildmay,  L  9. 

Hnntiogtower  v.  Gardiner,  i.  228  d. 
Hontiej  ▼.  Sanderson,  ii.  63^1 
Hard  v.  Fletcher,  iL  178  a.  181  c. 
Horrj  and  Others  v.  Royal  Assurance 
Co.,  iL  201  iL 
Hunt  ▼.  Jennings,  L  58  a. 

^ ▼.  Orbell,  i.  269  c 

—  Y.  Parker,  iL  64. 
Hatehins  ▼.  Chamibers,  L  201. 

V.  Hird,  iL  61  A. 

V.  Hntcbins,  L  327/  327  ff* 

— ^—  ▼.  Kenrick,  ii.  1. 

▼.  Thomas,  iL  148  d, 

Hutchinaon  ▼.  Jackson,  L  349  a. 
Y.  Johnson,  L  219^. 

V.  Lowndes,  L  263  b. 

— — ^— —  Y.  Smith,  iL  61  c. 
Hntton  Y.  ^yre,  iL  48. 

'  Y.  Warren,  ii.  259  a. 
Haxham  y.  Smith,  L  33  e.  67. 
Hnzlej  Y.  Harrison,  iL  101  «. 
Hays  Y.  Wright,  iL  148  e. 
Hnzzej  y.  Field,  ii.  174. 
Hyde  y.  Cogan,  iL  377  ft.  377  d. 

Y.  Hyde,  L  280  c. 

-^—  Y.  Johnson,  iL  64  dl 

Y.  P^urratt,  iL  388*. 

Y.  Watia,  ii.  367  a. 

Hynde*a  cafe,  L  261  ft. 


l^Anson  y.  Stuart,  ii.  410. 
Ibbotson  Y.  Ibbotson,.ii.  388  A. 

V.  Tindal,  ii.  61  /. 

Idle  Y.  Cook,  i.  151. 
Iggulden  V.  May,  i.  241  c. 

V.  Terson,  L  336  ft. 

Ikin  Y.  Brook,  L  320  ft. 

Rchester,  Earl  of,  ex  parte,  L  279. 280  e. 

liderton  v.  Ilderton,  i.  8  a.  iL  44c. 

Ilott  Y.  Genge,  L  280  a. 

— ^  Y.  Wilkes>  L  84  a. 

Impey  y.  Ta)4or,  iL  60  e, 

Incledon  v.  Crips,  i.  285  a. 

Ingleby  v.  Swift,  iL  415  ft. 

Ingledew  y.  Cripps,  i.  286  a. 

Inglis  V.  Haigh,  ii.  127  c.  127  e. 

V.  M'Dougal,  i.  241  a. 

V.  Vaux,  ii-  201  h. 

Ingram  v.  Bernard,  i.  67  c 

'  Y.  Lawson,  i.  244  ft.  iL  807  c. 

Y.  Milnes,  i.  33.  33  a. 

Y.  Strong,  L  279  d. 

V.  TothiU,  i.  235  a. 


Innes  y.  Dunlop,  1.  210. 
Innkeeper's  case,  i.  33  ft. 
Ipswich,    Bailiffs  of,    v. 


Martin,  L  1. 
ii.  181  d. 
Taylors  of,  case,  i.  311. 


Ireland  y.  Champneys,  ii.  72 J9 

V.  Huggins,  i,  84. 

■  V.  Johnson,  iL  203/. 
Y.  Lockwood,  i.  74  d. 


Iremonger  y.  Newsam,  i.  241  ft. 
Ireson  y.  Pearman,  iL  42  c. 
Irons  Y.  Smallpiece,  ii.  47  ft. 
Irving  V.  King,  L  320  ft. 

V.  Richardson,  iL  202. 203  a.  20*. 

V.  Veitch,  ii.  64  if.  64  k.  137^. 

Isaac  Y.  Clarke,  iL  47  k, 

V.  Farrar,  ii.  103.  295.  295  c. 

Isam's  case,  iL  72  /. 

Isam  V.  Hitchcock,  iL  209  c» 

Isham  Y.  Morris,  ii.  418  e. 

Isherwood  v.  Oldknow,  i.  241  a. 

Isles  Y.  Windsor,  iL  74  a. 

Islington  Market  Bill,  in  re,  iL  174. 

Ivatt  V.  Mann,  i.  345.  ii.  175  /. 

Ive's  case,  L  236  d* 

Ive  Y.  Scott,  ii.  291  e: 

Ives  v.  Legge,  ii.  388. 

Izon  Y.  Gorton,  ii.  422  ft. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Jackson  ▼.  Adams^  i.  243  a. 
'  T.  Anderson,  ii.  47  p. 

'    ■  ▼.  Caleswortby  inhabitants  of, 
ii.  SIS  a. 

1.  Clarke^  ii.  298  *. 

V.  Cobbin,  L  264  n.  U.  187  •. 

V.  Duchaise^  ii.  187  <. 

T.  Elam,  ii.  72  jr. 

y.  Fanrbank,  ii.  64  e.  64/ 

—  V.  Gisling,  ii.  148  d, 

■  ■  ▼•  Hanson,  i.  195  L 
— —  V.  Hesketh,  i.  10. 

—  V.  Hunter,  iL  198  tf. 

■  V.  Hurlock,  i.  278  i.  279  a. 

▼.  Jackson,  i.  280  a.  2806. 

— —  V.  Laverack,  1.  346  c. 

'  V.  Lomas,  ii.  187 1. 

y.  Mordant,  ii.  180  a. 

V.  Northwood,  i.  SOOb. 

y.  Pearson,  iL  376/  378. 

y.  Pesked,  i.  28 1?.  228  c.  822  «. 

Vc  Rogers,  i.  312  r. 

—  y.  Stacey,  ii.  175  L 

: y.  Wickes,  i.  92.  iL  72  M. 

Jacob  y.  Lindsay,  i.  325  a. 
Jacobs  y.  Hnmphrey,  ii.  47 J^ 
■  y.  Hart,  ii.  200  a. 

■  y.  Miniconi,  ii.  72  n. 
Jacques  ▼.  Csesar,  i.  346^.  ii.  71  a.  72<?. 

■  y.  Nixon,  ii.  101  c.  101  h.  101 1. 

y.  Withy,  i.  35. 

Jaffray  y.  Freebaim,  L  207  b. 
James  y.  Cotton,  L  269  r. 

y.  Dods,  L  323  c, 

— -  y.  Emery,  i.  154. 

y.  Francis,  i.  230  a. 

y.  Lingham,  i.  300  g» 

y.  Phelps,  i.  2306. 

—  y.  Pierce,  i.  35. 

( — 1.  y.  Plant,  i.  323*.  iL  401  a. 

— —  y.  Thomas,  L  58  d 

y.  Wlliams,  L  211  a. 

Jamieson,  in  re,  ii.  133  c. 
Jampaya  y.  De  Payha,  ii.  101  s. 
J* Anson  y.  Stuart,  L  117.  244.  244  a. 

iL308a. 
Jarmain  y.  Algar,  L  211  i. 
Janris  y.  Dean,  iL  175  2. 

— -.y.Wilkins,L211. 
Jaxon  y.  Tanner,  ii.  171  e« 
Jeffer  y.  Gifford,  L  322  c.  ii.  175  it 
Jefferey  y.  Guy,  L  103. 
Jefferies  y.  Dee,  L  337  i.  ii.  48  c. 
■     y.  Duncombe,  i.  132  a. 


Jefferson  y.  Durham,  bishop  of,  L  136  a. 

y.  Jefferson,  ii.  252  b. 

y.  Morton,  i.  251  a. 


Jeffery  y.  Bastard,  L  195  ^  195 1. 

y.  MTaggart,  L  210. 

y.White,  L9A317- 


Jefferyes  y.  Legendra,  ii.  201  c.  202  a. 
Jeffreson  y.  Morton,  L  251  a.  iL  68. 71  a. 
71c.72dL72t.72».  210/. 
Jeffrey's  case,  ii.  428  cK,  ^ 

Jeff^ys  y.  Boyd,  ii.  325. 
Jeffry  y.  Barrow,  iL  8a. 

' T.Wood,  iL  101  «r.  101 «.  lOlbb. 

Jekyll  T.  Morris,  L  131  c. 
Jell  y.  Douelas,  L  291 1.  iL  121  c 
Jemey  y.  l^rris,  ii.  74  a. 
Jenkin  y.  Peace,  i.  9. 
Jenkins,  in  re,  ii.  133  h, 
Jenkins  y.  Bates,  iL  101  ti. 

y.  Edwards,  L  SSf. 

■        V.  Haryey,  ii.  175dl 

y.  Plome,  iL  47  y. 

y.  Prichard,  L  319^  ii.  8iL 

y.  Purcel,  ii.  349. 

y.  Reynolds,  L  211. 

y.  Young,  iL  11  A. 


Jenk's  case,  iL  7  c. 
Jenner  y.  Clegg,  i.  276  b. 
Jennings  y.  Brown,  ii.  187/  137 1. 

y.  Hankeys,  i.  262  d 

—  y.  Harley,  i.  210  c. 

■  y.  Hunking,  L  247  a. 
y.  Major,  i.  33  e. 

y.  Newman,  i.  285  d.  ii.  117  A. 

.       V.  Thorckmorton,  iL  137  *. 

y.  Vandeputt,  i.  132. 

Jenny  y.  Norris,  ii.  74  ft. 
Jephson  y.  Howkins,  L  327  c. 
Jeremy  y.  Lowgar,  ii.  252  ft. 
Jerritt  y.  Weare,  L  319/ 
Jeryis  V.  Tayleur,  ii.  47  acu 
Jesser  y.  Gifford,  iL  252  ft. 
Jeyens  y.  Harridge,  L  la.  Ilia.  188. 
289.  317.  323  c.  iL  60  a.  404. 409. 
Jewy.  Wood,  L  326  a. 
Jewel's  case,  ii.  303.  304. 
Jodderell  y.  Cowell,  i.  234  ft. 
John  y.  Jenkins,  iL,284  c. 
Johns  y.  Bowen,  ii.  101  y. 

y.  Gittings,  i.  244  ft. 

— —  y.  Wilson,  ii.  74  a. 
Johnson  y.  Aylmer,  L  242  a. 

y.  Baker,  iL  137*ii. 

y.  Baynes,  L  201. 

■  y.  Carre,  ii.  150  a. 

■  y.  Clay,  L  33/ 


NAMES  OP  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Johiiflon  ▼.  DodgBon,  i.  211  a. 

V.  Durant*  L  S27  a.  . 

▼.  Faalkner,  ii«  290* 

"▼.  Hndflon,  i.  809  ft. 

V.  Jebb,  u.  101/ 

▼•  Johnson,  i.  278. 279a<280a. 

"■  T.  Lancaster,  i.  SS/. 

T.  Mapletoft,  i.  33  c. 

▼.  M'Donald,  i.  161. 

■  ■         ▼.  Marlborough^  Duke  of,  ii. 

200  A. 

-  ▼.  Meers,  ii.  291. 

V.  Northwood,  i.  U  a.  296  a. 

▼.  Norton,  i.  20. 

'  V.  Popplewell,  ii.  210  e. 

▼.  Prickett,  ii.  291  b. 

▼.  Smart,  i.  186  d. 

▼.  Smith,  ii.  1  d.  63 1.  148  if. 

r.  Sutton,  ii.  201  c. 

V.  Wells,  i  279. 

V.  Whitcott,  i.  210  c. 

■  ▼.  Wilson,  i.  154. 

V.  WoUyer,  i.  347. 

Johnston  r.  Johnston,  i.  279  cu 
Johnstone  t.  Huddlestone,  1.2366.251. 

285  A. 

.  ▼.  Sutton,  i.  228. 

Joffiffe  V.  Mundy,  ii.  73  a. 
Jolly  T.  Young,  i.  251. 
Jooes,  ex  parte,  ii.  47  i. ' 
Jones  ats.  Hayes,  i.  295  A. 

V.  Arthur,  i.  33  e. 

y.  Ashburnham,  i.  210  b.  210  c.  ii. 

137. 

T.  Atherton,  i.  219^. 

▼.  Axen,  ii.  72  A. 

V.  Barkley,  L  60  a.  320  b.  320/ 

ii.  352  d. 
T.  Bodinner,  ii.  319  5. 

T.  Brampston,  i.  248  b, 

▼.  Clayton,  i.  286. 

T.  Concannon,  ii.  336  a.  336  e. 

-^—  T.  Cooper,  L  211  A. 

V.  Corry,  i.  327  d.  327  e. 

V.  Cowley,  i.  233  b. 

T.  De  Lisle,  ii.  101  A. 

V.  Flint,  i.  277  A 

V.  Fort,  ii.  47  o. 

T.  Gibson,  ii.  336  rf. 

-  V.  Grady,  ii.  68  e. 

-  V.  Green,  i.  58  e. 

-  Y.  Gordon,  263  a. 
T.  Herbert,  i.  325- 

T.  Hill,  I2l6b.  323 rf.  ii.  252 i. 

T.  John,  i.  33^. 

T.  Jones»  1. 282a.  288.  ii.  44d.  44/ 


Jones  V.  Kitchen,  i.  244  e.  ii.  285  a. 
295cf.  295  0. 
— -  V.  Lander,  ii.  61  e. 

V.  Littler,  ii.  307  b. 

V.  Marsh,  i.  276  e, 

V.  Owen,  i.  83/ 

T.  Pope,  ii.  63  ft.  67  a.  73.  98. 

101/ 187  a.  297.  344. 
— —  V.  Powell,  ii.  290. 
— —  V.  Price,  175^. 

■  V.  Prosser,  ii.  11^. 
— -  V.  Richard,  i.  353.  ii.  327. 

V.  Roberts,  i.  334. 

V.  Ryder,  ii.  64  /.  127  <?. 

V.  Say  and  Seal,  Lord,  ii.  II  d. 

—  V.  SchmoU,  ii.  202  d. 
*—  V.  Senior,  ii.  295  ft. 

—  V.  Shears,  i.  276  ft.  277. 
— —  V.  Smith,  ii.  210^. 

Stevens,  i.  131  a.  243.  244  a. 

Stordy,  ii.  60  c. 

Tanner,  ii.  137  d. 

Tarleton,  ii.  47  A. 

Thome,  i.  288  c. 

Waite,ii.  137  A.  187  f. 

Weaver,  i.  272. 

V.  Williams,  i.  38  ft.  118.  ii.  290  c. 

41L 

V.  Winckworth,  ii.  47  y. 

Jonson  V.  Meers,  i.  118, 
Jordainev.  Sharp,  ii.  336  rf. 
Jordan  v.  Fawcett,  i.  329. 

V.  Strong,  i.  33^. 

V.  Twells,  i.  204.  ii. 

V.  Wikes,  ii.  180  ft. 


•  v. 

•  V. 

•  V. 
V. 

'  V. 

•  V. 
■  V. 


181. 


Jorden  v.  Atwood,  i.  323  a. 

V.  Berwick,  i.  33^. 

Jordin  v.  Crump,  i.  84  a, 

Joseph  V.  Knox,  ii.  47  s. 

Joule  V.  Jackson,  ii.  290  ft. 

Jourdain  v,  Johnson,  i.  33/  33 1.  ii.  122. 

Jowett  V.  Chamock,  i.  340  a.  iL  209  a. 

Judin  V.  Samuel,  i.  285  ft. 

Jupp  V.  Grayson,  i.  327  e. 

Justice  V.  Whyte,  ii.  209  c. 

Juxon  V.  Thomhill,  i.  117  a.  iL  62  a, 


Kadwalader  v.  Bryan,  ii.  305  ft. 
Kaines  v.  Knightly,  ii.  200. 
Karver  v.  James,  ii.  63  A.  63 1.  64  c. 
Kay  V.  Button,  i.  264  a. 
Kearney  v.  King,  i.  74. 
Kearsey  v.  Carstairs,  i.  241  a. 
Kearslake  v.  Morgan,  ii.  103  ft. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Keat  V.  Goldstein,  i.  67  c. 
Keate  v.  Temple,  i.  211  c. 
KeaU  y.  Barker,  i.  195  d. 
Keble  v.  Hickeringill,  i.  84. 
Keck  y.  Halstead,  i.  85. 
Keeling  y.  Austin,  ii.  101  /. 
Keen  y.  Effingham,  Earl  of,  iL  42  e. 

■   I  y.  Kirby,  i.  151. 
Keene  y.  Deardon,  ii.  1 1  &. 

y.  Deble,  i.  33^. 

Kegg  y.  Horton,  i.  274  a. 
Keigwin  y.  Keigwin,  i.  280  a. 
Keilwick  y.  Maidman,  i.  33  d. 
Keir  y.  Leeman,  ii.  137  b. 
Kell  y.  Nainby,  i.  291  /. 
Kellan  y.  Manesby,  i.  242.  2426. 
Kellow  y.  Rowden,  ii.  7  e.  7/  8  A.  8  /.  9. 
Kelly  y.  Clubbe,  i.  282.  ii.  304. 

y.  Partington,  i.  130  a.   243  /. 

2466. 
Kemble  y.  Farren,  i.  58  c. 

y.  Mills,  ii.  3526. 

Kemp  y.  Carter,  i.  348  a. 

y.  Cruwes,  ii.  285  c.  290. 

y.  Derrett,  i.  276. 

y.  Goodal,  i.  326. 

V.  Vigne,  ii.  203  b, 

Kempe  y.  Lawrence,  ii.  9/. 
Kempland  y.  Macauley,  ii.  101  L 
Kempston  y.  Nelson,  ii.  74  c. 
Kenchin  y.  Knight,  i.  22. 
Kendillon  y.  Maltby,  i.  243/. 
Kendrich  y.  Dayies,  ii.  293  6. 
Kendrick  y.  Lomax,  ii.  103  b. 
Keuljside  y.  Thornton,  ii.  252  r. 
Kenn  y.  Drake,  i.  312  a. 
Kennaway  v.  Treleayan,  i.  211.  ii.  137  f. 
Kennebel  y.  Scrafton,  i.  279.  279  a. 
Kennett  y.  Milbank,  ii.  64 1. 
Kennicot  y.  Bogan,  i  22. 
Kenningham  y.  Alison,  i.  300^. 
Kenny  y.  Thornton,  ii.  72  6. 
Kenrick  y.  *Beauclerck,  ii.  11  6.  1 1  c. 

y.  Pargirer,  i.  351.  353. 

Kensey  y.  Hay  ward,  ii.  64  a. 
Kensington  y.  Inglis,  ii.  200  a.  201  c. 
Kent  y.  Derby,  i.  21 1  c. 

y.  Ebtob,  i.  327  d. 

I—  y.  Harpool,  ii.  382  a.  382  c. 

-  y.  Sponder,  i.  14  a.  28. 

y.  Yates,  ii.  26. 

Kenyon  y.  Berthen,  ii.  201  a. 
Keppel  y.  King,  ii.  61  A. 
Keppell  y.  Baile,  i.  241 6. 
Kerbey  y.  Denby,  i.  300  A. 
Kerby  y.  Whichelow,  L  339  a. 


Kerr  y.  Jeston,  i.  327  A. 
Kerrison  y.  Cole,  i.  66  a. 
Kerry  y.  Baxter,  ii.  404. 

y.  Cade,  ii.  1 17  tn. 

y,  Kent,  ii.  44. 

Kershaw  y.  Cox,  ii.  200  a. 
Kettle  y.  Bromsall,  ii.  74  6.  1 17  e. 
Kewley  v.  Ryan,  ii.  201/  201  ^ 
Key  y.  Hill,  i.  16.1. 

Keymer  y.  Summers,  i.  328  6.  ii.  175  ^ 
Keyworth  y.  Hill,  ii.  47  x. 
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Longmore  y.  Rogers,  i.  9  c. 
Longridge  y.  Dondlle,  ii.  137 1. 
Longueyille  or  Longyille  y.   Thutle- 
worth,  i.  9  d,  ii.  2  b,  47. 
Lonsdale  y.  Church,  i.  58  b. 
'  y.  Littledale,  ii.  101  x. 

Loomes  y.  Stotherd,  ii.  7  6. 
Loosemore  y.  Radford,  ii.  47 jc.  . 
Loraine  y.  Tomlinson,  ii.  201  / 
Lord  y.  Briscoe,  ii.  94  b, 

-  y.  Cross,  i.  98  a, 

V.  Houstoun,  i.  288  k. 

Lorymer  v.  Vizeu,  i.  33  A. 
Lousley  y.  Hay  ward,  ii,  175  d. 
Loyelace  y.  Bickham,  i.  117.  . 
Loyell  y.  Ploraer,  ii.  61/ 

y.  Sheriffs  of  London,  ii.  .155  a. 

V.  Walker,  ii.  210^. 

Loyick  y.  Crowder,  i.  219^. 
Loyill  y.  Martin,  ii.  47  o. 
Low  y.  Burron,  L  261. 

y.  Burrows,  i.  103  b.  ii.  291  c. 

Lowdon  y.  Hierons,  ii.  114/ 

Lowe,  in  re,  ii.  62  a. 

Lowe  y.  Broxtowe,  ii.  377  c.  378  c. 

y.  Egginton,  ii.  137/. 

y.  Harewood,  i.  243  rf.  246  e. 

y.  Kirby,  i.  33*. 

y.  Peers,  i.  58  c. 

y.  Waller,  i.  295*. 

Loweth  y.  Fpwergill,  ii.  64  A. 
Lowfield  y.  Bancroft,  i.  242*. 
Lowndes  y.  Lowndes,  i.  327  d.  327  ^. 
Loyd  y.  Lee,  ii.  137  c 

y.  Williams,  i.  295  a. 

Lubbock  y.  Inglis,  ii.  47  h. 

y.  Potts,  ii.  210  c. 

Lucas  y.  De  la  Cour,  i.  291  L 

-  y.  Dorrien,  i.  210  a. 

— -    y.  Godwin,  i.  269*.  320  c.  320  if. 

V.  How,  i.  288  e. 

y.  Jenner,  i.  336  *.  ii.  216  a. 

y.  Nockells,  i.  23  a.  23*.  91  a. 

219^.  300  rf. 

V.  Wilson,  i.  327  c.  327  rf.  327/ 

327  A. 
Lucina  y.  Craufurd,  ii.  203. 
Luckett  y.  Plummer,  i.  300  A.  ii.  291. 
Lucy  y.  Levington,  ii.  181  c. 
Ludford  y.  Barber,  i.  241. 
Ludlow  y.  Drummofid,  i.  319  c. 

y.  Lennard,  ii.  72  ec.  148  *. 

Mayor  of,  y.  Charlton,  i.  340. 

^ugg  y.  Lugg,  i.  278 1.  279  a. 

Luke  y.  Harris,  ii.  45  L 

Lundey  y.  Allday,  i.  195  e.  ii.  307  *• 


NAMES  OF  CASEwS  REFERRED  TO. 


Lumlej  Y.  Foster,  iu  210  e. 

V.  Hodgson,  i.  234-  b. 

Lqsod's  c^aae,  ii.  7  c. 
Lather  ▼.  Kidby,  i.  278^.  278^. 
Lottelly's  case,  iL  114  a. 
Ltttterel's  case,  u  98  a.  S\9k.  344. 
Lotterel  v.  Lea,  i.  98  a. 
Ljeett  V.  Tenant,  ii.  I  6. 
Lrddall  ▼•  Dunlap,^  i.  1  b. 
Ljde  ▼.  Ruasell,  iL  259  e^ 
Ljnbuj  T«  Weii;htman,  ii.  137^. 
Ljach  T.  Dunsford,  ii.  200  c, 

▼-  Hamilton,  ii.  200  c. 

V,  Nardin,  i.  85. 

Ljnker  t.  Stanwell,  ii.  171 «. 
Ljon  T.  Brace,  ii.  137  A. 

Ljna  Regis,  Mayor  and  Bnrgesses  of, 
▼.  Henley,  L  340  a.  ii.  158/.  158^. 
159  c. 
Lyon  T.  Mitchell,  ii.  388  L 
Lrsaght  y.  Walker,  i.  211.  211  c. 
Lysoos  ▼.  Barrow,  L  275. 
Lyster  t.  Brown,  ii.  284  c, 

T.  Dolland,  ii.  1 1  a. 

Lyttleton  v.  Cross,  i.  3336.      * 
LyttoD  Y  Falkland,  L  278  a. 


M. 

M< Andrews  v.  Vaughan,  ii.  202/. 
M'Arthur  v.  Campbell,  i.  32  a.  327  d. 

M'Callon  v.  Mortimer,  i.  309  c. 
3I<Carthy  v.  Abel,  ii.  202&.  203^.  203  A. 
Maodesfield,  Loni,  v.  Bradley,  ii.  73  a. 

,  Mayor  of,  v.  Chapman,  ii. 

174. 

.^v.  Pedley,  ii. 

174. 
M<niire  T.  Dunkin,  i.  58  6. 
M^Combie  y.  Davis,  ii.  47  ih* 
M'Calloch  Y.  Dawes,  ii.  64  a. 
MCurday  y.  Drbpoll,  i.  28  b. 
M'Daniel  v.  Hughes,  i.  67  a.  67  A. 
M'Dooald  Y.  Bryce,  ii.  388  o. 

Y.  Robke,  L  230  h. 

M«Doagmll  y.  Claridge,  i.  130. 

V.  Robertson,  ii.  133  «f. 

M'Doogle  Y.  Royal  Exc.  Ass.  Co,  ii. 

202^. 
Macdowell  y.  Eraser,  ii.  201. 
MaefiMizen»  or  Macfadren,  v.  Olivant, 

ii.  63. 
M'George  y.  Birch,  ii.  47  6. 1 17 1. 
M'Gregor  y.  M'Gregor,  ii.  307  d. 


M'Gregor  v.  Thwaite,  i.  244  c 
M'Kenzie  v.  Gayford,  ii.  107  a. 
M*Kinnell  v.  Robinson,  ii.  137  A. 
M'Leod  V.  M*Ghie,  ii.  47/>. 
M'Neilage  v.  Hoiloway,  i.  210  a. 
M*Pherson   v.   Daniels,  i.   14.    121  a. 
244  b.  244  c. 
M'Quillan, orM*QuiIiin, v. Cox,  i: 288A. 
318.  ii.  2106.  210  c. 
Machell,  or  Machili,  v.  Clark,  i.  260. 
260  a.  261  a. 
V.  Weeding,  ii.  388  d. 


Macher  v.  Billing,  L  28.  ii.  122  6. 

V.  Foundling  Hospital,  i.  288. 

288  6. 
Macintosh  v.  Trotter,  ii.  2.59  c. 
Mackaley's  case,  ii.  101  M. 
Mackarith  v.  Pollard,  i.  91  a. 
Mackintosh  v.  Marshall,  ii.  200.  201. 
Mackreth  y.  Jackson,  i.  333  a. 
Mackworth*s  case,  ii.  96. 
Mackworth  v.  Thomas,  i.  58  6. 
Maclellan  v.  Howard,  i.  33/ 
Macmurdo  y.  Smith,  i.  228. 
Maddock  v.  Hammett,  i.  295. 
Maddocks  v.  BuUcock,  ii.  61  r. 
Maddon  v.  White,  i.  276  e. 
Maddox  v.  Staines,  ii.  388  m« 
Magdalen  College,  case  of,  ii.  72  u. 
Magennis  y.  M'Cullough,  i.  236  6. 
Maghee  v.  O'Neil,  ii.  64  A. 
Magor  V.  Chadwick,  ii.  114  6.  175/ 
Magrath  v.  Hardy,  i.  67.  67  a.  325  a. 
Maidment  v.  Jukes,  ii.  45/ 
Main  waring  v.  Giles,  ii.  175  d. 

V.  Newman,  i.  291  h. 


Maitland  v.  Goldney,  i.  244  6.  ii.  307  e. 

V.  Taylor,  i.  247  a. 

Major  V.  Brandwood,  ii.  168  a.  168  6. 
Malachy  v.  Soper^  i.  243  e.  ii.  307  c. 
Malcolm  v.  Fullarton,  i.  33^.  ii.  64  /. 

V.  Taylor,  ii.  388  wi. 

Malins  v.  Freeman,  i.  287  e. 
Mallan  v.  May,  ii.  156  6. 
Malland  v.  Jenkins,  ii.  72  c. 
Mallet  V.  Sackford,  ii.  388  ife. 
Manbridge  v.  Piummer,  ii.  8  A. 
Manby  v.  Long,  i.  347  c. 
Manchester,  Earl  of,  v.  Vale,  i.  23  6. 

268.  300  A.  ik  49.  127/  210  c. 
Manel  and  Coltloe's  case,  ii.  6  6. 
Manfield  v.  Maitland,  ii.  203  a. 
Manifold  v.  Pennington,  i.  346  c. 
Mann  y.  Rerthen,  ii.  117  /• 

V.  Davers,  i.  263  a. 

-  V.  LoYcjoy,  i.  276  a. 

d 
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Manneton  v.  Trevilian,  i.  346  d. 
Manning's  case,  ii.  We,  388 A. 
Manning  v.  Flight,  i.  241  a. 

V.  Wasdale,  ii.  8  rf.  341. 

Mannings  v.  Townsend,  i.  20.  207  e. 
Mannington  v.  Guillims,  i.  228. 
Mansell  v.  Burredge,  i.  154  a.  ii.  61  o. 
Manser  s  case,  i.  48.  58  a. 

Manser  v.  Heaver,  i.  SSa.  327^.  ii.  2933. 

V.  Lewis,  ii.  194. 

Mapes  T.  Sidney,  i.  210  c. 
Mara  v.  Quin,  i.  336.  336a.  3366.  ii. 

219. 
March  v.  Brace,  i.  240  a. 

^  Earl  of,  V.  Pigot,  ii.  201  e. 

Margetson  v.  Aitken,  ii.  137  /. 
Margetts  v.  Bays,  i.  14. 
Marham  v.  Pescod,  ii.  101  y. 
Markby,  in  re,  i  288 1. 
Markes  v.  Marryott,  i.  327  h.  327  c 
Market  v.  Johnson,  i.  28  6. 
Marks  V.  Lahee,  ii.  291  h. 

V.  Upton,  i.  241.  [63/. 

Marlborough,  IDuke  of,  v.  Widmore^  iL 
Marriot  v.  Lister,  i.  211  c. 

V.  Stanley,  i.  300  d. 

Marrow  v.  Turpin,  i.  240  a.  241  a. 
Marryat  v.  Townly,  i,  185  a, 
Marsden  v.  Reid,  ii.  201. 
Marsen  v.  Touchet,  ii.72^. 
Marsh's  case,  ii.  47. 
Marsh  v.  Brace,  ii.  304  a. 
V.  Bulteel,  ii.  133c.  133^.  S05ft. 

V.  Cutler,  ii.  210  3. 

V.  Lee,  ii.  72^^. 

y.  Robinson,  ii.  203  d. 

V.  Wood,  i.  32  a.  ii.  133^. 

Marshall,Inre,  ii.  2933. 

v.  Birkenshaw,  i.  2103.  210  e. 

V.  Broadhurst,  ii.  117^. 

V.  Burnett,  ii.  5  e. 

■  V.  Franks,  ii.  97  c 

. V.  Hill,  ii.  388  o.    . 

V.  Whiteside,  i.  33  k. 

V.  Wilder,  i.  3363. 

Marshalsea  case,  i.  216  a. 
Marsham  v.  Gibbs,  ii.  319  a. 
Marston  v.  Doe,  i\  278 1.  2793. 
Martham  v.  Jemx,  ii.  337. 
Martin  v.  Burton,  i.  282  a. 

V.  Crokatt,  ii.  203 1. 

V.  Crump,  ii.  117  3. 

V.  Delbo,  ii.  73.  127. 

V.  Gilham,  L  323  c?.  ii.  252  e. 

V.  Handlye,  i.  1 12  a. 

-^—  V.  Henrickson,  ii.  379. 


Martin  v.  Kerridge,  ii.  182. 

V.  Kesterton,  i.  299  c.    . 

V.  Knowllys,  ii.  47/>. 

V.  Mowlin,  ii.  422  e, 

V.  Savage,  i.  279  c. 

V.  Smith,  i.  320/. 

V.  Strachan,  ii.  42.  42 p. 

V.  Strongs  i.  130  a. 

V.  Vallance,  i.  3003. 

V.  Wilsford,  i.  85.  ii.  5  rf. 

St.,  Overseers  of,  v.  Warren,  ii. 

84  3. 
Martindale  v.  Fisher,  320  d. 

V.  Smith,  i.  269  d. 

Marwood  v.  Turner,  i.  278/ 
Mary's  case,  i.  346  a. 
Marzotti  v.  Williams,  i.  3223.  3463. 
Maskelyne  v.  Higford,  ii.  70. 
Mason  v.  Bradley,  ii.  200  r. 

V.  Cffisar,  i.  353  3. 

V.  Chambers,  ii.  150  a. 

y.  Denny,  ii.  101  r. 

v.  Hanson,  i.  228  e. 

y.  Hill,ii.  1143. 

V.  Morgan,  i.  2lOa. 

v.  Newland,  i.  300  c. 

v.  Sadler,  ii.  45  «. 

v.  Sainsbury,  ii.  377  c. 

v.  Skurry,  ii.  202/ 


Massey  v.  Goyder,  ii.  400. 

V.  Johnson,  i.  263  a.  263  3. 


Mast  V.  Goodson,  ii.  \\T  d,  117  c.  117/1 
Master  v.  Miller,  i.  210. 
Masterman  v.  Grant,  ii.  101  /. 
Masters  v.  Drayton,  i.  295  c. 
Mather,  ex  parte,  ii.  137  A. 
v.  Mills,  i.  117. 


Mathews  v.  Cary,  i.  298. 

v.  Lee,  ii.  8  3. 

V.  Taylor,  ii.  137  >». 


Matison  v.  Atkinson,  i.  9  a. 
Matson  v.  Booth,  ii.  61/ 

V.  Trower,  ii.  133  d, 

V.  Wharam,  L  211 3. 


Matthew  v  Herle,  i.  280  e. 
Matthews  v.  Carey,  i.  347  c. 

v.  Phillips,  ii.  63  K  64  a. 

V.  Sewell,  i.  236  c. 

y.  Spicer,  ii.  5  3. 

V.  Venables,  i.  278/ 


Matthias  v.  Thesnard,  ii.  290  a. 
Matthie  v.  Potts,  ii.  203  3. 
Mattock  v.  Kinglake,  i.  320  3. 
Mattravers  v.  Fosset,  i.  347  a. 
Maud  v.  Barnard,  ii.  101  tn, 
Mauleverrer  ▼.  Hawxby,  i.  ^. 
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Maand  8  case,  i.  287.  287  d. 
MaondT.  Monmouthshire  Canal,  i.  339  a. 

ii.  477. 
MaondreU  y.  Maundrell,  i.  278  A.  ii.  44</. 
Naaiwd  ▼.  Massarene,  Lord,  ii.  107  a. 
Mawby  ▼•  Barber,  i.  131a. 
Mavle  T.  Cacyffyr,  i.  202  a. 
Mawmao  ▼.  Gillett,  i.  291  /. 
Max  ▼.  Roberts,  i.  291  e. 
Maxwell  v.  Jameson,  i.  264*1;. 

▼.  Martin,  i.  269  a. 

Ma  J  T.  Brown,  L  243  c/. 
T.  King,  i.  228. 

T.  Moriey,  hundred,  ii.  376  c, 

V.  Proby,  ii.  345. 

Mayhew  v.  Locke,  ii.  182. 
Maynard  t.  Basset,  ii.  47  y. 
Mayney'a  case,  ii.  44  h. 
Mayor  r  Harre,  i.  269  6. 
Mayre  ▼.  Coulthard,  ii.  94  h. 
Mead  ▼.  Davison,  ii.  201  e. 
Meager  r.  Smith,  L  33  m, 
Meagher  v.  Vandyek,  ii.'lOl  t. 
Mearie  v.  Make,  iL  48  a. 
Mease  ▼.  Mease,  ii.  47^^. 
Mechelen  v.  Wallace,  i.  21 1  e. 
Med^roa  t.  HiH,  ii.  201  c. 
Medina  ▼.  Stoughton,  ii.  209 1/.  2\l. 
Medlycott  v.  Assheton,  i.  280  e. 
Mee  T.  Hopkins,  ii.  101  /. 

▼.  Tomlinson,  i.  33  ^  iL  5  A. 

Meggot  ▼.  Broughton,  ii.  101. 
M^ginson  t.  Harper,  ii.  64  /. 
Megit  Y.  Johnson^  i.  271  &. 
Mdler  ▼.  Palfre3rman,  ii.  59  a. 

V.  Staples,  L  28  c, 

MelliDg  Y.  Kelshaw,  ii.  47  A. 
Mellish  Y.  Andrews,  ii.  201  A.  203^. 

203 1. 

Y.  Bell,  ii.  201  d. 

Y.  Petherick,  ii.  61  b. 

Y.  Richardson,  ii.  101  d.  , 

Mellw  Y.  Baddeley,  i.  228a.  2286.  229. 
Y.  Spateman,  i.  28</.  206.  300^. 

351.  ii.  5  a.  101  c.  206  a.  326. 

Y.  Walker,  i.  39.  283.  346  e.  ii. 

63^.  295/. 
Meik>w  Y.  May,  i.  236  d. 
Melvill  Y.  Glendining,  ii.  72. 
Mendez  v.  Bridges,  ii.  61  e, 
Mercer  y.  Cheese,  ii.  103  h, 

Y.  Sparks,  i.  242  b, 

Memron  y.  Dowson,  i.  14.  ii;  181  d. 
Merchant  y.  Dfriver,  i.  219  a.  ii.  402  a. 
Meredith  y.  AUen,  i.  103  d.  316  a. 
Y.  Alleyn,  i.  102,  103. 


JVIeredith  v.  Davies,  ii.  101  aa> 
V.  Joanes,  ii.  \\  h. 


Meretony  v.  Dunlope,  ii.  201  /*. 
Meriton  v.  Benn,  i.  275  c 

V.  Gilbee,  i.  282  a. 

V.  Stephens  or  Stevens,  ii.  101  k, 

,   101  <.  101  /. 
Merrick  v.  Ossulslon,  hundred  of,  ii. 
376.  376  d.  Sll. 
Merrill  v.  Frame,  i.  322  a. 
Merry  v.  Chapman,  i.  35  a. 
Merry  field  v.  Berrey,  ii.  101  y.  101  aa, 
Merryman  v.  Carpenter,  ii.  61  a. 
Messenger  v.  Armstrong,  i.  276/ 
Messin  v.  Massarene,  Lord,  ii.  107  a. 
iMetcalC  v.  Bruin,  ii.  415. 
Metcalfe  v.  Rycroft,  i.  291 1- 
Methin  v.  Thistleworth,  hundred  of,  ii. 

376/ 
Meux  V.  Howell,  i.  333  a. 
Mewbum  v.  Langley,  ii.  336  d, 
Meyer  v.  Gregson,  ii.  201/ 
V.  Hawortb,  ii.  137/ 


Meyrick  v.  Whishaw,  i.  186  c. 
Meysey  v.  Carnell,  ii.  61  d, 
Michel  V.  Croft,  ii.  9  c. 

V.  Cue,  ii.  72  e. 

V.  Neale,  i.  24  a. 


Middleham  v.  Bellerby,  ii.  84  b. 
Middlemore  v.  Goodale,  i.  241  c. 
Middleton  v.  Bryan,  i.  58.  ii.  187  a. 

V.  Cheseman,  i.  337  c, 

V.  Graveley,  ii.  8  c,  63  ft. 

V.  Hill,  ii.  72Af. 

V*  Price,  i.  28  a, 

V.  Sandford,  ii.  61  a. 

V.  Weeks,  i.  32  a. 

Y.  Wynne,  ii.  47. 


Middlewood  v.  Blakes,  ii.  2006.  201  A. 
Midgley  v.  Lovelace,  i.  241  </•    ' 
Miers  v.  Lock  wood,  i.  195  A.  195 1. 
Mifflin  V.  Morgan,  ii.  61  b. 
Mil  V.  Pollon,  ii.  60  c. 
Milbanke  v.  Jolliffe,  ii.  945. 
Milbom  V.  Copeland,  ii.  101  r. 
Milbourne  v.  Dashbume,  i.  151. 
Mildenhall's  case,  i.  142. 
Mildmay's  case,  ii.  8  h. 
Mildmay  v.  Hungerford,  ii.  386. 

V.  Smith,  ii.  47^.  71  b.  344. 

Miles's  case,  ii.  72  m. 
Miles  V.  Bristol,  ii.  378  rf. 

V.  Williams,  i.  235  a. 

Milgate  v.  Kebble,  ii.  47  d. 
Millar  v.  Horton,  ii.  8^. 
Miller  v,  Bradley,  ii.  148  d.  148  e. 
d  2 
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Miller  v.  Green,  ii.  97  c. 

V.  Miller^  ii.  4t5  b, 

V.  Shaw,  i.  269  c. 

V,  Warre,  ii.  203  a. 

Milles  V.  Fletcher,  ii.  203^. 
Miliiken  V.  Fox,  i.  207  c. 
Millington  v.  Goodwin,  ii.  101  y. 
Mills  V.  Auriol,  i.  238. 241. 241  c.  241  d. 

V.  Bond,  ii.  60.  155  a. 

— —  V.  Branch,  ii.  305. 

V.  Fowkes,  ii.  64  A.  415  a. 

^—  V.  Ladbroke,  i.  154. 

V.  Mills,  i.  230. 

V.  Spencer,  i.  131  a. 

Milne  V.  Gratrix,  ii.  133  e. 
Milner  v.  Horton,  i.  60  a. 
Milnes  ▼•  Branch,  i.  241  b. 
Milward  v.  Clerk,  ii.  60. 

V.  Hibbert,  ii,  200.  207. 

Minchin  v.  Clement,  i.  195/. 
Mines  v.  Sculthorpe^  i.  21 1  c. 
Minett  v.  Anderson,  ii.  201 1. 
Minshall  v.  Lloyd,  ii.  259  c. 
Mints  y.  Bethil,  i.  117.  ii.  409  a. 
Mires  v.  Solebay,  ii.  47  t. 
Mirrill  v.  Smith,  i.  286  b. 
Mitchell  V.  Cockbume,  ii.  137  A- 

V.  Craggy  ii.  137  A.  295  a. 

V.  Darthez,  i.  320  c. 

V.  Edie,  ii.  203^.  203 1. 

V.  Gibbons,  ii.  61  b. 

V.  Harris,  ii.  133.  133  a. 

V.  Jenkins,  i.  230  b, 

V.  King,  i.  33  e. 

V.  Milbank,  i.  207  a. 

V.  Reynolds,  i.  312  c.  ii.  1556. 

V.  Stavely,  i.  33. 

V.  Tarbutt,  i.  291  g. 

V.  Townley,  i.  33  k. 

— —  V.  Wheeler,  ii.  101  /. 
Mitford  V.  Cordwell,  ii.  72  ec  I486. 
Moert  ▼.  Moessard,  ii.  137  d. 
Moffat  V.  Parsons,  i.  33  c.  33  e. 
Moir  y.  Royal  Exchange  Ass.  Co.  ii. 

201a. 
Mois  V.  Bruerton,  ii.  2  a. 
Molins  V,  Wetby,  ii.  101  x, 
Mollett  V.  Brayne,  i.  236  e. 
Monckton,  or  Monkton,  y.  Pashley,  i. 

277/ 
Mondel  v.  Steele,  i.  74  a.  ii.  150  c. 
Moneux  y.  Goreham,  ii.  47  b. 
Monk  V.  Butler,  ii.  327. 

V.  Cooper,  ii.  422  a. 

Monke  v.  Morris,  ii.  72  n. 


Monkman  y.  Shepherdson,  i.  28  a.  286. 
300  rf.  ii.  137/. 
Monks  y.  Dykes,  i.  6. 
Monkton  y.  Pashley,  i.  24. 
Monmouth  Canal  Co.  y.  Harford,  ii. 

nsf. 

Monnington  y.  William,  ii.  97  c. 
Monprivate  y.  Smith,  i.  28  c.  300  A. 
Mony penny     y.     Bristow,    i.    217  a» 


Moody  y.  Pheasant,  i.  58. 
Moon  y.  Andrews,  i.  333. 

V.  Jones,  i,  29. 

.          y.  Raphael,  ii.  47  o. 
Moone  y.  Heaseman,  ii.  388  o. 
Moor  ats.  ,  i.  131  a. 


278  if. 


y.  Bullock,  i.  142. 

V.  Garrett;  i.  92. 

y.  Hawkins,  ii.  388  n. 


Moore  y.  Blake,  i.  261  c. 

y.  Boulcott,  i.  269  b.  ii.  207  a. 

y.  Bowmaker,  L  926.  195  iL 

y.  Butlin,  i.  28.  327^. 

V.  Garret,  i.  92.  • 

y.  Goodright,  ii.  101  a?. 

y.  Jones,  i.  291.  291  a. 

y.  King,  i.  2806. 

y.  Meagher,  i.  243^. 

y.  Moore,  i.  280  e. 

y.  Oastler,  i.  131  a. 

y.  Plymouth,  ii.  97  d, 

y.  Pyrke,  i.  264  c. 

y.  Rawson,  ii..l75  /. 

y.  Robinson,  ii.  47  e. 

y.  Wilson,  ii.  47*. 

Morayia  y.  Sloper,  i.  90. 

y.  Hunter,  i.  207  6. 

Mordant  y.  Thorold,  ii.  44/  45. 
Mordy  y.  Jones,  ii.  203  A. 
More  y.  Clypsam,  ii.  746.  74  c. 

y.  Finch,  ii.  60  6. 

— : —  y.  Jones,  i.  291. 

y.  Morecombe,  i.  215. 

Moresby,  in  the  goods  of,  i.  280  <f. 
Morewood  and  Wood,  i.  269. 
Morfoot  y.  Chiyers,  ii.  101  e.  101  JL 
Morgan's  case,  i.  1356. 

ex  parte,  i.  277^. 

y.  Brown,  i.  263  a.  ^ 

y.  Burgess,  ii.  72  e. 

y.  Curtis,  ii.  175  d, 

y.  Edwards,  i.  233. 

y.  Griffiths,  i.  195*.  ii.  388  a. 

y.  Hughes,  i.  228  a.  229. 

y.  Man,  ii.  84  e. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Moigan  ▼.  Mann,  i.  103. 

▼.  Thorne,  ii.  117  L 

Morice  r.  B&nk  of  England,  ii.  50  a. 
Morison  v.  Gray,  ii.  47^- 
Moriey  t.  Boothby,  i.  211. 

▼-  Frear,  ii.  150  ff. 

▼.  Polhill,  i.  241  d. 

Morrell  t.  Frith,  ii.  64  i. 
MoiTis*s  case,  L  9  6. 
Morns  T.  Dixon,  ii.  64  L 

T.  Edgington,  ii.  401  a. 

V.  Goider,  i.  285  a. 

V.  Hay wurd,  ii.  59  a.  59  b, 

▼.  Jones,  ii.  69  a.  69  e.  72  e. 

▼.  Ludlam,  i.  67  b. 

T.  Matthews,  i.  195  k.  195  L 

▼.  Pugb,  iL  1  dL  1  e. 

T,  Rees,  iL  61  a, 

▼.  Reynolds,  i.  327  c. 

T.  Robinson,  ii.  47  dd, 

▼.  Roe,  i.  9e. 

▼.  Stacey,  i.  21 1. 

Morrison  ▼.  Harmer,  i.  244  b. 

Morrow  ▼•  Saunders,  i.  9  e, 

Mofse  ▼.  James,  L  38  a.  91  a.  ii.  122. 

V.  Slue,  iL  345  a. 

Mortimer  ▼•  Piggott,  ii.  6  a. 

V  Preedy ,  L  234  b. 

Moitimore  v.  Wright,  ii.  137^. 
Morton  v.  Bum,  L  2ia  ii.  137  u 

T.  Lamb^  i.  320  b.  320/  ii.  352  c. 

Mofidel  T.  Middleton,  i.  66.  161. 
Moeseley  t.  Cocks,  ii.  101  tf.  101  y. 

T.  Motteux,  ii.  94  c.  96  6. 

▼•  Pierson,  ii.  114  c. 

Moses  ▼.  M'Ferlan,  i.  92  b. 

▼.  Norris,  u  S5b. 

Modey  T.  Chadwick,  ii.  174. 

T.  Walker,  ii.  174. 

Mou  ▼.  Byrom,  iL  202  c. 

▼.  Gallimore,  L  234  b, 

Mosse  T.  Archer,  it.  178  b. 
Mortyn  ▼.  Champneys,  i.  183. 

T.  Fabrigas,  i.  74  a,  247. 

Motteux   V.   London   Ass.    Company, 

ii.  200  a.  201^. 
Monle  T.  Moodie,  i.  112  a. 
Moonson   y.  Bourn,   i.  219  a. 


219  c. 
219  cf. 


V.  Redshaw,  ii.  286. 

Monitt  T.  Harrison,  ii.  203  A. 

y.  Larkins,  ii.  201  h. 

MooDtford  V.  Catesby,  ii.  177  a. 

y.  Gibson,  i.  265. 

^-...^  y.  Griifin,  Lord,  ii.  68  c. 


Mountney  v.  Andrews,  ii.  47  a.  72  cc, 

V.  Watton,  i.  244  b. 

Mountstephen  v.  Brooke,   i.  291  e.  ii. 

64  h.  64 1. 
Moxon  V.  Atkins,  ii.  200. 
Moyle  V.  Ewer,  i.  229  a. 
Moyser  v.  Gray,  i.  195&. 
Mucklestone  y.  Thomas,  ii.  1 56  c. 
Mucklow  V.  Mangles,  ii.  47 1, 

V.  St.  George,  iL  137^. 

Mulcarry  v.  Eyres,  ii,  256. 
Mulgrave  y.  Ogden,  ii.  47  n. 
Mullett  V.  Hook,  i.  291  e. 

V.  Sbeddon,  iL  203 1. 

Mnllings  v ,  ii.  42  m.  336  d. 

Mulso  V.  Shere,  ii.  71  ^. 
Munt  V.  Tremamondo,  ii.  336  e. 
Muriel  y.  Tracy,  i.  230. 
Murphy  y.  Bell,  iL  202 1. 

y.  Donlan,  L  195  e. 

Murray  y.  East  India  Company,  i.  340. 

iL63^ 

V.  Hubbart,  L  318  a. 

y.  Reeyes,  ii.  137  A. 

y.  Stair,  Earl  of,  i.  58  a.  ii.  48 ft. 

187  a. 
y.  Wilson,  i.  91  a.  329. 


Murthwaite  y.  Barnard,  L  186  a.  186  i. 
Muscot  V.  Ballet,  iL  181  b. 
Musgraye  y.  Shelley,  L319^. 
y.  Wharton,  ii.  72  ar. 


Musgroye  y.*  Newell,  L  230  b, 
Muskett  y.  Hill,  ii.  252  c. 
Musselbrook  y.  Dunkin,  i.  327^. 
Muspratt  v.  Gregory,   iL  290.  290  a. 

290^. 
Mussen  v.  Price,  J.  269  c. 
Myn  y.  Cole,  ii.  319. 
Mytton  y.  Boodle,  IL  388  m. 


N 


Nadin  y.  Battle,  L  S5  a. 

Nagle  y.  Edwards,  i.  142  a. 

Naish  y.  Tatlock,  L2646. 

Nantes  y.  Thompson,  ii.  202  A.  202 1. 

Napier  y.  Schneider,  ii.  107  a. 

Napper's  case,  i.  60  b. 

Nares  y.  Huntingdon,  iL  210  A. 

Nash  y.  Coates,  ii.  lie. 

y.  Nash,  L210a. 

V.  Palmer,  jL  178. 


Nathan  y.  Giles,  i.  67  a.  67  b.  ii.  148^. 

148/. 
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NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Nation  v.  Tozer,  i.  112&. 

National   Bank  of  St.  Charles  v.  De 

Bernales,  i.  340  a,  340  c. 
Nayler  v.  Collinge,  ii.  259  d. 
Nay  lor  v.  Taylor,  ii.  201  c.  203 1. 
Neale*s  case,  ii.  127. 
Neale  v.  De  Garay,  i.  8  a.  \u  209  c. 

V.  Ledger,  ii.  133  c. 

V.  Mackenzie,  i.  204-  cu 

V.  Porter,  i.  33^. 

-  V.  Swind,  i.  9  c. 
Neave  v.  Moss,  ii.  418  a. 
Needham  v.  Bennet,  ii.  193  a.  194. 

V.  Bristow,  ii.  68  a. 

Negelen  v.  Mitchell,  i.  228  rf.  ii.S19/. 
Nelson  V.  Hartly,  ii.  61  /. 

V.  Serle,  ii.  137  a. 

V.  Salvador,  ii.  201  a. 

Nelthorpe  v.  Dorrington,  i.  291  m.  291  n. 

iL47/j. 
Nelthrop  v.  Anderson,  ii.  47  q* 
Nepean  v.  Doe,  i.  319^. 
Nerot  V.  Wallace,  i.  211  &  228. 
Nervin  v.  Munns,  i.61. 
Nesbit  V.  Rishton,  ii.  45  n.  101  d. 
Nesbitt  V.  Lushington,   ii.  202  c.  202/ 

203  c. 
Nevil  V.  Saunders,  ii.  lie' 
Nevill  V.  Boyle,  ii.  84/ 

V.  South,  ii.  71a. 

V.  Yarwood,  i.  312  a. 

Neville  v.  Cooper,  i.  300^. 

*  Nevison  v.  Whitley,  i.  295  h. 
Newbury  v.  Armstrong,  L  211. 
Newby  v.  Reed,  ii.  204. 
Newcastle,  Duke  of,  v.  Broxtowe,'  ii. 


f 


378  c. 


Newgate  v.  Degelder,  ii.  133^. 
Newhall  v.  Bernard,  i.28rt.  268.  268a. 
Newland  v.  Osman,  ii.  84  a. 
Newman  v.  Bailey,  i.  2441 

V.  Faucett,  ii.  61  A. 

V.  Hardwicke,  i.  263  a. 

V.  March,  i.  187. 

' V.  Moore,  i.  207  e.  209. 

V.  Newman,  i.  ^,  • 

V.  Stafford,  inhabitants  of,  ii. 

376. 
Newmarch  v.  Clay,  ii.  415  a, 
Newnham  v.  Law,  ii.  72  A. 
Newport  v.  Mi  Id  may,  ii.  96. 

Mayor  of,  v.  Saunders,  ii.  114^. 

Newton  v.  Allin,  i.  204  a. 

V.  Harland,  ii.  171  a. 

V.  Richards,  ii.  72  dd. 

V.  Walker,  ii.  133  d. 


Newton .  v.  Wibnot,  i.  817. 
Niblet  V.  Smith,  ii.  84  d.  84/ 
Nicholas  case,  ii.  48  a. 
Nichole  v.  Allen,  ii.  137^* 
Nicholl  V.  Norris,  ii.  137  «*• 
Nicholls  v.  Roe,  L  327  c. 
Nichols  V.  Grunnion,  i.  327. 

V.  Hooper,  ii.  388  m- 

v.  Lee,  i.  295. 

V.  Raynbred,  i.  320  a. 

Nicholson  v.  Coghill,  i.  195  c.  230  a, 

V.  Kevill,  ii.  47^^. 

Nicolas  V.  Killigrew,  ii.  117/ 
NicoU  V.  Glennie,  ii.  47  »•  117  c. 
Nicolls  Y.  Bastard,  ii.  47  d. 
Nightingale  v.  Stockdale,  i 
V.  Wilcoxson, 


130  a. 

i.  296  h.  it. 
291  ^^. 


Nind  V.  Marshall,  i.  6a 
Nixon  V.  Jenkin,  ii.  47  o. 

V.  Nanney,  i.  135  ft.  .263  c?. 

Noble  V.  Adams,  iL  47  h, 

V.  Kennoway,  iL  200. 

V.  King,  ii.  181. 

Noel  V.  Davies,  L  33  A. 

V.  Nelson,  i.  219  ft.  336.  336  ft. 

V.  Wells,  L  275  a. 

Noke  V.  Awder,  i.  233  ft. 

V.  Ingham,  i.  207- 

Nokes*s  case,  i.  60.  392  a. 
Nonell  V.  Hullet,  L  67  ft. 
Nonnen  v.  KettlewelU  ii.  201  k. 

V.  Reid,  ii.  201. 

Noone  v.  Smith,  i.  33  d, 
Norfolk's  case,  Duke  of,  ii.  388  iL 
Norman  v.  Bell,  iL  47  ftft.  47  cc, 

— V.  Wescombe,  L  299  a. 

V.  Winter,  iL  2- 

Norris  v.  Daniel,  L  33. 

V.  Gawtry,  hundred  of,  ii.  375  a. 

378  a. 

v.  Harrison,  L  288/ 

V.  Staps,  iL  312.  312  ft. 

V.  Warden,  i.  74  ft. 

Norrish  v.  Richards,  i.  229. 
North  V.  Coe,  i.  346  c.  353. 

V.  Ingamells,  i.  300. 

V.  Winskell,  i.  67  a. 

Northampton's  case,  Earl  of,  L  244  ft. 
Northampton,  Lord,  v.  Lord  St.  John, 

L  274  a.  275  c. 
Northfield  v.  Nightingale,  ii.  284  ft. 
Northumberland,  Duke  of,  v.  Errington, 

L  154  a. 
Norton  v.  Acklam,  L  240a.    . 
V.  Ellam,  iL  63  c/.  137  c. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


NortoD  T.  Fenner»  i.  142. 

T.  Harvey,  i.  28.  337. 

T.  Ladd,  i.  147. 

T.  Palmer,  i.  318. 

— ^—  ▼•    Siniine   or  Sirnmes,  i.  66, 
117  a.  118.  u.  155  a. 

▼•  Sjms,  i.  117. 

Norwich,  Sheriffs  ol^  v.  Bradshaw,  ii. 

3056. 

V.  Norwich,  ii.  337. 

Norwood  V.  Read,  i.68a.  216  a.  ii.  73  a. 

3526. 
NoCtiDgbam's  case,  ii.  158  c. 
Notdngfaam  v.  Jennings,  ii.  388  a. 
Nowel  T.  Bier,  i.  247. 
Nowell  ▼.  Underwood,  ii.  47  ee. 
Naby  v.  Jenkins,  ii.  J  48/. 
Nogent  V.  Kirwau,  ii.  290  a. 
Noon  V.  Curtis,  ii.  212  a. 
Narisde  v.  Hall,  i.  237. 
Nane  ▼•  Geeting,  ii.  2  6. 

▼.  Wells,  i.  228. 

Natt  ▼.  Bourdieoy  ii.  202  d, 
NUtlall  T.  Staunton,  ii.  2a5. 


Oakapple  v.  Copous,  276  d. 

Cakes  ▼.Wood,  L  14a.  23  6.  296. 300 ii. 

Oakley  ▼.  Adamson,  ii.  401  a. 

▼.  Davis,  i.  300  A. 

Gates  ▼.  Aylett,  ii.  212  a. 

—  ▼.  Bromhill,  i.  327  c. 

▼.  Brydoo,  i.  287  a.  319^. 

▼.  Frith,  ii.  369. 

V.  Robinson,  ii.  68  c.  70  d.  70  e. 

Oble  T.  DittlesReld,  i.  210. 
Obrian  t.  Ram,  ii.  6  a.  72  m. 
O'Brien  v.  Saxon,  iL  295  c.  '^ 

O^Callaglian  ▼.  Mardiioness  Thomond, 

L  210. 


Ochteriony   t.   Gibson, 


72  #1.  148. 
148  a. 


Odell  ▼.  Moreton,  ii.  212  a. 

V.  Wake,  i.  241  d. 

Odes  ▼.  Woodward,  i.  219/. 
Odiam  ▼.  Smith,  i.  300  a.  ii.  168a. 
Odington  ▼.  Darby,  i.  250  a. 
Ody  T.  Yate,  ii.  101  c. 
Opirie  T.  Foley,  ii.  187. 
OgneUs  case,  i.  282.  ii.  107.  304. 
Ogoell  v.  Paston,  iL  101  hh. 

T.  Randol,  ii.  148. 148  a. 

OUsen  ▼.  Dmmmond,  i.  $20  d. 


Okeover  v.  Overbury,  ii.  101  z. 
Oky  V.  Sell,  ii.  155  a. 
Oldershaw  v.  Holt,  i.  288  i. 
Oldfield  V.  Witherley,  hundred,  ii.379a. 
Oldham  v.  Bewicke,  i.  215. 
Olding,  in  the  goods  of,  i.  280  b. 
Oliver  v.  Bentinck,  i.  131  c.  244  a. 

V.  Woodroffe,  ii.  212  a. 

Olorenshaw  v.  Stany  forth,  ii.  101  u. » 
Omelade  v.  Cooke,  i.  32  a. 
O'Neil  V.  Lucas,  ii.  388  o. 
Ongley  v.  Chambers,  ii.  401  a. 
Onion  v.  Tyrer,  i.  280.  280*. 
Onley  v.  Gardiner,  ii.  175/.  175  A. 
Onslow  V.  Corrie,  i.  241  cf. 

V.  Home,  ii.  307  c 

V.  Smith,  i.  9.  ii.  2r.  45 1.  45  A. 

210/ 
Onyons  v.  Tyrer,  i.  28a  2806. 
Opperman  v.  Smith,  ii.  284  b. 
Ord  V.  Fenwick,  ii.  47  z.  117  g. 

V.  Howard,  i.  8. 

Ordwey  v.  Godfrey,  i.  219*.  ii.  72  dd. 

Oreswick  v.  Armery,  i.  68. 

Orford,  Mayor  of,  v.  Richardson,  i.  22. 

Orgill  v.  Kempshead,  i.  33/ 

Orme  v.  Broughton,  ii.  181  c* 

Ormelade  v.  Cooke,  i.  327. 

Orpwood  V.  Barkes,  ii.  307  c 

Orton  V.  Butler,  i.  285  b.  286.  ii.  Il7iii. 

V.  Vincent,  ii.  61  6.  61  c. 

Osbaston  v.  Stanhope,  iL  8  k. 
Osborn's  case,  ii.  307  c. 
Osborn  v.  Churchman,  ii.  97  c. 
y.  Governors  of  Guy's  hospital, 

i.269b. 
Osborne  v.  Crosbern,  i.  291 1. 

V.  Rogers,  i.  28  a.  312  «.  iL 

207  a.  350. 

V.  Steward,  ii.  168  a. 

V.  Sture,  iL  168.- 

V.  Wise,  L  323  b. 

Osboum  v.  Rider,  L  286  b.  ii.  291. 
Osman  y.  Sheaf,  ii.  96  b. 
Osmere  v.  Sheafe,  iL  97  d 
Oswald  V.  Legh,  iL  175  A. 
Ottley  V.  Brown,  iL  137*. 
Ouchterlony  v.  Gibson,  iL  72 «.  148. 

148  a. 
Oughton  V.  Trotter,  iL  137  il 
Ougier  v.  Jenyns,  ii.  200. 
Overbury  v.  Overbury,  i.  278  i. 
Overton  v.  Swettinham,  ii.  101  v. 

V.  Syddall,  i.  117  b.  241  *.  ii. 

304  a. 
Owen's  case,  L  258  a. 
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NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Owen  V.  Griffiths,  ii.  103  b. 

V.  Knight,  iL  47  d. 

V.  Lewyn,  ii.  47 1.  117  dl 

V.  Nail,  ii.  60  b. 

Owston  V.  Ogle,  i.  154. 
Oxenham  v.  Clapp,  i.  265. 
Oxford*8  case.  Chancellor  of,  ii.  47  t. 
Oxford  V.  Waterhouse,  L  195dL 


Packer  v.  Gibbins,  ii.  422  b. 
Paddon  v.  Bartlett,  ii.  66. 
Padget  V.  Priest,  i.  264  c. 
Padmore  v.  Lawrence,  i.  130  a. 
Page  V.  Creed,  i.  300  b. 

V.  Denton,  i.  333  a. 

V.  Fry,  ii.  203. 

V.  Godden,  i.  241. 

V.  Harwood,  i.  135  a, 

y.  Hayward,  ii.  45  c. 

V.  Par,  i.  204. 

V.  Tube,  ii.  61/. 

V.  Vogel,  ii.  2  b. 

-^—  V.  Wilson,  i.  142  a. 

V.  Wiple,  i.  230  a. 

Paget*8  case,  ii.  252. 
Paget  V.  Foley,  ii.  66. 

V.  Gee,  i.  288^. 

Pain,  ex  parte,  i.  74. 

V.  Malory,  ii.  369.  370  a. 

—  V.  Sheltroppe,  i.  215. . 

V.  Whittaker,  ii.  47  d. 

Paine  v.  Bustin,  i.  9  c. 

V.  Emery,  ii.  367. 

Palethorp  v.  Furnish,  ii.  64  d. 
Palfrey  8  case,  ii.  308. 
Palgrave  v.  Windham,  i.  217^. 
Palin  V,  'Nicholson,  iL  107  a. 
Palk  V.  Dunning,  i.  230. 
Pallister  v.  Pallister,  ii.  61  g. 
Palmer's  case,  i.  135  a.  ii.  68  g.  69. 
Palmer  v.  Blackburn,  ii.  203^1 

V.  Cowen,  ii.  72  n. 

V.  Edwards,  ii.  418  e. 

V.  Ekins,   i.  269  ^.  312  «.  326. 

ii.  207  d.  418  c. 

V.  Penning,  ii.  201  h. 

V.  Fletcher,  i.  ^23. 

V.  Gooden,  i.  312  c.  ii.  207  c. 

V.  Hooke,  i.  67  b. 

■  V.  Humphry,  ii.  69.  69  c. 

V.  Jarmain,  ii.  47  «. 

V.  Knowllis,  ii.  68  d. 

V.  Lawson,i.216a.  329a.  ii.73a. 


Palmer  v.  Marshall,  ii.  201  e.  201  A. 

V.  Pratt,  ii.  203  a. 

V.  Sparshott,  i.  154. 

V.  Stone,  ii.  84  c.  84/, 

V.  Taylor,  f.  13Sa. 

V.  Waller,  i.  219  c. 

Palms  V.   Peterborough,  Bishop  of,  i. 

117a. 
Palyart  v.  Leekie,  ii.  62  a. 
Pauton  v.  Hall,  ii.  7*  7  a.  9d.  ii.  51. 
72/.  72/172*.  72  «.  72  y. 

V.  Isham,  i.  323dL  ^ 

V.  Williams,  i.  2306. 


Paradine  v.  Jane,  i.  422  a. 
Paramour  v.  Verwold,  i.  22.  iL  5  e. 

■  V.  Yardley,  iL  8  A. 
Parcel's  case,  iL  308. 
Parham  v.  Templer,  1.  275. 
Pariente  v.  Piumbtree,  i.  35  b.  iL  61  «. 
Parker  v.  Atfield,   L  333.   334.   336  b. 
337.  337  a.  337  e.  ii.  50. 

V.  Briscoe,  i.  278  e. 

V.  Curson,  Sir  John,  L  250  d, 

V.  Eastwood,  L  74  a. 

V.  England,  L  35  b.  iL  60. 

■  V.  Fenn,  iL  150  dL 

V.  Gage,  iL  168  a.  168  6. 

V.  Godin,  iL  47  L 

V.  Harris,  iL  101  bb.  101  dd. 

— : V.  Langley,  L  228  a.  228  e. 

V.  Lawrence,  iL  101  ff. 

V.  Mitchell,  iL  175^. 

V.  Patrick,  iL  47  A. 

V.  Potts,  ii.  201  b. 

V.  Rawlings,  iL  352  c. 

V.  Riley,  ii.  295  a.  295  e. 

V.  Sadd,  i.  308  a. 

v.  Stamiand,  i.  277  c. 

V.Taylor,  iL  117rf.  319dL 

V.  Thacker,  iL388a. 

V.  Thoroton,  ii.  349  a. 

V.  Welby,  iL  61/.  61  m.  155  b. 

V.  Wise,  L  2106.  iL  415  b. 


Parkes  V.  Middleton,  L  117.  117  a.  iL 

410. 
Parkhurst  V.  Shefton,  ii.  74  a. 

V.  Smith,  L  112  c.   iL  42  a. 

387  6. 
Parkin  v.  Radcliffe,  iL  168  6. 
Parkins  v.  Hawkshaw,  L  58  (L 
Parkinson  v.  Whitehead,  ii.  291  e« 
Parmiter  v.  Coupland,  L  248. 
Parneli  v.  Stewart,  L  322  6. 
Parratt  v.  Goddard,  i.  28  c. 
Parrett  Navigation  v.  Stower,  i.  286. 
Parrey  v.  Duncan,  iL  284  c. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Parris's  case,  iL  101  d. 

Parrot  r.  Spraggon,  iL  101  y. 

Parry  t.  Aberdein,  ii.  203  h,  203 1. 

T.  Barry,  L  312<r. 

Panlove  r.  Weedon,  ii.  Sf. 
Parsons  y.  Crosby,  i.  291  /. 

V.  Freeman,   L   277  A.  278  d. 

278  €.278  A. 

v.Gell,  L219A. 

V.  Hancock,  i.'336. 

r  V.  King,  ii.  1  e. 

V.  Lanoe,  L  278  A.  279rf. 

T.  Scott,  ii.  203  i. 

Partington  v.  Butcher,  ii.  64  A. 
Partridge  v.  Ball,  iL  305  c. 
■  V,  Bere,  i.  276  a. 

V.  Coates,  L  295  o. 

• ▼.  Court,  iL  117^. 

V.  Scott,  ii.  400. 

Panris  v.  Yeatoo,  iL  305  b. 
P^acall  T.  Sparing,  i.  68. 
Pascoe  V.  Pascoe,  iL  418  e. 

V.  Vivian,  ii.  295  c, 

hsmer  r.  Prowse,  i.  152. 
Patrick  T.  Greenway,  i.  346  b. 

V.  Johnson,  L  91  a.  296.  ii.  6  a. 

V.  LowT«,  u  28  dL  S46c.  346  dl 

T.  Stubbs,  L  353  b. 

Person  V.  Scott,  L  238. 
PattisoD  T.  Jones,  L  130. 

T.  Robinson,  ii.  47  d. 

Pauls  St,  Dean  of,  v.  Capell,  iL  101  n. 
Paul,  St  V.  Rivers,  Earl  of,  iL  137. 
hsA  V.  Goodlnck,  i.  195 1. 
—  V.  Narse^  L  241  </.  288  c. 

V.  Rogers,  i.  58. 

Paole  V.  Moodie,  L  112  a. 
Psolcr  V.  Delander,  iL  47  y. 
PanU  V.  PauU,  i.  327  d. 
Pawsey  v.  Lowdall,  ii.  386. 
PavsoD  V.  Watson,  iL  201.  201  a. 
PSttton  V.  Popham,  L  195  e. 
Pkyler  v.  Homersham,  ii.  48. 
Piyne  v.  Acton,  i.  33^. 

v.Brigham,  i.  312/. 

T.  Drewe,  i.  219^. 

V.  Rogers,  L  322.  325.  325  a. 

' —  T.  Shelden,  ii.  175  h. 

V.  Wilson,  L  210  c.  228. 

Piynterv.  Williams,  ii.  137/. 
Peaceable  v.  Reed,  L  319  a. 
Peacock  v.  Bell,  iL  101  w. 

V.  Dickerson,  L  33  c. 

V.  Nicholls,  ii.  47  o, 

V,  Peacock,  L  14.  84  a,  iu5d. 

V.  Purvis,  L  277  d,  iL  220  ft. 


Peake  v.  Davis,  ii.  209  ft. 
Pearce  v.  Bacon,  i.  349  a. 

V.  Ornsby,  L  243  e. 

Peared  and  Chambers,  i.  98. 
Pearsall  v.  Summersett,  iL  415  ft. 
Pearse  v.  Morrice,  i.  9  c. 
Pearson  v.  Arch  bold,  L  33. 

V.  Graham,  ii.  47  nu 

V.  Henry,  L  210  ft. 

V.  Lemaitre,  ii.  307  d, 

V.  Maynard,  ii.  45  /. 

V.  M*Gowan,  L  295. 

V.  Pearson,  ii.  94. 

V.  Rogers,  L  22.  207  e.  209. 

Pease  v.  Hirst,  iL  64/ 
Peate  v.  Dicken,  ii.  137  h, 

V.  Ougly,  L  280  a. 

Pechell  V.  Watson,  ii.  117. 
Peck  V.  Hill,  iL  319  ft. 

V.  Methold,  L  33  ft. 

Pecke  V.  Ambler,  i.  33  m. 
Peckham  v.  Fasia,  L  21 1  ft. 
Peddellv.  Kiddle,  L  300  ft. 
Pedley  v.  Goddard,  L  327  e.  327^. 
Peer  v.  Humphrey,  ii.  47  A. 
Peers  v.  Gadderer,  ii.  137^. 

V.  Henriques,  L  28  ft. 

Peeters  v.  Opie,  L  320d.  320/  iL  107ft. 

156  c.  373. 
Peles  and  Jervis,  L  59. 
Pelham's  case,  iL  42j9. 
Pellecot  V.  Angell,  L  309  c. 
Pelles  V.  Saunderson,  i.  140a. 
Peilew  V.  Inhabitants  of  Wandford,  ii. 
375  a.  377  ft.  378  r. 
Pells  V.  Brown,  ii.  388  ft. 
Pelly  V.  Rose,  ii.  295a. 

V.  Royal  Ex.  Ass.,  iL  200.  201/ 

Pemberton    v.   Pemberton,    i.   280  d, 

280e. 
V.  Shelton,  i.  201.  286a. 


Pembroke's  case,  ii.  72  L  93.  94  a. 
Pembroke,   Lord,   v.  Jeffereys^   Lord, 

294  d: 
Pencavin  v.  Trapping,  ii.  117c, 
Pendlebury  v.  Elniott,  L  14  a.  28.  296. 

V.  Walker,  ii.  137  k. 

Penhallo's  case,  i.  135a. 
Penhey  v.  Hurreli,  ii.  386. 
Penn  v.  Ward,  i.  300  A. 
Pennant's  case,   L   287  rf. 


288. 


288  a. 

288  cf. 
Penning  v.  Piatt,  L  117ft.  274.  ii.  181ft. 
Penny  v.  Harvey,  ii.  le, 
Penoyer  v.  Brace,  iL  6.  51.  72 1.  72/. 

lOlt. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Penphrase  v.  Lansdown,  i.  278  a. 
Penrice's  case,  ii.  44  e, 
Penruddock  v.  Clerk,  ii.  ]  01  ee, 
Penry  v.  Jones,  ii.  194  a. 
Penryn's  case,  ii.  38.  4t5m,  45 «. 
Penson  v.  Gooday,  ii.  171c. 

V.  Hedges,  i.  291. 

PeDton  V.  Robarts,  ii.  259  b. 
Pepper  v.  Gor&am,  i.  327  e. 
Peppin  V.  Cooper,  ii.  4156. 

V.  Solomons,  ii.  203  c.  203/. 

Percival  v.  Connell,  ii.  1  b. 

V.  Cooke,  i.  2166.  ii.  210. 

Perham  v.  Raynal,  ii.  64/ 
Perkins  v.  Lambe,  ii.  45  a. 

V.  Perkins,  i.  236a. 

V.  Pettit,  ii,  72  y. 

V.  Plympton,  i.  75. 

V.  Smith,  ii.  47»». 

V.  Woolaston,  ii.  101  h,  101  /. 

Perkinson  v.  Gilford,  i.  216  6,  218.  ii. 

344.345. 
Perreau  v.  Bevan,  i.  1956.  195^.  I95k. 
Perrier's  case,  i.  162. 
Perriman  v.  Steggall,  i.  327  c. 
Perry  v.  Campbell,  ii.  101  ^ 

V.  Diggs,  iil  47  tf.  47  a?. 

-  y.  Jackson,  ii.  121  b. 
■  V.  Jenkins,  ii.  63  A. 

V.  Kirk,  ii.  2. 

V.  Nicholson,  i.  64.  65.  324  a.  ii. 

626.62  c. 

V.  Watts,  ii.  97  c.  9TcL 

Pery  V.  White,  i.  185  6. 

Petchet  V.  Woolston,  i.  2196.  ii.  72  dcL 
Peter  v.  Kendal,  i.  236/  iL  104  a. 

V.  Opie,i.  3206. 

Peters  v.  Anderson,  iL  415  a. 

V.  Brown,  ii.  64 1. 

V.  Croft,  i.  207  c. 

Peto  V.  Pemberton,  i.  236.  iL  3056. 
Petree  v.  Duke,  L  347a.  3476. 
Petrie  V.  Bury,  i.  291  u 

V.  Fitzroj',  L  3186. 

V.  Hannay,  L  285a.  ii.  117/ 

V.  Han  way,  iL  137  A. 

V.  White,  iL  63c. 

Pettifer*8  case,  L  219a.  iL  101  cc. 
Pewtress  v.  Annan,  iL  148^. 

V.  Harvey,  L  1366. 

Peyton  v.  Mayor  of  London,  iL  400. 
Pheasant  v.  Finch,  L  3126. 
Phelips  V.  Barrett,  iL  59a.  596. 
Phelps  V.  Lewis,  iL  210/ 
Philips  V.  Biron,  L  28  a. 


Philips  V.  Fielding,  iL  S526. 

V.  Jones,  L  269  c. 

V.  Philips,  L  185. 

V.  Smith,  i.  250  c. 


Phillips  V.  Barber,  iL  202  a.  202  d. 

V.  Barlow,  iL  61. 

V.  Berry,  iL  101  dcL 

V.  Chapman,  L  74c. 

V,  Clagett,  L  325  a.  iL  2 J  0  c.     . 

V.  Cockayne,  L  295. 

V.  Dance,>iL  336  a. 

V.  Fielding,  L  320/ 

V,  Headlam,  iL  201 6. 

V.  Howgate,  L  300A. 

V,  Jansen,  L  132. 

V.  Price,  L  195  A.  195  A. 

V.  Shew,  iL  291  c 

V.   Smith,   L  250a.   250c    iL 

72a?. 
V.  Weeks,  L  14. 


Phillipson  v.  Mangles,  i.  39. 

y.  Tempest,  ii.  7266. 


Philliskirk  v.  Pluckwell,  L  210  a. 
Philpot  V.  Hoare,  L  2886.  288  e. 

V.  Muller,  L  207  d. 

Phillpott  V.  Dobinson,  iL  312. 

V.  Jones,  ii.  415  a. 

V,  Kelley,  iL  4e7k.  47  n.  63/ 

Philpotts  V.  James,  L  261  a. 
Phipard  v.  Mansfield,  L  1856. 185  c 
Phipoe's  case,  L  135  6. 

Phipps  V.  Sculthorpe,  L  326  a. 
Phyn  V.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance,  iL 

202  c 
Phypers  v.  Eburn,  iL  422  e. 
Phythian  v.  White,  L  28.  299  c. 
Picard  v.  Brown,  i.  333. 
Pickard  v.  Sears,  L  326. 
Pickering  v.  Banks,  L  295  6. 

V.  Barkley,  ii.  202  a. 

V.  Watson,  L  327. 

Pickford  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Rail- 
way Company,  L  312  c 
Pickstock  V.  Lyster,  ii.  50  a. 
Pie   V.  Coke,  iL  148  d. 

V.  Cooper,  L  8. 

Pierce  v.  Blake,  L  98. 

V.  Fothergill,  iL  2. 

V.  Street,  i.  229. 


Pierson  v.  Westward,   hundred  of,  iL 

375. 
Pigeon  V.  Osborn,  iL  295c  319. 
Pigge  V.  Gardner,  L  73. 
Piggot  and  Heme's  case,  i.  142. 
V.  Wilkes,  iL  101  iL 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Rggott  T.  Kemp,  iL  295  b.  995c. 

V.  Rush.  iL  121.  121  b. 

▼.  Salisbury,  Lord,  L  S19c. 

Pigot  T.  Rogers,  iL  2. 

T.  Sjmpson,  L  142  a.     * 

Pigott  V.  Truste,  L  161. 

▼.  Waller,  L  278  c. 

Pilfold*s  case,  iL  45  ft. 
Pilkington  ▼.  Bagshaw,  iL  422  c. 
'   T.  Peach,  L  8. 

▼•  Stanhope,  iL  422  c 

Rm  ▼•  Curell,  iL  175. 
Piiuiger  T.  Gale,  L  91a. 
Pinbory  v.  Elkin,  iL  388  m. 
Pinchoa's  case,  L  68.  216  b.  217  a.  217  b. 
Rndar  ▼.  Aiosley,  ii.  422  b, 

T.  Wadsworth,  L  346  6. 

Pine  ▼•  Leicester,  Countess  of,  i.  238. 
Pinknej  ▼.  East  Hundred,  Inhabitants 
of,  L  285^286.  iL  423. 
Pinkn  J  ▼.  Bullock,  ii.  293  a. 
Fmnel's  case,  iL  137  A. 
Piommer  ▼.  Webb,  ii.  101  z, 
Ftpon  V.  Pipon^  L  275. 
Pippet  T.  Heam,  L  2286.  230a. 
Pip|»n  ▼.  Sbeppard,  L  3126. 
Pirie  ▼•  Anderson,  iL  203  cL 
▼.  Steele,  iL  203/. 

Fistor  ▼.  Cater^  L  3206. 

Pitcher  v.  Bailey,  L  35  c.  ii.  61  /. 

▼.  Tovey,  L  241  6.  241  c. 

Pitt  T.  Bridgewater,  L  209  a. 

▼.  Chick,  L  351.  353.  iL  326. 

▼.  Cone  J,  iL  101 «. 

▼.  Donovan,  L  243/ 

T.  Green,  i.  233. 

▼.  Purasord,  L  264  c. 

▼.  Russel,  L  112  6. 

▼.  Shew,  iL  259  c. 

V.  W^illiams,  L  101  r. 

Pittam  T.  Foster,  ii.  63  /. 

Pittegrew  v.  Pringle,  iL  201  a* 

Fltts  T.  Gainee,  i.  339  a. 

—  ▼.  Polehampton,  iL  319  c 

Place  ▼.  Del^,  i.  154. 

▼.  Fagg,  iL259rf. 

Plaodie  ▼•  Colbum,  L  269  c. 

Rant  ▼.  James,  L  323  6.  ii.  401  a. 

Flasket  r.  Beeby,  ii.  7  6. 

Piatt  ▼.  Hill,  L  135  a. 

Player  ▼•  Bandy,  ii.  48  6. 

▼.  Foxhall,  iL  7  6. 

Playf<»d  ▼.  Hoare,  iL  lie. 

Rayter  s  case,  ii.  74. 

Playters  ▼•  Sheering,  L  195^. 

Pleasant  r.  Benson,  i.  236. 


Plevin  V.  Henshall,  ii.  148  a. 
Pleydell  v.  Pleydell,  ii.  388  m. 
Plock  V.  Pacheco,  ii.  68  6. 
Pionier  ▼.  Long,  ii.  415  a. 

V.  Raine,  ii.  404. 

V.  Ross,  i.  58/  103  rf.  ii.  187  6. 

Plumer  v.  Marchant,  L  333. 
Plummer  v,  Lee,  iL  2936.  319  c.  319/ 

V.  Wildman,  ii.  207. 

V.  Woodbume,  iL  121  c. 

Plunket  v.  Holmes,  ii.  382.  382  c. 

V.  Penson,  ii.  8  c.  8/  8 1. 11a. 

Plymton  v.  Howell^  iL  61  c. 
Pocklington  v.  Peck,  ii,  72jf. 
Podgers  case,  L  319.  319c.  319c^  319t. 

386. 
Poidevin  v.  Harvey,  iL  61. 
Poingdestre    v.    Royal    Exchange,    ii. 

203/ 
Polglass  V.  Oliver,  i.  S3  e. 
Pollard  V.  Blight,  L  317  a. 

V.  Evans,  L  230  a. 

V,  Luttrell,  L  319 1. 

V.  Scholy,  L  295. 

Pollen  V.  Hubard,  i.  278  ^r. 
Polyblank  v.  Hawkins,  i.  253. 
Pomfret  v.  Ricroft,  L  241  d.  320/ 

V.  Windsor,  L  319  a. 

Pool's  case,  i.  320.  iL  259  a.  259  c. 
Pool  V.  Charnock,  iL  101  /. 

V.  Longuevill,  L  195^. 

V.  Gardner,  L  140  a. 

V.  Hill,  L  154.  iL  3526. 

V.  Huskinson,  ii.  1 75  m. 

V.  Longueville,  L  346  d  iL  290. 

V,  Tumbridge,  i.  33  c. 

Pope  V.  Biggs,  276  a. 

— —  V.  Brett,  i.  33  a.  ii.  336  c. 

V.  Foster,  ii.  291  6.  291  c. 

V.  Sale,  ii.  84.  84  6. 

V.  St.  Leger,  L  229  a. 

V.  Tillman,  iL  74  c. 

Pople  V.  Wyatt,  L  161. 
Poplett  V.  Stockdale,  iL  137  A. 
Pordage  v.  Cole,  L  319  L  320  6.  iL  107  6. 

156  c.  352. 
Portchester,  Lord,  v.  Petrie,  ii.  148  6. 
Porter  v.  Bradley,  iL  388  6.  388  c.  388/ 

v.  Izod,  L  28  c. 

V.  Porter,  iL  422  d 

V.  Shephard,  L  320  6.  320/ 

V.  Sweetnam,  L  241  c 

V.  Tourney,  ii.  388  k 

V.  Viner,  ii.  61  ^. 

V.  Weston,  i.  230  a. 


Portington's  case,  iL  96.  96  a. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Porzelius  v.  Maddocks,  iL  336  dL 
Postan  V.  Stanway,  L  300  c, 
Posterae  v.  Hanson,  iL  79- 
Postman  v.  Harrell,  iL  *iS^  b.  284  Ck 
Potter  V.  Newman,  ii.  iSSf. 

V.  North,  i.  28  d.  353.  iL  320  a. 

326.  327. 
▼.  Potter,  L  277  A.  278  b.  279  c 

V.  Turner,  i.  210.  iL  101  ^. 

Potts  V.  Bell,  ii.  201  c. 

V.  Ward,  L  327/  iL  133rf. 

Poulett  V.  Wrightman,  iL  72  v, 
Poulter  V.  Killingbeek,  L  269  b. 
Poultney  v.  Holmes,  iL  418dL  418e. 
Poulton  V.  Lattimore,  iL  1506. 
Powdick  V.  Lyon,  L  286. 
Powel  V.  Rich,  L  74  b. 
Powell  V.  Ancell,  L  74  c. 

V.  Duff,  iL  60  a. 

V.  Farmer,  L  312/ 

V.  FuUarton,  iL  210  e. 

V.  Graham,  L  2106. 

V.  Gudgeon,  iL  202  e. 

V.  Hopkins,  iL  74  a. 

V.  Lay  ton,  L  217  a.  291  c.  291/ 

291 5^. 

▼.  Lloyd,  il  288  c. 

V.  Rees,  L  217  a. 

V.  Salisbury,  i.  322  a. 

Power  ▼.  Butcher,  L  264  c. 

V.  Fry,  L  331. 

v.Izod,  L  331. 

V.  Whitmore,  ii.  207. 

Powers  V.  Cook,  i.  3126. 
Powis  V.  Powis,  ii.  72  c. 

V.  Smith,  iL  117. 

Powles  V.  Innes,  ii.  202  A. 
Powley  V.  Newton,  iL  117^. 

V.  Walker,  L  323  d. 

Pownal  V.  Ferrand,  i.  264  c. 
Poynder  v.  Bluck,  ii.  64  t. 
Poynton  v.  Forster,  L  229. 

Pozzi  V.  Shepton  and  another,  i.  291/ 
Praed  v.  Cumberland,   Ducliess  of,  i. 
327  a.  iL84rf.  84  c. 
Prankerd,  ex  parte,  L  313  a. 
Pratt  V.  Groome,  i.  300  a.  300  A. 

V.  Rutlidge,  L  195/ 

V.  Swaine,  ii.  63  k. 

Preece  v.  Corrie,  iL  418  c. 
Prendergast  v.  Davis,  ii.  61  b. 
Prescott  V.  Boucher,  L  282  a. 
Preston  v.  Funnell,  ii.  388  a. 

V.  Holmes,  iL  8A. 

Pretty  man  v.  Lawrence,  i.  300  c 
Price  V.  Grofls,  L  230  a. 


Price  V.  Dewhurst,  L  275. 
^— i  V.  Easton,  iL  137  A. 

V.  Fletcher,  L  233.  276. 

T.  Hill,  L  74  c 

V.  Jenkings,  i.  242. 

V.  Jones,  i.  327  e. 

V.  Parker,  iL  73. 

V.  Peek,  L  23  a.  23  b. 

V.  Popkin,  ii.  293  b. 

V.  Rees,  iL  63  c. 

V.  Seaman,  L  228. 

-  V.  Vamey,  iL  12  gg. 

V.  Williams,  L  286.  iL  97  dl 

Prichard's  case,  ii.  101  v. 

Priddle  and  Napper's  case,  i.  22,  23. 

268  a.  269. 
Priddy  v.  Henbrey,  ii.  201  n. 
Pride  V.  Fooks,  ii.  388  o. 
Priestley  t.  Foulds,  ii.  158/ 
Prince's  case,  i.  275  a.  273  ft. 
Prince  V.  Brunatte,  iL  84  rf. 

V.  Molt,iL  171. 

V.  Nicholson,  L  217.  3336. 

V.  Rowson,  i.  265. 

Prior  V.  Hembrow,  ii.  133  </. 
Pritchard  v.  Long,  ii.  74  a.  379. 
Pritchet  V.  Waldron,  ii.  377  b. 
Probert  v.  Phillips,  i.  300  c. 
Probinia  v.  Roberts,  ii.  47  /. 
Proctor  V.  Bbhop  of  Bath  and  Wells,  ii. 

388  A. 

V.  Johnson,  i.  60  a.  iL  7.  7  a. 

72  rf. 
V.  Newton,  iL  181. 

V.  Sargent,  iL  1566.  352  6. 

Prole  V.  Wiggins,  ii.  47  z. 
Protheroe  v.  Mathews,  L  84. 
Prowse  V.  Turner,  ii.  101  c- 
Prudhomme  v.  Fraser,  i.  243  a. 
Prugnell  v.  Grosse,  iL  155  A. 
Prydyerd  v.  Thomas,  ii.  101  c. 
Pryme  v.  Brown,  L  246  a. 
Prynne  v  Sloughter,  ii.  9/  210/ 
Pryor  v. 'Pettingell,  ii.  68  c. 
Puckle  V.  Moore,  iL  63.  63  rf. 
Pugh  V.  Griffiths,  i.  300 1. 

V.  Robinson,  iL  1  c. 

Pullein   V.    Benson,    L  21  a.   300 1.  ii. 

60  a. 
Pullen  V.  Birkbeck,  ii.  69  c  69  c. 

V.  Palmer,  ii.  1 17. 

Purbeck,  ii.  68  d.  69. 


Pullerton  v.  Agnew,  i.  65  a. 
Pullin  V.  Stokes,  i.  21 1  c. 
Pulteney  v.  Townson,  iL  6  a.  101  q. 
V.  Warren,  L  217  a. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Parcase  ▼•  Jegon,  ii.  318. 
ParceU  v.  M'Namara,  i.  230a.  ii.  2196. 

291  c. 
Pnrchell  v.  Salter,  ii.  295  a.  295  b. 
PurdoD  V.  Purdon,  ii.  64  k. 
Porefoy  v.  Rogers,  ii.  382.  388. 
Pamell  v.  Young,  i.  300  b. 
Pursell  V.  Horn,  i.  14  a. 
PoTset  ▼•  Htttchings,   i.   14.  84  a.    ii. 

5  c.  5  d. 
Purslow^B  case,  i.  258  a.  319  k. 
Parslow  T.  Bailey,  ii.  62  b.  133^. 
Pat  V.  Rawsterne,  ii.  47  bb.  47  cc. 
Patland  v.  Newman,  ii.  68^.  72  (L  72  f. 

V.  Putland,  ii.  68/  72/. 

Patney  t.  Swann,  i.  28  b.  290. 
Patt  V.  Noswortby,  L  291  b.  iL  210 1. 

▼.  Vincent,  L  291  b. 

Potten  ▼.  Purbeek,  ii.  69  c. 
Pyke  V.  Ejre,  i.  236. 

▼.  Pulleyn,  L  84  a.  ii.  5  c. 

Pyne  t.  Dor,  ii.  47  A. 

▼.  Woolland,  i.  265. 


Q 


Qaantock  t.  England,  ii.  63  c.  64  e. 
Qneen,  the.     S^  Regina. 
Qneen's  College  ▼.  Hallett,  i.  322  e. 
Quick's  case,  L  219  A. 
Quick  ▼•  Ludborrow,  i.  215. 
Qttin  V.  King,  i.  58  dL 
QoiDcy,  ex  parte,  ii.  259  a. 
QginUn  t.  Barber,  ii.  47 1. 


R 


Raby  ▼•  Robinson,  ii.  96.  96  a. 
Rackbam  v.  Jesup,  ii.  47/  47  g. 
Rackstraw  v.  Vile,  388  il 
Raddiff  or  Rateliffe  y.  Burton,  ii.  100a. 
Raddiffe  v.  D'Oyley,  i.  2166. 
Radford  v.  Radford,  ii.  388  m. 

▼.  Smith,  L  S3  b. 

Radley  ▼•  Manning,  i.  295. 

▼.  Rodge,  ii.  74  b. 

Radnor  ▼.  Vandebendy,  ii.  44  d. 
Ri^g  T.  Wells,  i.  300  c.  3366. 
Raggett  T.  Beatty,  ii.  388  d. 

Raikes  ▼.  Todd,  i.  21 1  a. 

Raine  ▼.  Bell,  ii.  201  g. 

RaiDsford  ▼.  Bosanquet,  ii.  101  c. 

▼.  Smith,  i.  215. 


Rambert  v.  Cohen,  i.  325  a. 
Ramsbottom  v.  Buckhurst,  i. 


Ramsden  v.  Jackson,  i. 


92  b.  ii. 

70. 

219  6.  219  d. 

335. 


Ramstromv.  Bell,  ii.  200  a. 
Rand  v.  Vaughan,  ii.  284  b. 
Randalls  case,  ii.  212  a. 
Randal  v.  Cockran,  ii.  203  g. 

V.  Everest,  i.  58  c. 

V.  Wale,  ii.  72  z. 

Randall  v.  Randall,  i.  32  a. 

V.  Rigby,  i.  241  b.  282.  ii.  304. 

V.  Russell,  ii.  388  iL 


Randell  v.  Wheble,  ii.  61  e. 
Randle  v.  Webb,  ii.  5  h. 
Rann  v.  Hughes,  i.  112  &  211.  228.  ii. 

137  e. 
Ransford  v.  Copeland,  i.  23  a, 
Rashleigh  v.  Salmon,  ii.  107  a. 
Rateliffe  v.  Bleasby,  i.  9  e. 

V.  Burton,  ii.  101  L  101 1 

V.  Eden,  ii.  377.  37?  b.  377  e. 

Ratton  V.  Davis,  i.  97-  290. 

Ravee  v.  Fanner,  i.  33. 
Ravenga  v.  Mcintosh,  i.  230  a. 
Ravenscroft  v.  Wise,  i.  33  m. 
Rawbone  v.  l)ickman,  ii.  319  a. 
Rawlings  v.  Till,  i.  14  a.  296  a. 
Rawlin's  case,  i.  325  a.  ii.  418  </. 
Rawlins,  in  re,  i.  280  a. 

V.  Burgis,  i.  278  h. 

V.  Danvera,  i.  38  a. 

V.  Desborough,  ii.  200  c. 


Rawlinson  v.  Gunston,  ii.  71  e. 

: V.  Shand,  ii.  5  h. 

v.  Shaw,  i.  291  m. 


352  A. 


Rawly  n*8  case,  ii.  117^418a. 
Rawson  v.  Johnson,  i.  320/1  ii. 
Rawsthom  v.  Arnold,  i.  327 f. 
Ray  v.  Davis,  ii.  47  aa. 
Raymond  v.  Fitch,  i.  217.  ii.  181  c. 
Raymund  v.  Oking,  hundred  of,  ii.  376. 
Raynard  v.  Chase,  i.  311.  312. 
Rayner  v.  Godmond,  ii.  202^. 

V.  Spicer,  ii.  336  d. 

V.  Wright,  ii.  5  A. 


Ray  nor  v.  Fitler,  i.  312  a. 

Rea  V.  Burnis,  ii.  73. 

Read's  case,  i.  21  a. 

Read  and  Readman's  case,  ii.  72  A. 

Read  v.  Bingham,  i.  219. 

V.  Brookman,  i.  9.  9  a.  323  b. 

V.  Dawson,  ii.  319  6. 

V.  Goldring,  i.  33  c. 

V.  Hawke,  i.  347.  347  a. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Read  v.  How,  i.  347. 

V.  Nash,  i.  211  b.  211  c.  211  d. 

■         V.  Pope,  i.  91  a. 

V.  Wilmot,  i.  90. 

Reade  v.  Button,  i.  327  h.  ii.  133  d. 
Reading  v.  Royston,  ii.  8  A.  8 1. 
Reading,  Mayor  of,  v.  Clarke,  ii.  74*  c. 
Reay  v.  Richardson,  ii.  137  m. 

V.  White,  i.  33  e.  ii.  137  L 

Redding*s  case,  i.  250  d.  ii.  101  v. 
Redding  v.  Lyon,  i.  347  d. 
Rede  v.  Farr,  i.  287  e. 
Redford  v.  Garrod,  ii.  101  /. 
Redman  v.  Edolph,  i.  317  a.  346^.  ii. 

Iblc. 

V.  Idle,  i.  298  a.  ii.  72  L  72  bb. 

V.  London,  ii.  201  A. 

Redridge  y.  Palmer,  i.  3006. 
Redshaw  v.  Hester,  ii.  8.  8  a.  8  c. 
Reech  v.  Kennegal,  i.  210  b.  211.   ii. 

137  rf. 
Reed  v.  Stone,  ii.  336  d. 

V.  Taylor,  i.  230  a. 

Reeder  ▼.  Bloom,  ii.  319  a. 
Rees  y.  Abbott,  i.  291  ^f. 

y.  King,  i.  287  b. 

V.  Morgan,  i.  195  c.  ii.  2  a.  216  a. 

Reeve  y.  Bird,  i.  204  a.  236  c.  ' 

y.  Long,  ii.  387,  388. 

Reeyes  y.  Hearne,  ii.  127  c. 

y.  Ward,  ii.  220  a. 

Regan,  in  re,  i.  280  a. 

Regil  y.  Green,  ii.  295  e. 

Regina.     See  Bex. 

Reginer  y.  Fogossa,  ii.  104. 

Register  s  case,  ii.  43  b. 

Regnart  y.  Porter,  i.  276  a.  ii.  285. 

Reid  y.  Clarke,  ii.  377  c. 

y.  Coleman,  i.  9  c. 

y.  Dickons,  L  33  m. 

y.  Haryey,  ii.  200  c. 

y.  Taylor,  L  230  a. 

Rejindoz  y.  Randolph,  ii.  101 «;  101 1. 
Remnant  y.  Bremridge,  i.  1  a. 
Renalds  y.  Smith,  ii.  60  c. 
Rench  y.  Britton,  ii.  60  b. 
Rennie  y.  Robinson,  i.  326  a. 
Renno  y.  Bennett,  ii.  294. 
Renteria  y.  Ruding,  i.  210  a. 
Reusby  y.  Manning,  ii.  62. 
Rew  y.  Long,  ii.  212  a. 

y.  Willet,  ii.  64/ 

Rex  V. ^  i.  219  h. 

y.  Adams«  i.  135  b. 

V.  Adderley,  ii.  47  ee. 

y.  Adlardy  iL  423  e. 


Rex  y. 
y. 

V. 

V. 

y. 


Aickin,  i.  262  d. 
Alcock,  i.  250  d.  250  e. 
Aldenham,  i.  355.  363  b. 
Alderton,  i.  243  b.  243  c. 
Allen,  i.  263  6.  294. 
All  Saints,  Inhabitants  of,   ii. 
101  ^r. 
All   Saints  and  St  Mary,  ii. 
158  c. 
Alsop,  i.  263  b. 
Amery,  L9b.9d>  ii.  2  c. 
Amies,  i.  313. 
Amphlit,  i.  132  a. 
St    Andrews,    parish    of,     iL 
159  a.  1596. 
Apsley,  i.  249. 

Armagh^  Archbishop  of,  ii.  27. 
Amesby,  it  313  a. 
Arnold,  i.  170. 
Askew,  i.  301. 
Atkins,  i.  135  c. 
Atkinson,  i.  248  a.  249.  250  c. 
Aylett,  i.  118. 
Ayloffe,  iL  47. 
Ayres,  L  135  c. 
Bagshaw,  L  312/. 
Baily,  i.  131  c. 
Baines,  i.  170.  iL  291/ 
Bainton,  i.  250. 
Bake,  L  135  c. 
Baker,  L  263. 
Balme,  L  135  c. 
Bamber,  ii.  160. 
Banks,  ii.  336  a. 
Barker,  L  263.  2636. 
Barlow,  iL  61/ 
Barrett,  i.  262  c.  263  c. 
Barton,  iL  161. 
Barwell,  L  262  d. 
Bateman,  iL  378/ 
Beach,  L  205  c. 
Bear,  L  121. 
Bell,  iL  70  c. 
Bennett,  L  356  6. 
Berks,  Sheriff  of,  iL  61  A. 
Berry,  i.  135. 
Bigg,  ii.  305  b. 

Birmingham      and    Glocester 
Railway,  iL  158  A« 
Bishop  Auckland,  iL  158  & 
Bissez,  L  263. 
Blaney,  L  262  d. 
Blea,  L  135  a. 
Bodenham,  iL  158  a. 
Bolton,  L  263  a. 
Bonsai,  iL  422  e. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Rex  ▼.  Boston,  Corporation  of,  L  S12  e. 

V.  Botfield,  ii.  158  c. 

▼.  Bpughey,  ii.  422, 

▼.  Bourne,  ii.  101  dd. 

T.  Bowen,  L  356  h. 

T.  Boys,  i,  135  c 

V.  Brewers'  Company,  ii.  422  e. 

▼.  Bridekirk,  ii  160  a. 

▼.  Broughton,  ii.  158  A. 

V.  Brownlowy  i.  356  a. 

T.  Bryan,  L  262  h.  263. 

▼.  Bncdeugh,  Duchess  of,  ii.  159- 

T.  Buck,  L  250  c. 

T.  Buckingham,    Marquis    of,    i. 

269  a. 

▼.  Bucknall,  ii.  114cf. 

T.  Bucknell,  ii,  158/1 

T.  Bunney,  i.  363  b. 

▼.  Bnrdett,  L  132  a.  243  c.  ii.  291  e. 

▼.  Burkett,  i.  135. 

— ^  y.  Burridge,  L  308  a. 

▼.  Bury  St.  James',  ii.  137/ 

V.  Butler,  ii.  72  «.  174. 

—  ▼.  Buttery,  i.  275  i. 
-^—  ▼•  Canfieid,  ii.  158  c. 

▼.  Canterbury,  Archbishop  of,  i. 

275  6.275  c. 

V-  Capper,  i.  210  a.  274  a.  275  e. 

y.  Carlile,  i.  135  c.  250/  ii.  101. 

y.  Carlisle,  i.  131.  ii.  101  z. 

y.  Carter,  L  249. 

y.  Chalmers,  i.  135  a. 

V.  Chandler,  i.  263.  263  h.  263  rf. 

—  V.  Chapman,  i.  291  c.  ii.  72  h, 
y.  Chatbum,  i.  135. 

y.  Chawton,  i.  202  a. 

y.  Cheshire,  i.  263  h.  ii.  61  /. 

y.  Chnrchfll,  i.  341.  353  a. 

y.  Clarke,  i.  263.  355. 

y.  Clement,  i.  131. 

y.  Clerk,  i.  356.  363*. 

y.  Clifton,  ii.  158 1. 

—  y.  Clover,  i.  356. 

y.  Cochrane,  Lord,  L  301. 

y.  Coggan,  ii.  422  e. 

y.  Cohen,  L  301. 

y.  Coles,  ii.  61  ^. 

y.  Coller,  i.  311. 

y.  CoUinbourn,  L  316. 

▼.  Cook,  i.  135  a. 

y.  Cooke,  ii.  209  a. 

y.  Cornwall,  ii.  101. 

y.  Cornwall,  Sheriff  of,  ii.  61  g. 

y.  Corrock,  ii.  158/ 

, y.  Cotterill,  iL  114/ 


Rex  V.  Cotton,  i.  219  A.  ii?  47  h.  70/ 

V.  Creevey,  i.  131. 

V.  Crisp,  i.  263. 

»  V.  Crowther,  i.  262  h.  262  cL 

> V.  Cumberworth,  ii.  159  d. 

V.  Daman,  i.  263. 

V.  Danser,  i.  75. 

y.  Dariey,  i.  248  a.  250  e. 

V.  Davie,  i.  313.  316.  ii.  423  c. 

V.  Davis,  i.  263. 

V.  Dawes,  ii.  59  a. 

V.  De  Berenger,  i.  301. 

—  V.  De  Manneville,  i.  84. 

V.  Dempsey,  i.  263  c. 

^-^  V.  Derbyshire,  ii.  159  a. 

V.  Devon,  Sheriff  of,  ii.  47  b.  61  k. 

■  V.  Devonshire,  ii.  159  d. 

V.  Dickenson,  i.  133.  250  e,  337. 

ii.  308. 

V.  Downshire,  Marchioness  of,  ii. 

1586.  158  c. 
— «—  V.  Downshire,  Marquis  of,  ii.  175 


V.  Drake,  i.  262  d. 

■  V.  Dryden,  ii.*72  k, 

•  V.  Dullingham,  ii.  422  e, 

^  V.  Durham,  Bis(hop  of,  i.  275  b, 
V.  Dyer,  i.  262  c. 

•  V.  Eardisland,  ii.  160. 

-  V.  Eastbourne,  i.  8. 

-  V.  Eastern  Counties  Railway,   i. 

356  a. 

•  v.  Eastrington,  ii.  1596.  160  a. 

-  V.  Ecclesfield,  i.  23.  ii.  158 1.  160. 

-  V.  Edge  Lane,  ii.  159  cL 

-  V.  Edmonton,  ii.  159  c,  175  m* 
'  V.  Ely,  Bishop  of,  i.  136  a. 

>  V.  Essex,  Sheriff  of,  ii.  61 1. 
.  V.  Evett,  i.  356. 

-  V.  Exeter,  Dean  and  Chapter  of, 

ii.  175  d. 
'  V.  Eyre,  ii.  72  «. 
.  V.  Fairweather,  i.  250  6.  250  dl   "^ 

•  V.  Fanshaw,  ii.  158/ 

•  V.  Farewell,  ii.  158  a. 

-  V.  Ferrand,  i.  363. 
-v.  Ferris,  i.  3126. 

■  V.  Fisher,  i.  131.  iL  158  c. 

-  V.  Fitch,  ii.  250. 

•  V.  Flecknow,  ii.  161. 
-V.  Fleet,  i.  131. 

.  V.  Ford,  i.  262  6.  ii.  6.  72  i. 

-  V.  Fox,  i,  309  a.  311. 

-  v.  Franklyn,  i.  249.  309  c.  312  a. 

-  y.  Fredland,  i.  312  a. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Rex  V.  French,  i.  S12. 

V.  Fuller,  L  262. 262  d. 

V.  Gage,  i.  262  c. 

V.  Galfe,  i.  312A. 

V.  Gamlingay,  ii.  158  b.  158  c. 

V,  Garrington,  i.  250. 

V.  Gately,  i.  316.  316  a, 

V.  George's,  St.,  Hanover  Square> 

iL  159  6.  159  c. 

Y.  Gibson,  i.  275  b. 

V.  Giles,  St.,  Cambridge;  ii.  1 58 1. 

V,  Gilham,  ii.  291  e. 

V.  Gill,  i.  313.  816. 

V.  Gillett,  L135C. 

V.  Glocestershire,  ii.  159  cL 

V.  Glossop,  i.  263.  263  a. 

V.  Glover,  i.  250  rf. 

V.  Goldstein,  L  242  a. 

V.   Grand  Junction   Railway,   i. 

356  a. 

V.  Granger,  i.  210  e. 

V.  Great  Western  Railway  Comp., 

i.  363. 
•^■^  V.  Gregory,  i.  135  b. 

V.  Green,  i.  309  c. 

V.  Greenhill,  iL  84. 

V.  Greepe,  L  243. 

V.  Grove,  ii.  308  a. 

— —  V.  Haddock,  ii.  158  c.  158  rf. 

y.  Hagworthingham,    iL    113  a. 

113  6. 

—  V.  HalPshire,  hundred  of,  ii.  423  d, 
V.  HaU,  L  262.  262  b.  262  c.  iL 

423  c. 
•^-^  V.  Hammond,  iL  158  c.  158^. 

V.  Hannon,  ii.  308. 

V.  Hardwicke,  iL  308. 

V.  Harper,  L  3 12  «.  309. 

V.  Harris,  i.   135  a.  135  c.  263  6. 

iL  USd. 
V.  Harrison,  L  250  d. 

—  V.  Harrow,  iL  158  c. 

V.  Hartford.  iL  158  6. 

V.  Hartley,  i.  263. 

V.  Hatfield,  iL  158  d.  158  c.  159  a. 

V.  Hawks,  L  263  b. 

V.  Hayes,  L  250  a.  250  d. 

— i  V.  Hayman,  iL  158^. 

V.  Hazell,  L  262  a. 

V.  Heage,  iL  159  b.  160  a. 

.         V.  Heaseroan,  L  313.  316. 

V.  Helps,  L  263  b. 

v.Hendon,  Lord  of    Manor,   iL 

158 1.  422  c.  422/. 

V.  Hethersal,  L  3636. 

V.  Hexham,  ii.  422  c. 


Rex 


V. 

-  V. 

-  V. 

•  V. 

•  V. 

•  V. 

•  V. 

•  V. 

•  V. 

•  V. 

-  V. 

•  V. 

-  V. 

•  V. 

•  V. 

■  V. 

•  V. 

•  V. 

•  V. 

•  V. 

•  V. 
.  V. 

V. 
.  V. 
.  V. 

.  ▼. 

-  V. 

•  V. 

•  V. 

■y. 

•  V. 

•  y. 

•  y. 

•  V. 

•  y. 

V. 

■  y. 
.  y. 

■  y. 

-  y. 

•  y. 
>  y. 

.  V. 

'  y. 

y. 

■  y. 

■  y. 
.  y. 

■  y. 

•  V. 


Highmore,  i.  262  a. 
Hill,  L  135  6.262  6. 
Hill  and  Another,  L  1. 
Hockenhul,  i.  250  c.  250d. 
Hocknall,  L250a. 
Holland   or    Holland,    iL   26. 
62  a. 
Hopper  and  Others,  L  81a. 
Hopkins,  ii.  84. 
Horndon  on  the  Hill,  iL  113  a. 

113  6. 
Home,  L  243. 
Hornsey,  ii.  158  a.  159  6. 
Hoskins,  i.  249. 
Hotch,  L  309  a. 
Hungerford,  iL  305  6. 
Ivens,  i.  312  c. 
Jane,  L  250  c. 
Jarvis,  L  262  6. 
JeiFeries,  L  262  a. 
Johnson,  L  28.  262  c.  313.  316. 
361. 
Jordan,  L  312  c. 
Jukes,  i.  262  a.  263  6. 
Kealing,  L  136  6. 
Kempson,  L  262  d.  263. 
Kent,  L  262  c. 

Kent,  Inhabitants  of,  iL  158/1 
Kent,  Sheriff  of,  iL  61  A.  61  /L 
Kerrison,  iL  158/ 
Kildefby,  L  2696.  iL  5  a.  157. 
319  c/.  390  a. 
Killett,  L  263. 
Kingsmore,  iL  158  A. 
Knight,  iL  158  c. 
Knott,  iL  101  V. 
Lancashire,  ii.  1 59  cL 
Lancaster,  ii.  194. 
Landaff,  Bishop  of,  L  228  d. 
Landulph,  iL  160. 
Lea,  L  301. 

Leake,  iL  159  c.  175  m« 
Lee,  L  131. 
Leigh,  ii.  160. 
Leominster,  iL  160.  160  a. 
Lewis,  i.  195  A. 
Lincoln,  Mayor  of,  iL  158  t. 
Lindsey,     Inhabitants    of,     ii. 

158/ 
Lister,  L  309  a.  312  a. 
Little,  L  2626.  262  c.  262  d. 
Liverpool,  Mayor  of,  iL  159  c. 
Lloyd,  i.  263.  313.  iL  175  L 
Loggen,  i.  275  a. 
London,  Sheriffs  of,  ii.  61  A. 
61 1.  61  A.  61  /. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Rex  T.  Love,  i.  249. 

Rex  Y.  Paly,  iL  100  a. 

▼.  LoYet,  i.  263. 

V.  Payne,  L  268  c. 

T.  Ludlow,  St.  Lawrence,  i.  137/ 

V.  Paul,  ii.  160. 

V.  Pearse,  i.  263.  263  a. 

V.  Pearson,  L  135. 

T.  MachynUeth,  ii.  158 1. 

V.  Penderryn,  ii.  159. 

V.  Percival,  i.  250  a. 

T.  Maddox,i.311. 

V.  Perring,  ii.  61  t. 

▼.  Marriot,  L  250e. 

Y.  Perry,  ii.  349. 

T.  Marriott,  i.  262  h. 

V.  Peto,  L58a. 

V.  Maisack,  L  135  a. 

V.  Pickman,  ii.  70  g* 

▼.  Mareden,  i.  24-3.  243  dL 

V.  Picton,  L  262  c. 

Y.  Manh,  i.  248  a.  250  e. 

V.  Piercy,  i.  262  rf. 

▼.  Marton,  ii.  159. 

V.  Pim,  L  135  6. 

▼.  Martyr,  L  262  c- 

V.  Pitts,  L  263  A 

. 

V.  Plym,  L  309  a. 

* Y.  Matters,  i.  262  a. 

V.  Polwart,  L  356  a. 

Y.  Matthews,  i.  135  a.  243  h. 

V.  Ponsonby,  i.  250  a. 

Y.  Mellor,ii.  175  m. 

V.  Poy nder,  ii.  423  e. 

Y.  Michael,    St,    iDhabitants,    i. 

V.  Pratten,  L  262  a. 

248  a. 

V,  Price,  L  135  c. 

Y.  Middlesex,  Sheri&  of,  i.  250/. 

V.  Pullen,  i.  263. 

r 

iL61i^  6lA.61t.61^6U 

V.  Purcell,  i.  356  a. 

158^.  159  d:  345. 

V.  Read,  i.  263. 

Y.  Brddmay,  iL  422  A 

Y.  Miles,  iL  72  as.  72^. 

Y.  MilYerton,  ii.  291  6. 

V.  Rennett,  ii.  422^. 

V.  Rhodes,  L  263  b.  275  b. 

V.  Ringstead,  i.  185.  186  d. 

V.  Roberts,  i.  262.  ii.  158  d. 

Y.  Moor,  L  311. 

V.Robinson,  L  135  6.135  c, 

— i—  Y*  Mo^an,  i.  312. 

V.  Rogers,  iL  808. 

Y.  Moseley,  i.  356.  ii.  84. 

V.  Routledge,  i.  310. 

Y.  Mosley,  ii.  423  e. 

V.  Rowpetl,  L  135  c. 

Y.  Manroe,  L  309. 

V.  Rush  worth,  L  135. 

Y.  NeilsoD,  ii.  72  x. 

V.  Saloway,  i.  361.  362. 

V.  Netherlong,  ii.  159  a.  159  c 

Y.  Neville,  L  135. 

Y.  North,  L  263  &. 

159  c. 

Y.  North  Curry,  ii.  423  «. 

175  rf. 

Y.  North  Wingfield,  ii.  137  A. 

Y.  Scale,  i.  268  c. 

Y.  Norwich,  City  of,  ii.  159  a. 

V.  Sears,  L  264  a. 

• Y.  Norwich,     Inhabitants    of,    ii. 

V.  Sellers,  L  312  a. 

158  a. 

—  Y.  Nottingham,  County  of,  i.  23. 

V.  Serjeant,  L  250  c. 

Y.01dland,ii.  137/ 

V.  Sewell,  i.  295. 

Y.  Oswestry,  iL  158 1. 

V.  Shakespeare,  ii.  209  b.  210. 

Y.  Ot]ey,iL259c/. 

V.   Sheffield,    ii.    158  A. 

159  b. 

Y.  OoDdle,  Lord  of  the  Manor  of, 

159  c. 

iL  11^. 

V.  Silcot,  i.  263  b. 

Y.  Owen,  L  313. 

V.  Silversides,  ii.  101  dd. 

Y.  Oxfordshire,  iL  159  r.  159  d. 

V.  Simpson,  i.  263. 

Y.  Oxford  and  Witney  Roads,  iL 

V.  Slaughter,  L  309.  312  a. 

159  c. 

V.  Sloper,  L219A. 

Y.  FsDcraa,  St,  iL  160. 

Y.Pkrke,  L355. 

Y.  Smith,  i.  135. 135  a.  135c.  263  a. 

— -  Y.  PMchett,  i  263  c 

263  c. 

TOL.   I. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO- 


Rex  y.  Smithies,  ii.  61  h. 
.         V.  Soper,  IL  84. 

V.  Sparling,  L  262  a. 

-V.  Starkey,  ii.  114^. 

V.  Staughton,  ii.  161- 

»^y.  Stephens,  ii.  158  c. 

V.  Stevens,  i.  170.  ii.  291. 

V.  Steven  ton,  ii.  158  dL 

V,  Stone,  L262&.  262  li.  263. 

— — >  V.  Storr,  i.  135  c. 

V.  Stretford,  ii.  159<i. 

V.  Strong,  i.  312  a. 

V.  Surrey,  Sheriff,  iL  61  h.  61  u 

V,  Sutton,  i.  24.3  d:  301.  ii.  158/. 

318. 
— -▼.  Swallow,  i.  263. 
V.  Symonds,  i.  263  c. 

V.  Taunton,  St.  Mary,  ii.  158  a. 

V,  Taylor,  iL  308  a. 

— -V.  Teal,  i.  301. 

V.  Thead,  i.  263. 

V.  Thompson,  L 263,  ii.  158c.  ISSd. 

V.  Thorpe,  i.  230  a. 

V.  Tilly,  L  262  rf. 

V.  Tomlinson,  i.  356. 

V.  Townsend,  iL  160. 

V.  Tuchin,  L  249.  iL  94  d. 

V.  Tucke,  L  262  a.  262  b. 

— -  V.  Turner,  i.  262  *. 

V.  Tumith,  L  311. 312. 

V.  Turvil,  L361. 

—  V.  Upton*on-Sevem,  ii.  158&  158c. 

160. 

V.  Vandeleur,  L  318. 

V.  Vaux,  Lord,  L  14.  iL  5  dl 

V.  Venables,  L  262  c 

V.  Vincent,  i.  275  b. 

V.  Vipont,L262c.  262^263.2636. 

V.  Virrier,  iL  171  ^^ 

V.  Ward,  L  363.  iL  158  d. 

V,  Warde,  L  362. 

V.  Warnford,  L  263  a. 

V.  Watts,  ii.  158/ 

V.  Wegener,  L  131  a. 

V.  WelU  and   Another,   L  219  A. 

iL70^. 
Weonards,  St,  ii.  158  c.  158  e. 
West,  356  a. 
Westby,  iL2096.  210. 
Westmark,  iL  158  6.  159  d. 
Weston  under  Penyard,  iL  158i. 
Wheatly,L250A 
.Wheatman,  L  262  b. 
Wheatou  Aston,  iL  159  a. 
Whitaker,  L275a» 


Rex  V.  Whitney,  iL  159  A  16a  160  a. 

V.  Wigg,  L  135  a.  135  A 

V.  Wilkes,  L  250  a. 

V.  Willes,  L  363. 

V.Williams,  LI  32  6. 

V.  Wilson,  L  263  a.  iL  422  c, 

V.  Wiltshire,  Justices  of,  iL  158  a. 

V.  Winter,  L  135. 

—  V,  Wooburn,  L319i. 

V.  Woodcock,  L  263. 

V.  Worcester,  Bishop  of,  L  21  a. 

V.Wright,   L130.    130  a.   135  A. 

250e.  iL101<2.  175  m. 

V.  Yale,  L  66. 

^—^  V.  Yam  ton,  iL  159  6. 

V.  Yarrington,  i.  250. 

V.  Yonge,  L  275. 

V.  York,  Mayor  of,  L28.  17a  iL 

291  r. 

V.  Yorkshire,  West  Riding,  iL  158  i. 

V.  Young,  L  291  c.  iL  72  6. 

Reynard  v.  Chase,  L  312. 
Reynel  v.  Long,  i.  9. 
Reynell's  case,  iL  26. 
Reynell  v.  Champersoon,  L  84. 

V,  Kelsey,  L  317  a. 

V.  Langcastle,  L  1 1 2  a. 


Reynol  v.  Elworthy,  L  162. 
Reynolds  v.  Askew,  L  327/ 

V.  Blackburn,  iL  295. 295  r. 

V.  Buckle,  L  204. 

V.  Doyle,  iL  63/ 


—V.  Gray,  iL  133.  133  A 
—  V.  Grey,  iL  ISSd. 
— V.  Jones,  L  319^.  319  A- 
— V.  Prosser,  L2ia 
-V.Thorpe,  ii.  285. 


Rhemies  v.  Humphreys,  iL  47  tc.  47  x. 
Rhenish  v.  Martin,  iL  385  a. 
Rhind  v.  Wilkinson,  iL  202t. 
Rhodes  v.  BuUard,  L  322. 

V.  Haigh,  iL  133  d: 

V.  Smethursty    iL  63  il 


1216. 
121c. 

Ribbans  v.  Crickett,  L  SSg. 
Rice  V.  Shute,  L  154  b.  291  d.  291  ^. 

291  iL 
Rich,  Lord,  v.  Frank,  L  1. 

V.  Pilkington,  L  291  ff. 

V.  WooUey,  iL  284  d 

Richards  v.  Browne,  L28]. 

^v.  Comford     or     Comforth, 

L285&.iL10lM. 

^v.  Fry,  i.  346.  ii.  175^. 

'  ■     -v.  Heather,  L  291  e.  ii.  121 «. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO- 


Riebards  ▼.  Hodges,  i.  117  a.  iL  189. 

▼.  Mumford,  i.  280  d. 

▼.  Newton,  i.2196. 

V.  Peake,  i.  299^.  299  c, 

▼.  Richards,   L   210  a,  291 1. 

ii.  63/.  121  a. 

"V.  Squibb,  i.  28  d. 

RiehardaoD  v.  AtkiDson,  ii.  47  n. 

—  V.  Capes,  ii.  US. 

V.  Evans,  L  288  b. 

V.  Gifford^  i.  276  a. 

V.  Griffin,  ii.  117^. 

▼.  Hall,  i.  264^. 

V,  Jackson,  i.  SSe. 

— V.  Langridge,  i.  276. 

— V.  Nourse,  i.  327  e, 

V.  Orford,  Mayor  of,  i.  23, 

V.  Tomkies,  i.  92  b. 

▼.  Walker,  ii.  117  i. 

RidUiell  V.  Goddard,  Ii.  2. 

Richmond  v.  Butcher,  ii.  368. 370. 370a. 

V.  Coles,  i.  309  a, 

'  ▼.  Nicholson,  i.  217  /y. 

— ■ V.  Parkinson,  ii,  62  a. 

Rieketta  ▼.  Lewis,  iL  101  ffg. 

▼.  Salwey,  i.  345. 

Riekman  ▼.  Carstairs,  ii.  201  k. 

▼.  Coxe,  i.  299c. 

Rider,  id  re^  i.  32a. 

▼.  Edwards,  L  195 /L 

▼.  Soiith,  i.  322  d.  ii.  ]14c. 

Ridge  ▼.  Hardcastle,  i.  66  a. 
Ridgewmy's  case,  i.  35. 
RidlejT.  Bell,  i.  1356. 
Ridoat  ▼.  Bristow,  ii.  137  c. 

▼.  Brought  i.  28  a. 

▼.  Plymoothj  Earl  of,  ii.  8/ 

▼.  Pye,  it  183^. 

Ridsdale  ▼.  Newnbam,  ii.  201  a. 

T.  Sheddon,  ii.200a. 

R^den  ▼.  VaOier,  i.  186  d.  ii.  97  b. 
R%ht  ▼.  Banks,  i.  277  b.  Ii.  422  c. 

▼.  Backnell,  i.  216. 

▼.  Compton,  i.  185. 

▼•  Cnthcll,  i.  276  c.  276/. 

V.  Darby,  i.  276.  276  c. 

▼.  Price,!.  2806. 

Ri^ey  V.  Lee,  IL  72A. 
Riag  T.  Bold,  IL  94  c. 

T.  Roxborough,  ii.  74  c.  291. 

Ripley's  case,  L  3636. 
Ripley  ▼.  Waterwortb,  i.  261. 
RippiDghall  r.  Lloyd,  iL  3526. 
Rippoa  ▼.  NortoD/i.  210  c. 
Rndak  v*  NewDham,  ii.  201  a. 


Risden  v.  Inglet,  i.  32  a. 
Rishton  v.  Nesbit,  ii.  45  n.  101  cc, 
Ritchie  v.  Atkinson,  i.  320^ 
Rivers  v.  Griffiths,  i.  33  tL 
Riviere  v.  Bower,  i  323. 
Rivis  V.  Watson,  i.  234  6. 
Rix,  in  re,  i.  263  a. 
Roach  V.  Wadham,  i.  241  c.  ii.  97  c 
Roades  v.  Barnes,  iL  103  6. 
Roberts  v.  Arthur,  i.  188. 

V.  Bate,  ii.  63 1.  378  A 

V.  Brown,  i.  131.  244  6. 

V.  Camden,  i.  242  a.  243. 

■ V.  Davey,  i.  287  e. 

— = V.  Howard,  ii.  1226. 

V.  Karr,  ii.  175  /. 

V.  Macord,  ii.  175  t, 

V.  Marriet,  i.   103  a.  284.    ii. 

SS7. 

V.  Moon,  ii.  209  a. 

V.  Read,  ii.  63  c 

• V.  Round,  i.  280  A 

V.  Saville,  L  230  a. 

V.  Tayler,  ii.  300. 

V.  Wyatt,  ii.  47  c. 

Robertson  v.  French,  ii.  201  c  201  L 

202  A.  203  d: 

V.  Hamilton,  ii.  203  a. 

V.  M^Dougall,  i.  180  a. 

V.  Owen,  ii.  61. 

V.  Taylor,  i.  37. 


Robins  V.  Crutchley,  ii.  44  c.  44  c» 

V.  Maidstone,  ii.  103. 

V.  Robins,  L  229. 


Robinson  v.  Alexander,  iL  127/ 

V.  Bambrough,  i.  195d!i 

V.  Bland,  ii.  171  d,  , 

V.  Calwood,  i.  327  6. 

V.  Comyns,  ii.  116.  ii.  42/ 

V.  Cooke,  i.  33  c 

V.  Corbett,  i.  329  a.  ii.  50. 

V.  Day,  ii.  101  i. 

V.  Elsam,  i.  33^. 

V.  Ferreday,  i.  33  c. 

V.  Grey,  ii.  1 1  dL  388  o. 

V.  May,  i.  131  c. 

V.  Powell,  i.  33^. 

V.  Raley,  i.  28  c.  103  c.  346d. 

ii.  295  c.  327. 

V.  Tobin,  ii.  200  a. 

V.  Tonge,  L  219/.  ii.  8 1. 

y.  Touray,  iL  200  a. 

V.  Vaughton,  L  21  a.  iL  200a. 

V.  Walker,  L  154  a. 

V.  Walter,  iL  47  k. 

e  2  ,    , 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Robsert  ▼.  Andrews,  iL  101 «« 
RobsoD,  in  re,  i.  33  a. 
— —  V.  Drammond,  i.  291  i. 
V,  Fallows,  iL  291  L 

—  V.  Rolls,  ii.  47  o, 
Rochester,  Dean  and  Chapter  of,  ▼• 

Pierce,  i.  340  a. 
Rock  V.  Layton,  i.  219  b.  219  c.  333  a. 

V.  Leighton,  L  219*.  219c.  2\9d. 

335.  337  «. 
Rockingham  v.  Penrice,  i.  288^1 
Rodney  ▼.  Strode*  i.  207. 
Rod  well' V.  Phillips,  i.  277  c. 
Roe  y.  Bald  were,  iL  42 /i. 

V.  Berkeley,  i.  236  b. 

V.  Briggs,  L  349.  iL  386. 

V.  Clayton,  L  186. 

V.  Davis,  L  286  b. 

V.  Doe,  iL  133  a. 

V.  Elliott,  L  319  rf. 

V.  Galliers,  L  288  c. 

V.  Gray,  iL  73. 

V.  Griffiths,  L  278  c.  ii.  388  «l 

V.  Harrison,  L   287  dl  288  b.    iL 

V.  Hartly,  iL  101  a. 

V.  Hersey,  L  228. 

V.  Hicks,  ii.  422  d. 

y.  Jeffery,  iL  388  b. 

V.  Jeffreys,  ii.  422  dL 

y.  Jones,  ii.  388  it. 

T.  Loveless,  ii.  422  e. 

V.  Moore^  iL  101  a. 

T.  Paine,  i.  288  a. 

V.  Pierce,  L  276  e, 

V.  Quarterly,  ii.  387. 

V.  Sales,  L  288  b. 

y.  Street,    i.    276  b.    276  e.     ii. 

171a. 

y.  Tranmarr,  ii.  97.  97  a.  97  &. 

v.  Vernon,  L  349. 

y.  Ward,  L  276  c 

v.  Wegg,  L  277  g.  278 1. 

v.  York,  Archbishop  of,  L  236  b, 

2S6d.il9^c. 
Rogers  v.  Allen,  L  269  a. 

— '• V.  Benstead,  i.  28  d. 

v.  Birkmire,  ii.  284. 

v.  Brooks,  iL  175  c^ 

V.  Clifton,  L  130  a. 

V.  Cook,  L  285  a.  iL  210  b. 

y.  Cooke,  iL  117/ 

— ^—  V.  Custance,  L  300^. 

v.  Dallimore,  i.  327  d.  327/. 

■      ■  y.  Hainphreys,  i.  276  a. 
■   ■  y.  Jones,  L  263  a.  iL  1506^^ 


Rogers  v.  Payne,  iL  47  ^j^. 

V.  Pitcher,  L  326  a.  iL  69/. 

V.  Reeves,  ii.  60. 

Rohde  v.  Thwaites,  ii.  47  t. 
Rohl  v.  Parr,  iL202a. 
Roles  v.  Rose  well,  L  58.  iL  187. 
Rolfe  v.  Elthorne,  iL  378  dL 

V.  Steele,  ii.  61  A. 

Roll  V.  Osborn,  iL  18a 
Rolleston  v.  Scott,  iL  26. 
Romilly  v.  James,  ii.  388  e. 
Roo  V.  Apsley,  ii.  107. 
Rooke  v.  Clealand,  ii.  9  a. 

v.  Rooke,  ii.  122. 

Rooper  v.  Raddiffe,  L  280  a. 
Rooth  v.  Wilson,  L  322. 
Roper  v.  Combes,  L  269  c. 

y.  Holland,  iL  1S7  d. 

V.  Lloyd,  L  204. 

Rorke  v.  Dayrell,  L  219  A.  iL  70^. 
Roscorla  v.  Thomas,  L  264  a. 
Roscow  V.  Corson,  iL  202  d. 
Rose  V.   Bowler,    i.    207  c.     285.     ii. 

117  A- 

V.  Cunynghame,  i.  277  h, 

V.  Poulton,  i.  291 1. 320  d.  ii.  $52d. 

y.  Savory,  ii.  137  A 

y.  Spark,  64,  65.  324. 

Ross  y.  Boards,  i.  32  a. 

y.  Hunter,  ii.  202  c.  203  c. 

y.  Johnson,  ii.  47 1. 

v.  Lawrence,  L^2  a. 

y.  Morris,  L  308  a. 

y.  Parker,  ii.  367. 

Rosse  y.  Hodges,  i.  117  a. 
Rotch  v.  Edie,  iL  201  c. 
Rothery  v.  Mannings,  iL  63/ 
Rothwell  y.  Cooke,  iL  201/ 
Round  V.  Hatton,  ii.  293  b. 
Rous  y.  Etheriugton,  ii.  101/ 

v.  Patterson,  i.  195  b. 

Rouse  y.  Barden,  iL  158  c. 
Routh  y.  Thompson,  ii.  203  a. 

y.  Weddell,  i.  291  a. 

Routledge  y.  Abbott,  i.  28. 
V.  Burrell,  i.  215. 

V.  Ramsay,  ii.  64 1. 

Rouveroy  v.  Alefson,  L  33  g. 
Roux   y.    Salvador,   ii.  202  g. 


Rowcliff  v.  Edmonds,  L  242  a. 
Rowden  v.  Malster,  L  348  a. 
Rowe  v.  Bellaseys,  iL  72  dd. 

y.  Huntingdon,  iL  97  c 

v.  Power,  i.  319  dl  iL  45*. 

v.  Rhodes,  i.  33^. 


203  h. 
203y. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO; 


Rowe  T.  Roach,  i.  243/ 

V.   Tutt  or    Tutte,  L  28.  296. 

296  a. 
RoveQ  V.  DyoD,  i.  99.  ii.  5  c. 
RotHumI  ▼.  Veaie,  i.  90.  91  a. 
Roirles  ▼•  Lusty,  ii.  210.  295  c. 
Rovley  V.  Adams,  i.  24^1  d.  322  b. 

▼.  Eyton^  i.  278  <?. 

Rovtinson  t.  Gunstone,  ii.  72  ec. 
Rowntree  r.  Jacob,  L  325. 
Roviby  V.  Manning,  L  327  b,  327  c, 
Rojstoii  T.  Cordrye>  i.  1  a. 
Roxer  t.  Rozer,  L  211  c. 
Rabeiy  v.  Stevens,  i.  1  a.  112. 
Rudder  t.  Price,  ii.  303  a. 
Roddoek's  case,  iL  101/.  101  aa. 
Ruddock  ▼.  Smith,  i.  300  c 
Rvfbfrd  ▼.  Bishop,  iL  259  d. 
Rogbj  Charity  v.   Merreyweather,   ii. 

175111. 
Rogg  T.  Minett,  iL  47 1 
Riuisey  ▼.  Hill,  L  131  b. 
Ramsy  ▼.  Atkinson,  i.  74  c, 
Randal  v.  Eclay,  L  183  a. 
Roah  T.  Baker,  iL  47  x. 

T.  Heighgate,  iL  69. 

Rnshton  v.  Aspinall,  i.  33  b.  228.  228  a. 

iL62a. 
Raahworth  v.  Barron,  i.  327/ 

T.  Beatson,  iL  377  e. 

V.  Taylor,  ii.  47  w. 

RasseTs  case^  iL  6  a. 

Reeel  v.  Coliins,  ii.  35a 

▼.  Haddock,  L  209  a. 

Rasseira  case,  L  217  6.  iL  6  a. 
Rnssdl  V.  Moseley,  L  211. 

T.  Shenton,  iL  1 14  e. 

Rastdl  ▼.  M'Qoister,  i.  243  e. 
Rastoii  ▼  Hatfield,  ii.  47  ee. 
Ratherlbrdv.  Evans,  L  121. 248  </.  340  ft. 
RadancTs  case,  Countess  of,  ii.  47  o. 
RotJand  v.  Rutland,  L  217  ft.  iL  213. 
Ratter  v.  Chapman,  L  23  a.  228  c.  iL 

423  tf. 

V.  Mills,  L  286  ft.  iL  291. 

▼.  Redstone,  iL  101  r. 

Ryal  T.  Rich,  L  83/ 

Rylej  T.  Parkhurst,  i.  337  ft.  347  a. 


SafaiDCT.  Field,iL72  2:. 
Sacbeverel  v.  Bagnol,  iL  233. 
Sachereiell  r.  Frogatt,  L  317. 
Sickrilie  ▼.  Eraoay  L  1. 


Sadgrove  v.  Kirby,  i.  353  a.  353  ft. 
Sadler  v.  Dixon,  ii.  201  ft. 
v.  Robins,  L  195  e. 


Saffery  v.  Jones,  L  35  ft. 
Saffrey  v.  Elgood,  iL  290. 
SafFyd  v.  Adams,  ii.  63  k.  - 
Safiyn's  case,  L  319. 
St.  Alban's  v.  Shore,  i.  320  </.  320  e. 
St  Aubin  v.  Cox,  L  98. 
St  Charles,  National  Bank   of,  y«  De 
Bernales,  i.  340  a.  340  c. 
St  Germains  v.  Willan,  i.  28.  28  ft. 
St  John,  Lord  v.  Houghton,  iL  64  d. 
St  John  v.  Diggs,  iL  414. 
St  John's  case,  i.  263  d, 
Sainsbary  v.  Matthews,  L  277  c. 

V.  Pringle,  iL  72  a.  72  oo. 


Salisbury  v.  Bagot,  L  261  c.  319  e. 

V.  Marshall,  iL  422  ft. 

Salkeld,  in  re,  iL  133  A. 
Sallows  V,  Girling,  ii.  62. 
Salmon  v.  Matthews,  iL  303  a. 

V.  Percivall,  iL  61/ 

V.  Smith,  iL  5  a.  50. 


Salop's  case,  Countess  of,  L  323  c  S23d. 
Salt  V.  Richards,  ii.  101  r. 
V.  Salt  L  33  A. 


Salter  v.  Cobbold,  i.  1  a. 

V.  Kidley,  L  2ia 

V.  Purchell,  ii.  295  ft. 

-V.  Slade,  iL  101  r. 

V.  Woollams,  iL  113  c. 


Salters'  Company  v.  Jay,  iL  175  t. 
Saltern  v.  Saltern,  iL  388  VL  388  m. 
Salvador  v.  Hopkins,  iL  200. 
Salvin  v.  Clerk,  L  319  c. 
Sambom  v.  Harilo,  L  353  a. 
Sambome  v.  Belke,  iL  42  a. 
Sambridge  v.  Housley,  iL  101  u. 
Same  v.  Ketflewell,  iL  201. 
Samms  ▼.  Foster,  L  312  a. 
Samon  v.  Jones,  iL  97  ft. 
- —    V.  Pit  ii.  293. 
Sampayo  v.  De  Payba,  iL  101  a* 
Sampson's  case,  i.  248  ft. 
Sampson  v.  Brown,  iL  72  ftft.  101  k. 

V.  Easterby,  i.  241  ft.  • 

Sams  V.  Dangerfield,  ii.  84/ 
Samuel  v.  Cooper,  IL  64  /. 

V.  Duke,  L  219^. 

V.  Evans,  L   161  a.  iL  60.  61^. 

255  a. 

V.  Royal  Exchange  Ass.  Co.,  ii. 

201 1. 
Sand's  case,  L  206. 
Sandback  v.  Turvey,  iL  319  ft. 
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•NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Sanders  r.  Norwood,  ii.  252  a. 

V.  Savile,  ii.  96  L 

Sanderson  v.  Collman,  i.  S26. 

'• V.  M<CuIlum,  ii.  200  a. 

'  V.  Symonds,  ii.  200  a. 

Sandford  v.  Rogen,  i.  92.  103  b. 
Sands  v.  Lane,  i.  347  a, 

T.  Trefuses,  ii.  1 14  a. 

Sandys  v.  Blodwell,  ii.  127. 

T.  Hodgson,  i.  326. 

Sansom  t.  Bell,  ii.  415  b, 
Santler  y.  Heard,  i.  74  a. 
Sard  V.  Rhodes,  ii.  103  b. 
Sarell  v.  Wine,  ii.  63  L 
Sargent  w  Morris,  ii.  47 1. 

V.  Reid,  ii.  12. 

Sarnefield's  ease,  ii.  27. 
Sarquy  v.  Hobson,  ii.  202  e. 
Satton  V.  Temple,  ii.  422  b. 
Saunders's  case,  i.  323.  iL  234.  259  a. 
259  b.  259  e, 
Saunders  ▼.  Bridges,  i.  219^. 

V.  Hussey,  i.  347  e. 

V.  Johnson,  i.  153.  1546. 

V.  M'Gowan,  ii.  72  o. 

▼.  Mills,  L  181. 131  a. 

V.  Musgrave,  i.  276  b, 

-■  V.  Newman,  ii.  114  a. 

V.  Wakefield,  i.  211. 

y.  Williams,  i.  346- 

Saunderson  y.  Griffiths,  i.  233  b> 
Savage's  case,  L  67  b. 
Savage  y.  Robery,  ii.  307  a. 

y.  Smith,  ii.  203  d.  203  e. 

Savile  v.  Jackson,  iL  187  d, 

y.  Jardine,  i.  246  a.  iL  307  a. 

Saville  v.  Roberts,  L  229  b.  23a 
Savory  y.  Chapman,  L  35  b, 
Sawtell  y.  London,  ii.  200  a,  200  c. 
Sawyer  y.  Mercer,  L  331. ' 

y.  Thompson,  iL  336  d. 

Saxon  v.  Castle,  L  230  a. 

Say  v.  Ellis,  iL  59  b» 

Say  and  Seal  v.  Jones,  iL  1 1 «. 

v.  Stephens,  iL  101  r. 

Say's  case,  L  346  g. 
Sayer  v.  Chaytor,  L  291  a. 

y.  Pocock,  iL  319  a. 

Sayre  v.  Minns,  L  103  d, 
Scaife  v.  Tobin,  iL  207. 
Scales  y.  Cheese,  iL  101  d. 

y.  Jacob,  ii.  64  A. 

Seamier  v.  Johnson,  L  235  b.  346  c. 
Scarborough,  Mayor  of,  v.  Butler,  L 

344. 
Scarfe  v.  Morgan,  ii.  47  iL 


Scarth  v.  Bishop  of  London,  L  274  a. 

275. 
Scawen  v.  Blunt,  ii.  388  it. 
Scheibel  v.  Fairbairn,  L  230  a. 
Schild  y.  Kilpin,  iL  295  a. 
Schletter  v.  Cohen,  iL  68. 
Scholes  y.  Hargraves,  L  28  ef.  346  c. 

346  <2. 
Scholey  y.  Walton,  ii.  64. 
Scilly  y.  Dally,  i.  347  d.  ii.  285.  285  6. 
Scorell  y.  Boxall,  i.  277  c 
Scot  v.  Brace,  iL  101  it. 

y.  Knapton,  iL  101  d. 

v.  Scot,  L  287. 

Scott's  case,  L  285  a. 

Scott  V.  BourdiUion,  ii.  202  A. 

y.  Brest,  L  295.  ii.  5  d, 

v.  Bye,  iL  101. 

v.  Chappelow,  ii.  295  a. 

y.  Dixon,  i.  299.  299  a. 

y.  Franklin,  iL  47  aa. 

-  y.  Gillmore,  ii.  137  A. 

y.  Godwin,  L  154.  291  k. 

^— -  y.  Henley,  i.  38. 

v.  Irving,  iL  200. 

y.  Larkin,  iL  72  a. 

v.  M«Intosh,  iL  127. 

-  y.  Newington,  iL  47  k* 
v.  Parker,  L  269  b. 

y.  Peacock,  i.  35  dl  72  ee. 

y.  Porcher,  L  210  b. 

y.  Scholey,  iL  11  a. 

v.  Scott,  ii.  62. 

y.  Staley,  L  58  li!. 

y.  Stevens,  ii.  137  d. 

v.  Van  Sandau,  iL  133^ 

v.  Waithman,  L  195A. 

ScouguU  v.  Campbell,  iL  171  a. 
Scrimshaw  v.  Westley,  i.  228. 
Scryven  v.  Dyther,  iL  60. 
Scudamore  v.  Crossing,  iL  97  b. 

V.  White,  iL  127  a. 

Scurry  v.  Freeman,  L  295  a* 
Scutt  v.  Hawkins,  i.  242  b.  243. 
Sea  Insurance  Company  of  Scotland  y. 
Gavin,  iL  201  A. 
Seaborn  v.  Moddy,  ii.  1 37  ff* 
Seager  v.  Billington,  iL  137  ^ 
Seal  v.  Crowe,  L  326  b. 
Scale  y.  Scale,  iL  388  L 
Seaman  v.  Dee,  L  210. 
v.  Price,  L  210. 


Searl  v.  Bunion,  L  346^1 
Searle  v.  Darford^  L  21  a.  84  a.  85.  iL 

5  a.  5d, 
Seaton  v.  Booth,  L  276  ft. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Setward  t^  Howey,  L  S27  g* 
Seear  ▼•  AtkinsoDy  ii.  117 1. 
Sedbnirough  v.  Raunt,  ii.  212& 
Seddoo  ▼.  Senate,  ii.  178  a. 
SedgewoTth  v.  Spicer,  ii.  60. 
Sedgworth  ▼.  Overend»  i.  291  m. 
Sedley  t.  Sutheriand,  i.  75. 
Seftoo  V.  Coort,  L  ^9€U 
Se%  ▼.  Bardons,  iL  295.  2956.  295  e. 
295<2.295e. 
Sdlen  ▼.  Bickford,  ii.  US  e. 

V.  Till,  L  243  a. 

Sdman  v.  King,  i.  33  h. 
Selway  ▼.  Fagg,L269dL 
Sdvjrn  ▼•  Selwyn,  ii.  388  nJ 
Senbouae  ▼.  Christian,  L  300  e. 
Setjeant  t.  Fairfax,  ii.  319  A. 
Serie  ▼.  Darford,  L  21  a.  22. 265.  u.  5  b. 

Sd. 
▼.  Waterworth,  iL  137a- 
S€rTa  ▼.  Fyffe,  L  103^. 
Servante  v.  James,  i.  154*. 
Severin  ▼.  Keppell,  it.  47  A-  47  i^ 
SeweUT.Ral^,  L210&. 
Scjiaora ease,  L  26a  261  a.  261  c.  ii. 

St. 
Seymour  v.  Barker,  L  319  & 

▼.  Greenvill,  ii.  68/ 

▼.  Nostrorthy,  i.  279  h, 

Shacken  ▼.  Rosier,  ii.  137  ^ 
Shackle  ▼.  Baker,  L  58  e. 
Shadwdl  ▼.  Hutchinson,  L  322  e. 
Shakespeare  ▼.  Peppin,  L  353  & 
Shank  ▼.  Payne,  i.  295  b. 
Shapland  ▼.  Smith,  ii.  11  (L 
Shannan  t.  Bell,  L  327  e. 

▼.  Steyenson,  i.  33  k. 

Sharp  T.  Gladstone,  L  203 1. 

—  ▼.  Key,  iL  69  c 

—  ▼.  Sharp,  iL  97. 
Shaw  ▼.  Bentail,  u.  201  b, 

▼.  Felton,  iL  203^. 

▼•  Le  Blanc,  iL  42  n. 

V.  Pope,L312d: 

T.  Poynter,  L  312dl 

▼.  Rhodes,  iL  388  o. 

—  ▼«  Thompson,  iL  46  b. 
V.  Weigh,  iL  1 1  e. 

v.  Worcester,  Lord,  L  58  a. 

^leape  r.  Culpeper,  L  195  e. 
Shearm  t.  Barnard,  i.  28. 
Shearwood  v.  Hay,  L  309. 
Sheen  ▼.  Garrett,  i.  235  a. 

▼.  Rickie,  iL  171a.  259  e.  307  c- 

SheqwhaoksT.  Lucas>  iL  42  o.  72  £.  93. 

101 19. 


Sheerman  y.  Thompson,  ii.  137^.  187  A. 
Sheffield  and  Manchester  Railway  y. 
Woodcock,  L  326. 
Sheffield  y.  Orrery,  ii.  388  b. 

V.  Ratdiff,  i.  260. 

Sheldon  y.  Cox,  L  269  b. 

V.  Whittaker,  ii.  291  c. 


Shelly  V.  Wright,  L  102.  103  d: 
Shephard  y.  Halls,  iL  319/ 
Shepherd  y.  Charter,  ii.  107  Oir 

y.  Macreth,  iL  101  ee. 

►y.  Orchard,  iL  101  g» 

-r  y.  Shepherd,  L  279  a. 


Shepley  y.  Dayis,  ii.  47  L 
Sheppard  y.  Baillie,  L  291  d. 

Shoolbred,  L  269  dL 


Sherewood  and  Nonnes'  case,  L  261  c. 
Sheriff  of  Essex's  case,  L  35. 
Sherman  y.  Sherman,  ii.  127  a. 

y.  Withers,  iL  127  ^. 

Sherry  y.  Oke,  i.  327  e.  327/ 
Shenrin  or  Sherwin  y.  Cartwright,  iL 

63  a. 
Sherwin  y.  Smith,  i.  309  a. 
Sherwood  y.  Benson,  i.  35  b» 
Shetelworth  y.  Neville,  iL  7  b, 
Shillibeer  y.  Glyn,  L  312  c. 
Shipley's  case,  iL  226. 
Shipley  y.  Todhunter,  L  130  a.  132a« 
Shipman  y.  Henbest,  L  312  a.  3126. 
'  y.  LethieuUer,  ii.  101  y. 

y.  Stevens,  ii.  117m« 

Shipton  y.  Casson,  ii.  1 37  /• 
Shipwick  y.  Blanchard,  iL  4766. 
Shirley  y.  Newman,  i.  276  c. 
Shoftbey  v.  Waller,  iL  69. 
Shombeck  v.  De  la  Cour,  L  33/ 
Shorland  v.  Govett,  L  300  A. 
Short  y.  Coffin,  L  335. 

y.  Hubbard,  L  195A. 

y.  M'Carthy,  iL  63  e.  63  il 

y.  Smith,  L  280  c. 

Sbortrede  y.  Cheek,  L  211. 
Shortridge  v.  Hiern,  iL  336  c 
Shove  y.  Pinke,  i.  278/ 
Shrewsbury's  case,  L  323e.  323<f. 
Shrewsbury  v.  Ashton,  hundred  of,  iL 

376*. 
y.  Stanhope,  L  130. 


Shum  y.  Farrington,  iL  41 1. 
Shutford  v.  Percowe,  L  33  m. 
Shutt  V.  Procter,  i.  58  b. 
Shuttle  y.  Wood,  iL  71  d.  72  b. 
Shuttleworth  v.  Pilkington,  iL  60  & 
Sibley  y.  Fisher,  ii.  200  b. 

v.  Tomlins,  iL  307  a. 
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NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Sibotii  V.  Kirkman,  ii.  319  a. 
Sicklemore  v.  Thistleton,  i.  33  b.  60. 
60  a.  ii.  171  a. 
Sidgier  v.  Aldus,  i.  9  d. 
Siggers  v.  Lewis,  i.  33  d, 
Sillitoe  V.  Wallace,  ii.  71  e. 
Silly  V.  Dally,  i.  347  e. 
Silversides  v.  Bowley,  i.  33  g* 
Silvester  v.  Wibon,  ii.  lib. 
Simmonds  v.  Middleton,  ii.  72  cc. 
SimmoDs  v.  Norton,  ii.  238.  259. 

r-v.  Swaine,  ii.  2936. 

V.  Swift,  ii.  47  t. 

Simon  v.  Gavil,  i.  324  a. 

V.  Lloyd,  ii.  103  6.  150  a. 

Simonds  v.  Hodgson,  iL  203  a. 
Simons  v.  De  Wints,  i.  98  a. 

V.  Farren,  i.  204  a.  ii.  181  a. 

V.  Johnson,  ii.  48. 

Simpkin  v.  Ashurst,  i.  276  b. 
Simpson  y.  Bloss,  ii.  137  ^ 

V.  Clayton,    i.   195  e.     241  a. 

2416. 

V.  Garside,  ii.  2  c. 

V.  Heath,  ii.  68^.  72  c. 

v.  Ingham,  ii.  415  a. 

▼.  Jackson,  i.  95. 

v.  Johnson,  iL  84  a. 

V.  Lewthwaite,  ii.  158  c. 

V.  Merrill,  i.  91  a. 

V.  Penton,  i.  211  c. 

V.  Routh,  i.  336. 

V.  Walker,  i.  278/. 

Sims  V.  Bond,  i.  291  L 

— ^  V.  Gregory,  ii.  171  6.  291. 
Simson  v,  Cooke,  ii.  415.  415  a. 
Sinclair  v.  Eldred,  i.  230  a. 
Skaife  v.  Jackson,  i.  325. 
Skeat  V.  Oxenbride,  ii.  235  a. 
Skeate  v.  Beale,  ii.  137  u 
Skeath  v.  York,  i.  278  k. 
Skee  V.  Coxon,  ii.  133  e. 
Skeeles  v.  Shearley,  ii.  69  6. 
Skelton  v.  Hawling,  i.  219  c.  219  d. 
Skey  V.  Carter,  ii.  47  cc. 
Skinner  v.  Andrews,  i.  103.  118.  286  a. 
324.3266.  ii.  291  a. 
»  V.  Gun  ton,  i.  195  c.  228  a. 

V.  Kilbys,  i,  103  a.  ii.  181. 

V.  Lambert,  ii.  291  e. 

V.  Rebow,  ii.  63/ 

V.  Shoppee,  i.  24is  a. 

V.  Stocks,  i.  291  /. 

V.  Upshaw,  ii.  47  k. 

V.  Webb,  ii.  101  c. 

Slack  v.  Sliarp,  i.  241  a. 


Slackford  v.  Austen,  i.  35  a. 
Slade  V.  Dowland,  ii.  45/ 

V.  Drake,  i.  140  a. 

V.  Morley,  i.  216  a.  217  a. 

Slanney  v.  Slanney,  ii.  209  c.  « 

Slark    V.    Highgate  Archway   Co.,  i. 

340. 
Slaterv.  Baker,  1.3126. 

V.  Lawson,  ii.  64^. 

Slatter  v,  Slatter,  ii.  44  e. 
Sleigh  V.  Chetham,  ii.  45  n. 

V.  Metham,  iL  97  6. 


Slie  V.  Finch,  iL  47  a. 
Slingsby's  case,  L  154  a. 


154  c. 


Slipper  V.  Stidstone,  iL  117  c. 
Sloman  v.  Heme,  iL  150  d* 
V.  Walter,  L  58  c.  iL  156. 


155  a. 
291 1. 


Sloper  V.  Allen,  i.  846/ 
Slowley  V.  Eveley,  i.  207  6. 
Slowman  v.  Dutton,  L  242  a. 
V.  Walter,  L  58  c. 


Sly  V.  Finch,  ii.  71  6.  344.  345. 
Smailes  v.  Wright,  iL  133.  133  a.  133  6. 
Small  V.  Marwood,  i.  291 1.  ii.  137  «. 
Smallcomb  v.  Buckingham,  L  219^. 
Smalley  v.  Kerfoot,  iL  47  x. 
Smalman  v.  Agburrough,  iL  180  6. 
Smart  v.  Easdale,  L  242. 
V.  Hyde,  i.  233  6. 


Smarte  v.  Edsun,  ii.  51. 
Smartle  v.  Penhallow,  L  348  Vi. 
Smith's  case,  L  344. 
Smith  V.  Abell,  L  319  6.  319  J. 

V.  Algar,  iL  137  a. 

V.  Angel,  iL  7  c.  7  dl  7c. 

V.  Barrow,  iL  117/ 

V.  Birmingham  Gas  Company,  i. 

S4a 

V.  Bond,  L  58  a.  103  c.  ii.  187  o. 

,  V.  Boucher,  i.  28  a.  317. 

V.  Boughton,  iL  7d.  iL  48  6. 

V.  Bower,  ii.  63  A. 

V.  Bowles,  ii.  303. 

▼.  Briscoe,  L  327/ 

V.  Bustard,  L  287. 

Carey,  i.  243  a.  243  d. 
Clench,  i.  337  6. 
Clyfford,  iL  42  p. 
Coffin,  iL  45  g, 
Compton,  L  60  a. 
Cooker,  iL  1 17  a. 
Cranshaw,  L  230. 
Cuff,  iL  137*. 
Day,  L  250^. 


V. 

▼. 

V. 
V. 
V. 
V. 
V. 
V. 
V.  . 


V.  Dearmer,  L  278  <^. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Smith  T.  Dickenson,  i.  58  r. 
• T.  Dixon,  iu  207  c.  291  a. 

▼.  Dovers,  i.  103  h. 

▼.  DnfUey,  ii.  61  *- 

▼.  Edge,  L  296a.  300^ 

V.  Eggington,  i.  SOOA. 

V.  Evans,  L  ^0  b. 

V.  Feyerell,  i.  346  a.  346  6. 

V.  Fielder,  ii,  133e. 

V.  Forty,  ii.  127  c?. 

V.  Goddard,  ii.  47  oo- 

T.  Goldsworthy,  i.  9  dL 

T.  Hall,iL61/ 

T.  Harmon,  iL  72  q,  72  «e. 

T.  Haward,  ii.  171  e. 

T.  Hill,  ii.  121  a. 

T.  Hillier,  ii.  5  b.  Sd. 

V.  Jennings,  ii.  367  a. 

T.  Johnson,  L  33  a. 

T.  Kirfoot,  ii.  62  r. 

T.  Knowelden,  L  121  a. 

V.  Livesey,  ii.  7.1  b, 

T,  Mapleback,  L  236  a.  ii.  47  gg. 

150  b. 

V.  Marnible,  iL  422  b. 

T.Martin,  u  22a.  322.  ii.  103. 

114  6. 

T.  Matthews,  i.  130  a. 

— ^  V,  Milles,  L  275  a.  ii.  47  ce, 

y.  Nicholls,  L  926. 

— ^   V.  Nicholson,  ii.  101  L 

T.  Grid,  ii.  47/>. 

T.  Parker^  ii.  SL9<9a. 

▼.  Parkharst,  i.  319  a.  ii.  382  a. 

▼.  Plomer^  ii.  47  tL 

Y.  Pocklington,  L  322  c, 

T.  Poole,  iL  64a.  64 i. 

V.  Potter,  L  312  a. 

-  ▼.  Prager,  i.  295  c. 

-  T.  Richardson,  L  130. 

▼.  Robertson,  iL  203 1. 

▼.  Royston,  L  299  c. 

▼.  Scott,  iL  202  a. 

V.  Skipwith,  iL  101  y. 

▼.  Smith,  i.   103  d.    275.   291  L 

291  m.  iL  101  V.  137  t.  319  d. 

V.  Smyth,  L  74.  ii.  101  ee. 

-  T.  Spooner,  L  243^1 

▼•  Stapleton,  L  235  a.  iL  175  o. 

-  V.  Stokes,  iL  47/?. 

-  ▼.  Surman,  i.  277  c. 

T.  Tanner,  L  103  6. 

▼.  Thomas^  L  130a.  131.  243if. 

• — •  T.  Vanger  Colgay,  i.  217  6. 

T.  Walton,  i- 276  rf 


Smith  V.  Wayt,  L  238. 

V.  Williams,  L  140  b. 

V.  Wilson,  L  320  c. 

V.  Winter,  L  9  e. 

—  V.  Woodcock,  ii.  61  Ii 

—  V.  Woodward,  L  9  ft. 

—  ▼.  Yeomans,  L  9  b* 

V.  Young,  iL  47  A. 

Smithey  v.  Edmonson,  L  58. 
Smithson  v.  Cage,  iL  401. 
Smy  V.  June,  L  319  c. 
Smyth,  ex  parte,  L  288/.  288^. 
Snape  v.  Norgate,  L  33  L  ii.  72  *. 
Snee  y.  Prescott,  iL  47  r. 

Snell  Y.  Phillips,  ii.  63  u 

Y.  Snell,  ii.  367. 

SnellgroYC  y.  Hunt,  L  291  k. 
Snelling's  case,  L  68  a. 
Snook  Y.  Mattock,  iL  72  w.  100  a.  101  *. 
Snow  Y.  Cutler,  iL  422  c. 

—  Y.  Wiseman,  i.  284. 
Snowden  y.  Smith,  L  131  a. 
Soane  y.  Knight,  L  130  a. 
Soar  Y.  Dolman,  L  2S0dn 
Soares  y.  Thornton,  iL  202  c. 
Sollers  Y.  Lawrence,  L  216  ft. 
SoUey  Y.  Forbes,  ii.  48. 

Y.  Gower,  iL  8 1. 

Solly  Y.  Neish,  iL  295.  295  a. 

Y.  Whitmore,  iL  201  h. 

Solman  y.  Heme,  iL  150d!. 
Solomon  y.  Dawes,  iL  47  k. 

Y.  Lyon,  L  92..  103  d. 

Somerset,    Duke    of,    y.   Fogwell,   iL 

327  a. 
SomerYille  y.  Lethbridge,  ii.  lift. 
Y.  White,   iL   101  h.    101  /. 

101^. 


117  ft. 


Somes  Y.  Sugrue,  iL  203  k  204. 
Sorsbie  y.  Park,  L  154.  155  a.  ii 
Soulsby  Y.  Hodgson,  ii.  133/ 
South  Y.  Gryffith,  iL  47.  71  d. 

Y.  Tanner,  L  291  h. 

Southampton,  Mayor  of,  y.  Richards,  i. 

275  c. 
Southby  Y.  Stonehouse,  iL  388. 
Southcot  Y.  Bennet,  iL  103  a.  345  a. 
Southcote's  case,  ii.  345. 
Southcote  Y.  Hoare,  L  154. 
Southern  y.  Bellasis,  L  288/ 
Southerton  y.  Whitelock,  iL  137/ 
Southgate  y.  Chaplin,  iL  178. 
V,  Crowley,  ii.  47  z. 


Southwark  Bridge  Company  y.  Sills,  L 

340a. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Southwark,  St.  Saviour's,  v.  Bostock, 

ii.  4s 
Southwel  y.  Browo,  i.  376.  291. 
Sowell  V.  Champion,  L  75. 
Spalding  v.  Mure,  i.  291  e.  HIS  a.  iL  72. 
Spalton  v.  Moorhouse,  ii.  72 1. 
Spanish  Ambaseador  v.  Gifford,  L  920  a. 
Sparke's  case,  L  S5S. 
Sparkes  v.  Marshall,  iL  203  a. 

V.  O'KeUy,  ii.  101  n. 

Sparks  ▼.  Cole,  i.  99.  iu7l  <L 
Sparrow  ▼.  Carruthers,  iL  201  iL  201  /. 

V.  Hardcastle,  i.  278  e.  278/. 

V.  Mattersock,  ii.  69  c. 

V.  Naylor,  ii.  61  a. 

V.  Sowgate,  ii.  71  ^. 

Speake  v.  Richards,  i.  825  a. 
Spears  v.  Hartley,  ii.  67  b, 

Spence  y«  Clarkson,  i.  S27  h. 
Spencer's  case,  i.  241  a.  241  6. 
Spencer  v.  Durant,  i.  15S. 

.▼.  Goter,  ii.  171  b. 

V.  Jacob,  i.  2S0  b» 

i V.  Marriott,  ii.  178  a. 

V.  Parry,  i.  264  c. 

V.  Rutland,  ii.  72  k.  101 1 

▼.  Swannell,  i.  38  a. 

Spicer  V.  Linnell,  ii.  61 1. 
Spieres  v.  Parker,  t.  228.  228  a.  22S  c. 
Spiers  v.  Morris,  ii.  45  m. 
Spilsbury  v.  Micklethwaite,  1.  28. 
Spirt  V.  Bence,  i.  185. 
Spitta  V.  Woodman,  ii.  201  k, 
Spong  T.  Wright,  i.  103  a.  lOSd.  339. 
ii.  64 1.  319  c. 
Spooner  v.  Garland,  ii.  101  /. 
.  V.  Whiston,  ii.  137 ft. 

Spragge  v.  Stone,  i.  278  k. 
Sprigens  v.  Nash,  ii.  133  6. 
Spring  V.  Barrett,  ii.  72  k. 
Sprowle  V.  Legge,  i.  74. 
Spyer  v.  Thelwell,  i.  286.  ii.  74  rf. 
Squire  v.  Compton,  ii.  44  d. 
Stables  v.  Mellor,  i.  344  a. 
Stacey  v.  Decy,  i.  291  L 
Stackhouse  v.  Bamston,  ii.  65  a. 
Stadtv.  Lill,  i.  211. 
Stafford's  case,  Lord,  ii.  72  AA.  j 

,  Anne,  i.  309.  | 

Stafford,  Earl  of,  v.  Buckley,  it.  388  m.   i 
-^—  Marquis  of,  T.Coy  ney,  ii.  175  m.  I 

MaycH*  of,  v.  Boulton,  L  340  a.  \ 

: ^,v.  Till,  i.  340  a.        ! 

Stafford  and  Worcester  Canal  v.  Trent 

and  Mersey,  ii.  336  a. 
Staines  v.  Mainwright,  ii.  137  A. 


Stamford's  case,  ii.  136. 
Stamford,  Lord,  ▼.  Nedham,  ii.  69  cf. 

101  r. 

V.  Pawlett,  ii.  114/ 

Stamma  ▼.  Brown,  ii.  202  d. 
Stammers  v.  Yearsly,  i.  28  c.  300  h. 
Stamper  ▼.  Milbourne,  ii.  61  a.  61  r. 
Stancliffe  v.  Hardwicke,  ii.  47 Z'* 
Stanford*s  case,  it.  63/. 
Stanford  v.  Cooper,  ii.  148  J. 
Stanian  t.  Daries,  i.  74  c.  74  if. 
Staniford  v.  Sinclair,  i.  282  a. 
Stanley  v.  Bernes,  i.  275. 

V.  Feame,  i.  66. 

V.  Hayes,  ii.  178  b. 

V.  Wharton,  ii.  284  b.  284  c. 

Stannard  v.  Forbes,  i.  60  a. 
Stansfield  v.  Habergham,  ii.  386. 
Stanton  v.  Barnes,  i.  146. 

V.  Smith,  ii.  307  a. 

Stanyon  t.  Davis,  i.  74  e. 
Staple  ▼.  Hayden«  ii.  43  r. 

▼.  Heydon,  i.  323  a.  ii.  48  e. 

Stapleton's  case,  ii.  96. 
Stapleton  t.  Nowell,  i.  33  m. 

V.  Sherard,  i.  261  c.  319  e. 

V.  Stapleton^  i.  260. 


Star  V.  Rookesby,  ii.  9  c. 
Stationers'  Co.  v.  Tooke,  i.  340  a.    ' 
Stavers  v.  Curling,  i.  320  cf.  ii.  156  e. 
Stead  V.  Gascoigne,  ii.  47  cc. 

V.  Liddard,  i.  211. 

V.  Moon,  i.  291  b. 

V.  Salt,  ii.  6ia 

Steam  Navigation  Company  v.Guillon; 

i.  96  b. 
Steavenson  v.  Corporation  of  Berwick^ 

i.  3d«r. 

V.  Oliver,  i.  809  a. 

Stedman  v.  Gooeh,  i.  275  b» 

V.  Robinson,  i.  74  c. 

Steel  V.  Prickett,  ii.  161. 
V.  Rork,  ii.  9  c. 


Steele  v.  Mart,  i.  291. 

V.  Wright,  ik  4226. 

Steeple  v.  Bonsall,  i.  327  e. 
Steers  v.  Lashley,  iL  137A. 
Steinman  v.  Magnus,  ii.  137  iE. 
Stennel  v.  Hogg,  i.  28  c.  iL  137  a.  3196; 
Stephens  v.  Cooper,  iL  73. 

V.  Elwall,  iL  47  m. 

V.  Etherick,  ii.  73. 

V.  Medina,  ii.  352  b. 

V.  Squire,  L  21 1  6.       •    • 

V.  Stephens,  iL  388^.  388  A  * 

V.  Taprell,  L  279  e. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO, 


Stephens  ▼.  Wataon,  i.  135  h.  250e. 
StepheDson  v.  Hart,  iL  47  i. 
— — —  V.  Stephenson,  L  274?. 
Sterling  ▼.  Tanner,  ii.  10  Ix. 

▼.  Vaughan,  ii.  203  a. 

Stevenson  v.  Cameron,  iu  Gib. 

V.  Grant,  iL  72  y. 

T.  Lambard,  L  241  e.u.lSld, 

V.  Soow^  ii.  201/1 

Stevard'a  case,  iL  26. 
Stevard  v.  Howey,  iL  376/ 

V.  Lombe,  iL  259  c. 

V.  Wolyeredge,  L  241  d  328*. 

Stewart  ▼.  Aberdein,  ii.  200. 
V.  Canty,  iL  20a 

V.  Steele,  ii.  208^. 

Stibbs  T.  Clough,  L  9c.  317.  iL  414. 
Stiemeld  v.  Holden,  iL  47  n. 
Stile  V.  Finch,  iL  63  a. 

V.  Nokes,  L  130«. 

Stileman  v.  Ashdown,  iL  7  a.  7*. 
Stiles  T.  Triste,  L  327  cf. 
Stilk  T.  Meyrick,  iL  137  u 
Still  ▼.  Halford,  iL  62  6. 

V.  Raymond,  iL  42  m, 

Stirke  ▼.  Bates,  L  247. 
Sl  John  V.  Diggs,  iL  414. 
Sdriiog  T.  Clayton,  iL  209  a. 

T.  Vaughan,  ii.  203  a. 

Stoek  ▼.  Mawson,  iL  137  m. 
Stockdale  ▼•  Chapman,  ii.  319  a. 

v.  Dunlop,  iL  47  «.  203  a. 

V.  Hansard,  L  131  6. 

▼.  Tarte,  L  248. 

Stocklej  V.  Homidge,  L  75.  2306. 
Stocknuio  ▼.  Hampton,  i.  9. 
Slodhart  ▼.  Palmer,  iL  291  c. 
Stokes's  case,  iL  136. 
Stokes  ▼.  Bate^  L  275  b. 

V.  Booth,  ii.  175  d. 

T.  Cooper,  L  204  a. 

V.  Lewis,  L  264  6; 

.  T.  Oliver,  iL  96  a. 

Stooe  ▼.  Atwoll,  iL  117fli. 

T.  Bliss,  LI  17. 

■  ▼•  Marsh,  iL  47 1. 
— —  T.  Newman,  L  260. 

V.  Phillips,  L  32  0. 

■  ▼.  Rawlinson,  L  8  6. 
^— ^   T.  Stone^  L  151. 

-  V.  Waddinglon,  L  74  c. 

▼.  Whiting,  L  236  e. 

Stoneboose  t.  De  Silva,  iL  47  ao. 
▼.  Evelyn,  L  2806. 

■  V.  Ewen,  iL  69  e. 
•^— — ..  V.  Mnllins,  i.  35. 


Storer  v.  Gordon,  L  154  a.  320  (f. 
Story,  in  re,  L  327  c. 
Story  V.  Atkins,  L  68. 

V.  Fry,  iL  121  c. 

V.  Richardson,  i.  154. 

Stott  V.  Stott,  L  221  a. 
Stoughton  V.  Leigh,  iL  456.  466. 
Stow  V.  Bardolph,  L  236  e. 

Stowel  V.  Zoach,  L  258  a.  319  i.  iL  121  e. 
Strachan  v.  Thomas,  iL  66. 
Stracy  v.Bank  of  England,  iL  137t.  l^Oa. 
Strafford  v.  Wentworth,  L  288/. 
Strange  v.  Lee,  iL  415. 
Strangeways  v.  Robinson,  iL  84.  84  6. 
Stratford  v.  Neale,  i.  140  a. 

V.  Wentworth,  L  288/ 

Strathmore  v.  Bowes,  L  278c.  278  <i 
Stratton  v.  Payne,  iL  388  il 

V.  Rastall,  i.  325. 

V.  Savignac,  ii.  63  ^  63 1. 


Strauss  v.  Schmidt,  i.  279  dL 
Streatfield  v.  Halliday,  i.  291  ^.  iL  47  oo. 
Street  v.  Blay,  L  269€2.  iL  1506. 

V.  Brown,  L  9«. 

V.  Hopkinson,  iL  101  A.  101  oa. 

101 66.  101  ec. 
V.  Rigby,  iL  133  A. 


Streeting  v.  Hinde,  L  235. 
Strickland  v.  Maxwell,  iL  352  c. 
V.  Strickland,  iL  8 1. 


Stringer's  case,  i.  346. 
Strithorst  v.  Graeme,  ii.  1176. 
Stroade's  case,  i.  344  a. 
Strode  v.  Birt,  L  346. 

V.  Russell,  L  183. 


Strong  V.  Harvey,  L  33  c. 
V.  Natally,  iL  201  /. 


Strother  v.  Hutchinson,  L 195/  ii.  101 L 
V.  Randerson,  L  300  c. 


Stroud  V.  Hoskins,  L  140  a. 

V.  Roper,  iL  117  d, 

Strowd  V.  Keckwith,  L  268  dl 
V.  Willis,  L  216. 


Strutt  V.  Smith,  L  269  d. 
Stuart  V.  Lovell,  L  131 6.  243  ew 
V.  Rogers,  iL  336  dL 


Stubbs  V.  Lainson,  L  269  6.  iL  207  a. 
Studd  V.  Acton,  iL  59  a. 
Studdy  T.  Saunders,  L  2696. 
Studly  and  Butler's  case,  L  169. 
Stukely  v.  Butler,  L  286  a.  ii.  291  a 
Sturdy  v.  Amaud,  iL  48.  48  a. 
Sturton  V.  Pierpoint,  ii.  210. 
Style  V.  Hearing,  L  2046.  322  a. 
Styles  V.  Wardle,  L  291. 
Subley  v.  Mott,  i.  230  a. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Sudall  V.  Wytham,  i.  35- 
Sugars  ▼.  Concanncn,  ii.  68  a. 
Suggs  v.  Sparrow,  ii.  72  bb. 
Sullivan  v.  Greaves,  iL  137  A. 
Summers  v.  Ball,  i.  23. 

V.  Grosvenor,  i-  33^- 

Summersett  ▼.  Jarvis,  ii.  47*o. 
Surman  v.  Shelleto,  i.  246. 
Surrey  Canal  Co.  V.Hall,  iL  I59d.n5m. 
Sury  V.  Brown,  iL  368.  370. 

V.  Cole,  iL  370. 

Sutcliffe  v.  Eldred,  ii.  101  k. 
Sutherland  v.  Pratt,  ii.  201  d. 
Sutton,  ex  parte,  i.  241  a. 
Sutton  V.  Bishop,  iL  148  a. 

v.  Buck,  iL  47^. 

V.  Clarke,  L  291  g. 

V.  Fenn,  i.  308  a. 

v.  Hawkins,  L  33  e. 

V.  Sutton,  L  280  c. 

Swain  v.  Morland,  L  219  A.  ii.  70^. 

V.  Shepherd,  iL  47  r. 

Swales  v.  Bateman,  i.  295  6. 
Swallow  V.  Beaumont,  i.  233. 

V.  Emberson,a.  291m. 

Swan's  case,  i.  84. 
Swan  v.  Blair,  L  309  c. 

V.  Sutton,  iL  72  m. 

Swancott  v.  Westgarth,  iL  2. 
Swann  v.  Broome,  ii.  420. 
Swannock  v.  Lifford,  ii.  44  d, 
Swansborough  v.  Coventry,  i.  323.  ii. 

114  a. 
Swanwick  v.  Sothern,  iL  47  ti. 
Swayn  v.  Stephens,  ii.  121  a. 
Sweatland  v.  Squire,  i.  33  c. 
Sweet  v.  Lee,  L  195  c. 
Sweetapple  v.  Goodfellow,  iL  101  k. 
-  V.  Jesse,  i. 


Sweeting  v.  Asplin,  i.  21 1  c. 

V.  Halse,  ii.  73  a. 

Swift  v.Nott,  iL  117^ 

V.  Roberts,  i.  278  ff. 

Swinford,  in  re,  i.  251. 

Sword-blade  Co.  v.  Dempsey,  iL  101  a. 

Syeds  v.  Hay,  ii.  47  n, 

Sykes  v.  Dixon,  L  21 1  a.    * 

Symes  v.  Goodfellow,  1. 327c . 

Symmons  v,  Blake,  i.  243  c. 

Symonds  v.  Knox,  ii.  291  d,  291  c. 

v.  Shedden,  ii.  202  t. 

Syraons  v.  Hearson,  ii.  47  b, 

V.  Blake,  ii.  138  b. 

Sympson  v.  Gray,  ii.  72  d, 

. V.  Hornsby,  i.  278  a.  . 

^v.  Juzon,  iL  101  gff. 


Sympson  V.  Southern,  L  151. 
Symson  v.  Kirton,  i.  279  g* 
Synge  v.  Jervoise,  L  ^27  j^ 


Tabart  v.  Tipper,  i.  121. 
Tabbs  V.  Bendelack,  ii.20la. 
Tabram  v.  Freeman,  iL  137  A. 
Tagart  V.  Hooper,  L  280  e. 
Tait  V.  Levi,  ii.  201  b. 
Talbot  V.  Hodson,  l5Sd, 

V.  Spear,  iL  74  6. 

V.  Talbot,  L  279. 

V.  Woodhouse,  L  312  c. 


Talbutt  V.  Clark,  L  131  a. 
Talentine  V.  Denton,  iL  303  a, 
Tallent  v.  Jermyn,  ii.  209  a. 
Talory  v.  Jackson,  iL  67  a. 
Tarn  v.  Williams,  L  67. 
Tandy,  in  re,  ii.  293  b. 
Tanner  v.  Bennett,  iL  203  h. 

v.  Hague,  L  35  a. 

V.  Small,  L  136  a. 

V.  Smart,  iL  64^.  64  A.  64  ». 


Tansley  v.  Turner,  ii.  47  t. 
Tapley  v.  Wainwright,  L  2996.  299  c; 
Tapner  y.  Morlott,L  319  A. 
Tapscot  V.  Wooldridge,  i.  9  c  ii.  409. 
Target  v.  Gaunt,  L  1 17  6.  iL  388  L 
v.  Loyd,  i.  1 17  6. 


Tarpley  v.  Blabey,  L  132  a. 
Tarrant  v.  Morgan,  L  33  g. 

V.  Randal,  ii.  94  c. 

Tashmaker  v.  Edmonton,   hundred  of, 

iL  376  (/. 
Tastet  V.  Shaw,  L  291  u 
Taswell  v.  Stone,  ii.  101  k. 
Tate  v.Gleed,iL  290  a. 

V.  Wellings,  L  295.  295  a. 


V.  Whiting,  i.  285  a. 

Tatem  v.  Perient,  ii.  206. 
Tatham  v.  Hodgson,  iL  203  c. 
Tatlock  V.  Smith,  iL  137/1  ii.  150a. 
Tattersall  v.  Groote,  ii.  47  y.  133  h. 
Taunton  v.  Costar,  iL  69/ 
Tayler  v.  Marling,  iL  133^. 

V.  Waters,  iL  113  a.  113  6. 


Taylerson  v.  Peters,  ii.  285. 

Taylor,  in  re,  i.  327  A 

Taylor  v.  Baker,  ii.  103  a.  103  6. 

V.  Biddall,  ii.  388/.  388^. 

V.  Clow,  iL  596.  60  a. 

V.Cole,  L  14.  28.  28c.  800*. 

iL  69.  69/ 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


-T. 
-V. 

-V. 

-y. 


Tijlor  T.  CartiAy  iu  207. 

y.  Gregory,  ii.  1  e.2a, 

.  Harris,  ii.  72  n. 
Hilary,  i.  211  c. 
Holman,  ii.  219. 
Horde,  iL  42  c 
How,  i.  242. 
-T.  Kymer,  iL  415  a« 
-▼•  Markham,  ii.  295  e. 
-v.  Needham,  i.  526  a. 
-T.  NicholU,  i.  3006.     . 
-V.  Parry,  iL  47^. 
-▼.  Richardson,  ii.  €1  ^. 
Shum,  i.  241  d. 
Shuttleworth,  ii.  ISS^. 
Smith,  i.SOOcf. 
Va]e»  ii.  97  e. 
.Webted,  i.229a. 

▼.  Whitehead,  i.  S22i;.  ii.  114  c. 

161. 

▼.  WilkiDSon,  i.  318.  ii.  72. 

T.  Williams,  i.  230  b. 

T.  YouDg,  i.  241  a. 

Teagne  t.  Hubbard^  i.  291  h. 

T.  Morse,  i.  286. 

Tesly.  Auty,  L277</. 
Tebbe  v.  Popplethwayte,  ii. 
Tebbott  y.  Voules,  i.  278 1. 
Tebbatt  y.  Selby,  i.  228  6. 

y.  Ambler,  iL  62  a. 

Teed  y.  Elworthy,  L  291  L 

y.  Martin,  ii.  203  d. 

Teesdale  y.  Clement,  i.  2^SiL 
Tempany  y.  Bumand,  i.  233  b. 
Temple  y.  Chandos,  L  278. 
Templeman  and  Reed,  in  re,  iL  133^ 
Tenant  y.  Goldwin,  i.  322.  322  a.  323. 

iL  il4i2. 
Tennant  y.  Henderson,  ii.  200  c. 

y.  Strachan,  ii.  470. 

Tenny  y.  Agar,  ii.  388  d, 

^y.  Jooes,  iL  175  dL 

^y.  Moody,  L  287  *.  ii.  1 1  b. 

Terry  y.  Dantze,  i.  S20b. 
Tesmond  y.  Johnson,  i.  118.  286  6.  IL 

290  c. 
Teaseyman  v.  Gildart,  L  195  A. 
Tessimond  ▼.  Yardley,  L  136&. 
Tetberington  y.  Golding,  ii.  72. 
Tew  y.  Winterton,  L  .58  A. 
Tewkesbary  y.  Brichnell,  iL  114e. 
y.  Diston,  iL  1 14  «. 


Thayer  v.  Thayer,  ii.  62. 
Thelluson  y.  Ferguson,  ii.  201  h. 
Thellusson  y.  Fletcher,  ii.  107. 202. 202 1. 
y.  Woodford,  iL  387. 


Theobald  y.  Crickmore,  ii.  336  6. 
y.  Long,  i.  92  a. 


97. 


Tey's  ease,  iu  46  c. 
Thackeray  y.  Turner,  ii.  72. 
Tkackray  y.  Harris,  ii.  71  e. 
Thazhie  y.  Smith,  ii.  171  e. 


Thetford  v.  Thetford,  ii.  180  a. 
Thimbleby  v.  Barron,  iL  48.  150  a. 
Thorn  y.  Chinnock,  L  74  d. 
Thomas  ▼.  Cadwallader,  iL  156  c.  352c. 

y.  Cook,  i.  211  c  236  b.  236  c, 

236  c. 

V.  Courtnay,  ii.  137  ^ 

y.  Desanges,  ii.  148  d, 

V.  Evans,  L  33  c.  211  c.  279^. 

V.  Foyle,  ii.  203  d. 

— —  V.  Harris,  iL  72/. 

V.  Heathom,  L  28  b.  iL  137  h. 

V.  Marsh,  i.  300  d, 

V.  Pemberton,  L  241. 

V.  Thomas,  L  185.  276  d.  323  b. 

iL  137  A.  137  i. 

y.  Willoughby,  iL  319  a. 

y.  Young,  iL  71c. 

Thompson  v.  Atkinson,  i.  33  g> 
■  V.  Bemand,  i.  130  a. 

y.  Bernard,  L  243  c 

y.  Bristow,  i.  35  a. 

y.  Brown,  iL  415  a. 

V.  Charnock,  iL  133  A. 

—  y.  Collier,  ii.  210  i. 

V.  Dicas,  L  318  a.  ii.  2. 

V.  Farden,  i.  195  A. 

y.  Gibson,  ii.  171  rf. 

y.  Holt,  L  1406. 

V.  Hunt,  L  334. 

y.  Jackson,  i.  33  L  ii.  807  a. 

V.  Leach,  ii.  383.  383  a. 

y.  Lewis,  i.  309  a. 

V.  Maberley,  L  202  a. 

V.  Mashiter,  iL  290  a. 

V.  Osbom,  ii.  64  A. 

V.  Perceval,  ii.  300  a. 

V.  Rock,  L  161  a.       • 

y.  Rowcroft,  iL  2026.  203^. 

V.  Shackell,  L  130  a. 

V.  Thompson,  L  219. 

V.  Trail,  iL  47  k. 

V.  Whitmore,  ii.  202  a. 

V.  Withers,  L  235  b. 

Thomson  y.  Brown,  ii.  47^^. 

V.  Clerk,  ii.  5  d. 

V.  Leach,  i.  236  c. 

y.  Moore,  ii.  68  b. 

V.  Rock,  i.  161  a. 

V.  Stent,  iL  117^. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Thomson  v.  Wilson,  i.  236  «. 
Thoresby  v.  Sparrow,  i*  9  b, 
Thorlej  t.  Kerry,  i.  247  a. 
Thorn  v.  Watkins,  i.  275. 
Thome  ▼.  Fuller,  i.  210  c. 

V.  Thorne,  ii.  97  &. 

Thornel  v.  Lassels,  i.  14  a.  28. 28  b. 
Thorneton  v.  Bernard,  ii.  74  a. 
Thorney*8  case,  i.  250  a, 
Thornton  v.  Adams,  ii.  284  b, 

V.  Curling,  i.  275. 

-, V.  Dallas,  ii.  72  A. 

V.  Illingworth,  ii.  64  h. 

V.  Jenyns,  i.  264  a. 

,  V.  Place,  ii.  150  &. 

V.  Williamson,  i.  300  c. 

Thoroughgood  r.  Scroggs,  ii.  101  x^ 
Thorp  V.  Thorp,  ii.  352  d. 

V.  Wingfield,  ii.  84/ 

Thorpe  v.  Beer,  iL  101 1. 

V.  Booth,  ii.  63  dL 

V.  Cole,  i.  32  «.  324. 

▼.  Cooper,  i.  33  a. 

V.  Hook,  iL  72^. 

V.  Thorpe,  i.  320  a.  320  b.  320  c. 

320/.  ii.  107  b. 
Thrale  v.  Cornwall,  i.  238.   240.   241. 

241  li. 

V.  Vaughan,  ii.  101 «.  101  o. 

Throckmorton  v.  Tracy,  i.  216.  228  a. 
Throgmorton  v.  Broke,  ii.  45  m. 
Thrustottt  V.  Bedwell,  ii.  72  o. 
Thurman  v.  Wild,  ii.  207  b. 
Thursby  v.  Halburt,  ii.  337. 

V.  Plant,  i.  241  e.  ii.  181  d.  302. 

304  a.  305  6. 
Thurston  v.  Mills,  i.  219  A.  ii.  70^. 

V.  Thurston,  ii.  47  o. 

V.  Vincent,  i.  74  cL 

Thurtell  v.  Mutford,  Inhabitants  of,  ii. 

378  a. 
Thwaites  v.  Ashfield,  i.  285  a. 

▼.  Gallinton,  ii.  61c. 

Thyniae  v.  Protheroe,  i.  275  b.  ii.  47  ar. 

,  Lord    John,   v.   Stanhope,  i. 

280  c. 
TibbitU  V.  Yorke,  i.  228. 
Tickle  V.  Brown,  ii.  175/ 
Tickner  v.  Tickner,  i.  278  h. 
Tiernay  v.  Etherington,  ii.  201/ 
Tighe  V.  Crafion,ii.  72^. 
Tilburgh  v.  Tarbut,  ii.  388  a. 
Tilford  V.  French,  ii.  62  c. 
Till  Adam  v.  Inhabitants  of  Bristol,  i. 
217  c.  ii.646. 
Tilly  V.  Richardson,  ii.  101  o. 


Tilney  v.  Norris,  i.  1  &. 
Tilsden  v.  Parfriman,  ii.  1. 
Timbrell  v.  Bullock,  i.  204. 
Timbull  V.  Mills,  ii.  47  x. 
Timmins  v.  Rawlinson,  i.  276.  276  «. 
Timmis  v.  Piatt,  ii.  64. 
Timothy  v.  Simpson,  i.  28. 
Tinkler  v.  Prentice,  i.  287. 
Tipper  v.  Bicknell,  i.  264  a 
Tippet  V.  Hawkey,  i.  154.  ii.  117  b. 
Tippets  V.  Hiane,  ii.  64  A. 
Tippin  V.  Cosin,  ii.  \\b, 
V.  G  rover,  ii.  305. 


Tipping  V.  Johnson,  i.  92.  ii.  72  bb* 
Tisdale  v.  Essex,  ii.  177  a.  181  ft. 
Titley  v.  Foxall,  i.  8  b.  9.  90. 296- 
Tocock  V.  Honyman,  ii.  101  /. 
Todd  V.  Hawkins,  i.  130  a. 
Tollemach  v.  Coventry,  ii.  388  A« 
Toilet  V.  Saunders,  ii.  138^. 
ToUit  y.  Sherstone,  ii.  47 1. 
Tolputt  V.  Wells,  i.  333  a. 
Tolson  V.  Fisher,  ii.  45^. 

V.  Kaye,  ii.  101  c 

y.  Watson,  ii.  45  g^ 


Tombs  y.  Painter,  ii.  187  c. 
Tomkins  y.  Gratton,  ii.  72  r. 
V.  Willshear,  ii.  127. 


Tomlin  y.  Brookes,  ii.  Ill  L 

y.  Mayor  of  Fordwich,  ii.  293  b. 


Tomlinson  y.  Arriskin,  i.  327. 

y.  Bentall,  ii.  137/ 

y.  Brittlebank,  i.  242  a. 

y.  Day,  i.  204  a. 

y.  Dighton,  ii.  97. 

V.  Gell,  i.  21 1/ 

Tompson  y.  Hunt,  i,  334. 
Toogood  y.  Spyring,  i.  130  a. 
Took  y.  Glasscock,  i.  235  6.  ii.  175n. 
175  o.  175  p.  283- 

y.  Tuck,  ii.  137*. 

Tooley  y.  Windham,  ii.  1 37  A. 
Toomes  y.  Ethrington,  1.  275  d. 
Tooth  y.  Boddington,  ii.  45/ 

y.  Bagwell,  ii.  45m. 

Toovey  y.  Bassett,  ii.  388  o. 
Topha'm  y.  Braddick,  ii.  127. 

y.  Kidmore,  i.  33  /. 

Torriano  v.  Young,  i.  323  d, 
Totterdell  y.  Glazby,  i.  312  cf. 
Totly  y.  Nesbitt,i.9a. 
Toussaint  v.  Hartop,  ii.  133^. 

y.  Martinnant,  i.264c« 


Towers  y.  Barrett,  i.  269  c. 
Townley  v.  Steel,  i.  112  a. 
Townsend  v.  Gurney,  i.  8 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


TowBson  ▼•  Wibon,  ii.  84  a. 
TiukenBley  v.  Robinson,  ii.  63  a. 
Tnpaud  ▼.  Mercer,  i.  103  a.  103  b. 
Tnsk  V.  French,  i.  140  a. 
Tnmb  t.  Schmidt,  i.  67. 
TnverB  t.  Twistleton,  iL  133. 
TnTis  ▼.  Collins,  i.  Be, 
Treaherae  v.  Cleabrooke,  i.  238. 
Trebarefoot  v.  Greenway,  i.  207* 
Trehlecock's  case,  ii.  61  iff. 
Treene  ▼.  Hiccox,  ii.  5  e, 
Treil  ▼.  Edwards,  i.  219  d. 
TiemeereT.  Morison,  i.  1  6.  28.  112  a. 
Treochard  ▼.  Hoskins,  i.  59. 
Trnit  V.  Hanning,  i.  185. 
Trentbam  y.  DeTcrill,  ii.  64  k, 
Treport's  <»se,  ii.  418  a. 
Tiesbam's  case,  i.  333.  3376.  ii.  49. 
Treswallar  ▼•  Keyne,  i.  169. 
Tretbewy  ▼.  Ackland,  i.  337.  ii.  72  L 
Tieroiian  v.  Howell,  i.  2.  157  d. 
Tieratoik  v.  Hicks,  i.  347.  347  & 
TrereU  t.  Aggas,  ii.  47  ff.  48  a. 
TreTiban  ▼.  Lawrence,  i.  325  a.  ii.  72  «. 

418  c. 
Tierillian  ▼.  Pine,  i.  347  c.  347  d. 
Tierivan  v.  Lawrence,  ii.  71a. 
Trevor  v.  Wall,  i.  74  c.  90.  ii.  171  a. 
TreTors  t.  Michelboume,  i.  195  a. 
Tiickey  v.  Trickey,  ii.  388  c. 
TiiiMier  ▼.  Watson,  ii.  101  n. 
Tripp  ▼•  Armitage,  iL  47  m.  47  «. 
Trippet  ▼.  Eyre,  ii.  133  c. 
Trot  V.  Spnrling,  ii.  148/ 
Trotman  ▼.  Holder,  i.  300  c. 
Trotter  ▼.  Harris,  ii.  114  a.  115. 
Troup  V.  Boffi,  ii.  291  e. 
Trowel  ▼.  Castle,  ii.  200  c. 
Trower  v.  Chadwick,  i.  23  a.  ii.  400  a. 
Trnelock  ▼.  White,  i.  353. 
Tnteman  v.  Fenton,  ii.  64  e.  137^1 

T.  Hnrst,  I.  28  a.  207  c. 

Tnindell  t.  Trowell,  ii.  209  c. 
Tniscott  V.  Carpenter,  i.  28  a.  296. 
Tryer  ▼•  Bridgman,  ii.  101  n. 
TBam,   Archbishop  of,  ▼.  Robeson,  i. 
243  6.  247  a. 
Tnchin's  case,  i.  243  a. 
Toek  T.  Fysoo,  i.  241  a. 

V.  Tooke,  ii.  252  e. 

V.  Tuck,  L  28. 

Toil's  case,  i.  219^2. 
Tucker  ▼.  Newman,  i.  322  e. 

▼.  ThuntoD,  i.  278. 

Toftcm  T.  Temple,  L  21  a. 
Tagman  ▼.  Hoftkins,  ii.  47  m. 


Tullock  V.  Dunn,  ii.  64. 
Tully  V.  Sparkes,  ii.  101  r. 
Tunno,  in  re,  ii.  133  c. 
Tunno  v.  Edwards,  ii.  203 1. 
Tunstall  v.  Trappes,  ii.  69  b. 
TumbuU  ▼.  Moreton,  ii.  61  /. 
Turner's  case,  i.  118.  334.  337  b.  iL'  49. 
Turner  v.  Davies,  i.  264  c. 

V.  Eyles,  L  39. 

V.  Hardey,  i.  326  c. 

V.  Hoole,  iL  137  A. 

V.  Horton,  L  246  A. 

—  T.  Lee,  i.  282* 

V.  Phillips,  L  211  a. 

V.  Richardson,  i.  241. 

— : V.  Smart,  iL  63  L 

v.  Turner,  j.  32  a.  ii.  73  a. 


Tumor  v.  Darnel,  iL  61  a.  68  c. 
V.  Turner,  L  195  A. 


Turquand  v.  Mosedon,  L  291  a. 
Tuson  V.  Evans,  L  130  a. 
Tweedale,  Marchioness  of,  v.  Coventry, 

iL  Sb, 
Twells  V.  Colville,  i.  195  A. 
Twemlow  v.  Askey,  L  33  L 

V.  Oswyn,  iL  202&     . 


Twigg  V.  Potts,  ii.  259  c. 
Twopenny  v.  Young,  iL  48. 
Twynam  v.  Pickard*  L  24]  a.  288  c. 
Twyne's  case,  i.  66. 
Tyler  v.  Bland,  i.  33  d.  33/. 

V.Jones,  iL  133  </. 

V.  Wall,  L  14.  298.  ii.  5  d. 

Tyndal  v.  Hutchinson,  L  38  a.  ii.  187  a. 
Tyrie  v.  Fletcher,  iL  201/ 

Tyrrel's  case,  ii.  11^. 
Tyrrel  v.  Mead,  ii.  42  ^r. 
Tyson  v.  Smith,  i.  341. 

v.  Thomas,  i.  309  c. 

Tyssen  v.  Clarke,  ii.  45  c.  45  A.  45  m. 
Tyte  V.Willis,  iL  388  a. 


U 


Udal  V.  Udal,  ii.  252. 
Ughtred's  case,  i.  320.  320  a.  ii.  107  b. 
Underbill  v.  Devereux,  ii.  7  a. 
Underwood  v.  Parks,  i.  131  a. 
Uppom  V.  Sumner,  L.219A.  iL  70^. 
Upton  V.  Upton,  ii.  48. 
Upward  v.  Knight,  i.  290. 
Urmston  v.  Newcomen,  ii.  137^. 
Urquhart  v.  Barnard,  ii.  201  g. 
Usher  v.  Noble,  ii.  203^. 
I  Usticke  V.  Bowden,  i.  280  e. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Utteraon  ▼.  Uttenon,  i.  260  d.  280  e. 
Utterton  v.  Robins,  i.  278  dL 


Vacher  v.  Cocks,  i.  195  e. 
Vale  V.  Bayle,  ii.  47  r,  47  «. 
Valentine  v.  Fawcett,  i.  195  c. 
Vallance  v.  Dewar,  ii.  200. 

V.  Savage,  i-  322  e. 

V.  Siddel,  i.  295  b.  295  d. 

Vallejo  V.  Wheeler,  ii.  202  c.  202  d. 
Vanaston  v.  Mackarly,  ii.  290  c. 
Vandeput  v.  Lord,  i.  227>  228. 
Vanderbaden  v.  Britten,  ii.  61 1.  61  /. 
Vandyck  v.  Wbitemore,  ii.  201  c. 
Van  Henbeck's  case,  i.  295. 
Vansandau  v.  Nash,  ii.  71  <il  72^. 
Varley  v.  Manton,  i.  117. 
Vastenope  v.  Taylor,  ii.  5  a.  5  b. 
Vaughan*s  case,  ii.  39. 

Vaughan  v.  Atkins,  ii.  422  c. 

V.  Brown,  i.  265. 

■    V.  Davis,  ii.  284  c. 

V.  M enlove,  ii.  400  a. 

V.  Watt,  ii.  47  k. 

V.  Williams,  ii.  101  c. 

V.  Wilson,  ii.  72  p, 

Vaux  V.  Draper,  ii.  116  a. 

-^ V.  Steward,  ii.  116  a. 

Vavasor  v.  Baile,  ii.  72  x. 

v.  Faux,  ii.  101/. 

Vavasour  v.  Ormrod,  i.  233  b, 
Va visor  v.  Brian,  ii.  210  a. 
Vawser  v.  Jeffrey,  i.  278/.  278  ^r. 
Veale  v.  Gatesdon,  i.  334.  ii.  50. 

V.  Roberts,  i.  184. 

V.  Warner,  i.  S3a.  165. 292.  323c. 

iL  293  b. 
.  Ven  V.  Phillips,  i.  300  o.  300  cf. 
Venables  v.  Morris,  ii.  11^. 
Venafra  v.  Johnson,  i.  230  6. 
Vennor,  ex  parte,  ii.  161. 
Vere  v.  Cawder,  it  84. 

V.  Holyoke,  ii.  72  bb. 

Verelst  v.  Rafael,  ii.  101  g.  101  *. 
Vemat  v.  Debuste,  ii.  101  m, 
Vernon's  case,  i.  195  d.  ii.  27* 
Vernon  v.  Alsop,  4.  65  a. 

V.  Jefferys,  i.  154a.  1546.  291 1. 

V.  Smith,  i.  8  a.  241  b. 

1 V.  Vernon,  i.  288  g. 

Verrall  v.  Robinson,  ii.  47  L 
Very  v.  Carew,  ii.  148  a. 
Vesey  v.  Mantell,  ii.  415  &. 


Vessey  v.  Pike,  i.  131  b. 

Vezey  v.  Smith,  i.  8  a. 

Vicars  v.  Haydon,  ii.  37  a.  101  r.  101^. 

V.  Wilcocks,  i.  243/.  243  g. 

Vice  V.  Burton,  ii.  101  c. 
Vickers  v.  Gallimore,  i.  300  c. 
Victors  V.  Davis,  i.  264  a. 
Vigors  V.  Aldrich,  i.  35. 

Villare  V.  Cary,  i.  318  a. 
Villers  v.  Handley,  7  c. 

v.  ^ousley,  i.  247  a. 

V.  Parry,  iL  72  x. 


Villiers  v.  Hastings,  ii.  526.  60  a.  61. 
Vincent's  case,  ii.  68/ 
Vincent  v.  Beston,  i.  28  b. 
V.  Totton,  ii.  94  c 


Vine  V.  Mitchell,  ii.  137^ 

V.  Saunders,  ii.  47  x. 

Viner  v.  Vaughan,  ii.  259  d. 
Violett  V.  Alnutt,  ii.  101  k. 
Vivian  v.  Blake,  i.  300  c. 

V.  Jenkin,  i.  28  a.  97.  ii.  295  «. 

V.  Shipping,  i.  33  6. 

Vooght  V.  Winch,  i.  326. 
Vouchell  V.  Dancastell,  i.  204. 
Vynior's  case,  ii.  133^.  305  c. 
Vyvyan  v.  Arthur,  i.  24a  241  b. 

W 

Waddilove  v.  Bamett,  i.  2046.  276  a. 
Waddington  v.  Bristow,  i.  277  c« 
Waddle  v.  Downman,  ii.  293  b. 
Wade  V.  Malpas,  i.  327  e.  ^ 

V.  Marsh,  i.  282  a. 

V.  Ripton,  i.  309  c. 

V.  Wilson,  i.  295  a. 

Wadham  v.  Marlowe,  i.  241.  302. 
Wadhurst  v.  Damme,  i.  25  d. 
Wadsworth  v.  Gibson,  ii.  101  p. 
Waghorne  v.  Fields,  ii.  1  a. 

v.  Langmead,  i.  219/ 

Wagstaffe  v.  Sharp,  i.  309. 
Waistell  v.  Atkinson,  i.  33  g»> 
Waite  V.  Jones,  ii.  137^ 
Waites  v.  Briggs,  i.  39. 
Waithman  v.  Weaver,  i.  131  a. 
Wain  V.  Walters,  i.  211. 

Wain  Wright  v.  Bland,  ii.  201  a. 

V.  Elwell,  ii.  422  c. 

'  V.  Johnson,  i.  286. 

V.  Seagrave,  ii.  94  «* 

Wakev.  Atty,  ii.  200  c. 

V.  Tinkler,  i.  210. 

WakemaD  v.  Sutton>  i.  211  c 
Walcot  V.  Goulding,  i.  58  a. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Waleott  V.  OchterloDy,  i.  279^. 
Wtldock  T.  Cooper,  i.  74  e, 
Walford  ▼.  SaTil,  iL  210^. 
Walker's  case,  i.  204  o.  240  a.  241  a. 

241&241e.  iLS04a. 
Walker  v.  Barnes,  i.  33  d, 

▼.  Freeby,  i.  91  a, 

V.  Gelling,  ii.  72/. 

▼.  Hall,  ii.  97*. 

▼.  Harris,  i.  241  b. 

V.  Holyday,  ii.  65  a. 

▼.  Lumb,  ii.  68  a. 

V.  Priestly,  i.  587. 

▼.  Rawson,  i.  83  m. 

▼.  Reeves,  i.  202  a.  203.  233  a. 

V.  RostroD,  i.  210  6. 

V.  RicbardsoD,  i.  236  L  236  e. 

V.  Stokoe,  ii.  101.  101/.  101  tr. 

101  bb.  291/. 

V.  Witter,  ii.  210  b.  344. 

WaUT.  Bright,  i.  277^. 
Wallace  t.  Breeds,  ii.  47 1 
T.    Cumberland, 


V.  King,  ii.  47  bb* 


Duchess  of, 
i.  9  c.  317. 


Wallcot  ▼.  Gouiding,  i.  58  a.  ii.  187. 
W^aDenv.  Holton,  i.  311. 
WaQer  t.  Lacy,  ii.  64 1. 
WaUisT.  Day,  iL156& 

T.  Goddard^  ii.  171  a. 

▼.  Harrison,  L  9a.  291«i.  ii.  1 13  6. 

-  V.  Levis,  iL  117/ 

T.  Saril,  iL  209  c. 

T.  Savill,  L  201. 

▼.  Scott,  L  33  &. 

Wallop  T.  Irwin,  iL  72  A. 
Walk  T.  Atcheson,  L  236/ 
Walmsley  v.  Cooper,  ii.  48.  150^. 

V.  Russell,  ii.  307  a. 

Walsal  T.  Heath,  iL  180  a. 
Walsh  ▼.  Andrews,  i.  67  c. 

▼.  Shaw,  iL  5  A. 

Wakingham's  case,  L  260. 
W^alter  ▼.  Drew,  iL  388. 

V.  Farmer,  iL  74  a. 

W^alters  v.  Hodges,  iL  175  n. 

▼.  Pfeil,  L  291  «i.  ii.  400  a.  ' 

Walthall  ▼.  Aldrich,  iL  319  d. 
Waltham  t.  Sparkes,  i.  21  a. 
Walton  T.  Bent,  ii.  61  b. 

▼.  Johnson,  ii.  421  a. 

V.  Kersop,  L  347. 

T.  Waterhouse,  L  323  d.  ii.  180a. 

207  c?.  421  a. 
Waodky  v.  Smith,  ii.  84  b. 
Wankford  v.  Wankford,  ii.  103  b. 

VOL.   I. 


Wansbrough  v.  Maton,  iL  259  d 
Waples  V.  Eames,  ii.  201 1. 
Warburton  v.  I  vie,  ii.  418  c. 

V.  Storr,  ii.  133^. 

Ward  V.  Bevil,  ii.  388  /. 

V.  Bird,  iL  137  k. 

V.  Brampston,  iL  116  6. 

V.  Brurafit,  iL  71  e. 

V.  Bryne,  iL  156  b, 

V.  Dettensam,  ii.  238. 

'  y.  Gansell,  ii.  72  aa, 

-^ V.  Hall,  ii.  293  c. 

V.  Harris,  L  228. 

V.  Henley,  i.  1 95 1 . 

'^ V.  Honeywood,  i.  90.  IL  2. 

' V.  Hunter,  ii.  63  L 

-  V.  Lakin,  i.  347.  347  a. 

V.  Lavile,  L  347. 

V.  Levi,  iL  101  A. 

V.  Mason,  L  195e. 

V.  Moore,  L  278*. 

— r-  V.  Philips,  i.  279  a. 

V.  Rich,  iL  171. 

V.  Thomas,  i.  386. 

V.  Uncorn,  i.  33.  324  a. 

V.  Weeks,  L  243/  244  c. 

Warden  of  St  Saviour  s,  Southwark,  v. 

Bostock,  iL  415  b. 
Warden  v,  Fermor,  i.  58  a. 
Ware  v.  Bluck,  ii.  388  a. 

v.  Boydell,  L  308  a. 

Wargent  v.  Hellings,  L  280  d. 
Waring  v.  Danvers,  ii.  50  a.    " 

V.  King,  L  276  b. 

Warmoll  v.  Young,  L  219^. 
Warne  ▼.  Chadwell,  L  243  e. 
Warner,  in  re,  L  32  a. 
Warner  v.  Theobald,  ii.  297. 
Warr  V.  Jolly,  L  130  a. 
Warre  v.  Miller,  ii.  201  h. 
Warren  v.  Consett,  L  38  a.  219.  219  c. 
iL  187  a.  297. 
V.  Grenville,  ii.  42  e. 

Sainthill,  iL  114  c. 

Ward,  L  318. 

Warren,  L  130  a.  132  a. 
Warwick  v.  Bruce,  i.  277  c 

V.  Figg,  ii.  101  h. 

V.  Foulkes,  iL  307  d. 

Wasney  v.  Eamshaw,  ii.  137  d. 
W&ie  V.  Briggs,  L  112  a. 
Waterer  v.  Freeman,  i.  228  a.  228  e. 
Waterhouse  v.  Skinner,  iL  352  c, 

v.  Woodstreet,  L  336. 

Waters  v.  Bridges,  L  33  b, 
V.  Ogden,  L  333  b. 

f 


V. 

V. 

.  V. 
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Waters  v.  Thanet,  ii.  63  d.  64  d. 

V.  Tomkins,  ii.  64  k. 

Waterworks,  East  London,  t.  Bailey,  i. 

340  a. 
Watherell  v.  Howells,  ii.  259. 
Watkins  v.  Edwards,  i.  313  a.  316. 

V.  Hewlett,  ii.  84  a. 

V.  Lee,  i.  228  b. 

V,  Mahon^  i.  83  g. 

V.  Parry,  ii.  59  /. 

V.  Towers,  i.  33^.  74  a.  195  e. 

ii.  5  d, 
Wats  V.  Dix,  ii.  97. 
Watson  V.  Clark,  ii.  201  b. 

V.  Cox,  ii.  94  a. 

V.  FoxoD,  i.  185  c. 

— ^  V.  Eraser,  ii.  117  /. 

V.  Keightley,  ii.  101  m. 

— ^ V.  Lockley,  ii.  94  c. 

i  V.  Main,  ii.  284  5. 

■  V.  Reynolds,  i.  131  ft. 

V.  Turner,  ii.  137  e, 

V.  Wilks,  ii.  295.  295  a. 

Watters  v.  Smith,  ii.  48.  137 1. 
Wattsv.  Ball,  ii.  466. 
V.  Eraser,  i.  132  b. 

V.  Fullarton,  i.  277  h. 

V.  Goodman,  ii.  377  d. 

V.  Hegden,  i.  347. 

Waugh  V.  Austen,  ii.  72  n. 

V.  Cope,  ii.  64 1.  64  *. 

Way  V.  M odigliani,  ii.  201  h, 
Waymell  v.  Reed,  i.  309  c. 
Waytes  v.  Briggs,  i.  337  b. 
Weald  V.  Brown,  iL  107  a. 
Weall  V.  King  and  Another,  i.  291/ 
Weatherhead  v.  Sandless,  ii.  72  z, 
Weatherston  v.  Hawkins,  i.  130  a. 
Weaver  v.  Bush,  i.  296. 

V.  Clifford,  ii.  101  M. 

V.  Lloyd,  i.  244  b. 

Weavers,  Warden  of,  v.  Brown,  i.  312  c. 
Webb  V.  Baker,  i.  286.  ii.  74  c. 

y.  Brooke,  ii.  137  A. 

V.  Fairmaner,  i.  251. 

V.  Fox,  ii.  47  b, 

V.  Geddes,  ii.  101  n. 

V.  Hearing,  ii.  388  a. 

v.  Heme,  i.  296  ft. 

V.  Hill,  i.  195  e.  229.  230  a. 

V.  James,  i.  58/  103  ft.  103  d,  ii. 

187  c.  415  ft. 

--,—  V.  Jiggs,  i.  282.  ii.  304. 

. V.  Martin,  i.  28.  28  a,  33  m. 

V.  Matthew,  i.  35  ft.  ii.  61c. 

• V.  Paternoster,  ii.  113  a.  113  ft. 


Webb  V.  Pritchett,  iuXd. 

▼.  Russell,  i.  240.  241  c. 

V.  Spurrell,  ii.  72  o. 

V.  Turner,  ii.  171  ft.  291. 

V.  Washbom,  ii.  74. 

V.  Weatheriy,  ii.  295  c. 

V.  Webb,  ii.  388  o. 

Webber  v.  Rickards,  i.  300. 

V.  Sparkes,  i.  300  a. 

V.  Tivill,  L  28  a.  iL  127  ft.  127  c. 

Webley  v.  Palmer,  i.  81  a.  iL  5  ft.  295/  * 
Webster  v.  De  Tastet,  iL  203. 
Weddall  v.  Jocar,  iL  71  d.  72  oc. 
Wedderbum  v.  Bell,  ii.  201  ft. 
Wedgewood  ▼.  Baily,  ii.  72  *• 
Wedlake  v.  Hurley,  i.  210  ft. 
Weeding  v.  Aldrick,  L  29a  iL  47  n. 
Weekly  t.  Wildman,  L  346  g. 
Weeks  ▼.  Peach,  L  28  a.  235  ft. 
Weeton  v.  Woodcock,  ii.  259  c. 
Weigall  V.  Waters,  ii.  422  ft. 
Weir  V.  Aberdeen,  iL  200  a.  200  c. 
Welcden  v.  Elkington,  L  280  c. 
Welch  V.  Ireland,  i.  58  a.  ii.  62  ft. 

V.  PhiUips,  L  280rf. 

Welcome  ▼.  Upton,  L  358.  11.  175  A. 

324.327. 
Weld  V.  Hornby,  iL  175  /. 
Welden  v.  Greg,  iL  68/ 
Weldon  v.  Grey,  iL  1  d. 
Weleden  ▼.  Elkington,  i.  186  c. 
Welford  v.  Davidson,  iL  101  cc 

T.  Liddel,  iL  127  a. 

Weller  V.  Baker,  iL  116. 
Wellington  v.  Wellington,  L  279  a. 
Wells  Harbour  case,  ii.  175  c 
Wells  v.  Cooke,  iL  138  c. 

V.  Ferguson,  i.  65  a. 

V.  Flydell,  L  219/ 

; V.  Fydell,  iL  220  a. 

V.  Girling,  iL  137  A. 

V.  Greenhill,  iL  137  m. 

V.  Hopwood,  iL  202^. 

V.  Iggulden,  L  135.  262  a. 

V.  Miles,  ii.  1 14/ 

V,  Needham,  i.  67  ft. 

V.  Pickman,  ii.  47  a. 

V.  Watling,  L  346  a.  346  ft. 

V.  Wilson,  L  279  a. 

V.  Wright,  i.  65  a. 

Welsh  V.  Bishop,  i.  207. 

V.  Ireland,  iL  187  a. 

V.  Myers,  i.  241. 

Wenham  v.  Fowle,  ii.  137  /. 
Wennall  v.  Adney,  ii.  137/ 
Wentworth  v.  Squib,  ii.  2  c.  Il7c. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Werner  v.  Humphreys,  ii.  1 17  ^ 
West  T.  Blakeway^  i.  288  e.  ii.  47  gg. 
113  c.  259  £/. 

▼.  Sutton,  i.  8.  ii,  72  cW. 

▼.  Turner,  i.  284.  ii,  209  rf. 

Wettbnry  v.  Aberdein,  iL  200  c 
WestMing  t.  Westfaling,  ii.  8 1.  8  k. 
Westminater's,  Coroner  of,  case,  L  863  b. 
Weston  and  Garmon's  ease,  ii.  175  iz. 
▼.  Barton,  ii.  415- 

V.  Carter,  i.  347. 

—  Y.  Downes,  L  269  c 
— ^—  ▼.  James,  ii.  72  o.  72  r, 

V.  Mason,  i.  228  c. 

Wetherell  v.  Jones,  L  309  6. 
Wetter  t.  Rucker,  i.  67. 
Wey  T.  Yally,  i,  238.  241  d. 
Whaley  y.  Tankard,  i.  319.  319  c 
W^kalley  t.  Pepper,  i.  75.  2306. 
Wliarton  ▼•  King,  i.  33  a.  ii.  62  &  293  & 

V.  Richardson,   i.   219  lii  ii. 
72  ee. 

V.  Walker,  i.  210  h. 

WhaUej  t.  Morknd,  L  327  c  327/. 
Wheadon  ▼.  Sugg,  L  347  c 
Wbeatlej  ▼.  Gokiey,  ii.  210^. 

V.  Williams,  i.  103  a.  103  rf. 

338.  ii.  319  c 
Wheatly  t.  Lane,  i.  219  c  308.  ii.  6. 

202  a. 
Wheeler  v.  Bramah,  i.  241. 

▼.  Haynes,  i.  243*. 

T.  Home,  ii.  65  a. 

V.  Senior,  L  300  i . 

Wheelwright  v.  Jutting,  ii.  72. 

V.  Jackson,  ii.  137  A. 

Whelpdale  v.  Whelpdale,  iL  44.  44  a. 
Whelpdale's  case,  i.  154  h.  291  h.  291  d. 

ii.238. 
Whetstone  ▼.  St  Bury,  iL  11  & 
Whipp  and  Sallew's  case,  L  66  a. 
Whipple  ▼.  Manley,  ii.  1  b. 
Whippy  V.  Hilary,  ii.  64 1. 
Whistler  v.  Paslow,  i.  322  d. 
Whitcher  ▼.  Hall,  i.  320  d. 
Whiteomb  t.  Whiting,  iL  64  c  64/ 
White  T.  Barrack,  IL  61. 

▼.  Bodinam,  L  312/ 

V.  Cleaver,  L  117-  117  a. 

▼.  England,  L  309. 

▼.  Ewer,  iL  181  a. 

▼.  Farrer,  iL  1  b. 

▼.  Graham,  ii.  74  &. 

V.  Jones,  iL  \50d, 

Y.  Morgan*  iL  101  h. 

T.  Parker,  ii.  11  c  11  g. 


White  V.  Philbrick,  ii.  47  cW. 

V.  Sealy,  L  58  b, 

V.  Stubbs,  ii.  5  a.  295  d. 

V.  Trustees  of  the  British  Mu- 

seum, L  280  a. 
V.  WiHts,  ii.  47 1 

V.  Wilson,  ii.  291  c 

V.  Woodhouse,  i.  33^. 

Wbiteacre  v.  Symons,  L  277. 
Whitehead  v.  Brown,  i.  74.  74  c 

V.  Clifford,  L  236/ 

V.  Gale,  iL  72  ec.  72  ee. 

V.  Greetham,  L  228. 

V,  Harrison,  ii.  84/  379  a. 

V.  Walker,  iL  63  ^i  295  a. 

Whitehouse  v.  Frost,  iL  47 1 
Whitelocke  v.  Hutchinson,  L  28dL  346dl 
Whiteman  ▼.  King,  L  353. 
Whitfield  V.  CoUingwood,  iL  200  c 

V.  Fausset,  L  9.  9  a.  276. 

V.  Pindar,  L  288^. 

Whiting  V.  Reynel,  i.  34. 
Whitley  v.  Loftus,  L  313  a. 

V,  Roberts,  ii.  47  b. 

Whitlock's  case,  ii.  369.  370.  871.       ' 
Whitmore  v.  Greene,  ii.  47  cc 

— ^-—  V.  Robertson,  i^  47  ee. 
Whitrong  v.  Blaney,  iL  194. 
Whittaker  v.  Howe,  ii.  156  b. 
■  y.  Mason,  iL  295  a.  295  c 

336  a. 
Whittenbury  v.  Law,  ii.  72  L 
Whittington  v.  Gladwin^  iL  307  b. 
Whitton  V.  Peacock,  iL  418  c 
V.  Preston,  ii.  101  c 


Whltwick  V.  Hovendon,  iL  64  a. 
Whitwicke  v.  Osbaston,  i.  262  &. 
Whitworth,  ex  parte,  ii.  63  dL 
Whitworth  t.  Grimshoe,  hundred  of,  ii. 
376  c  376  cf. 

V.  Hall,  L  228  a.  228*.  229. 

V.  Smith,  ii.  47  hh. 

Whyte  V.  Rose,  L  275. 

V.  Rysden,  ii.  Ill d, 

Wiatt  V.  Essington,  ii.  379. 
Wickens  v.  Evans,  ii.  156  *• 
Wicker  v.  Norris,  L  228. 

Wicket  V.  Creamer,  iL   72«?.    lOU. 
101 1<.  148  a.  I48  6. 
Wickham  v.  Enfield,  iL  44  a. 
V.  Hawker,  L  323  c  iL  175  *. 


Wicks  V.  Fentham,  u  230  a. 

r V.  Gogerley,  L  295  b* 

Wigg  V.  Sbuttleworth,  L  66  a. 
Wigglesworth  v.  DaUison,  L  207  df. 
Wightman  v.  Mullens,  L  39. 
f  2 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Wigley  V.  Asbton,  i.  112. 
'  V.  Jones,  i.  89. 

V,  Tomlins,  ii.  2  b. 

Wigot  and  Clarke's  case,  ii.  45  /• 
Wilbraham  v.  Snow,  ii.  247  a.  344. 
Wilcocks  V.  Huggins,  iL  64  a. 
Wilcox  V.  Newman,  i.  28  b. 
Wild  V.  Holt,  ii.  64  il 
Wilde  v.  Clarkson,  i.  58  b. 
Wilkes  V.  Hopkins,  ii.  189  a. 

V.  Williams,  ii.  209  c. 

Wilkie  V.  Geddes,  iL  201  b. 
Wilkins  v.  Boutcher,  ii.  10. 
-^—  V.  Cauty,  ii.  72;?. 

V.    Wingate,     i.   263.     276  f. 

325  a. 
Wilkinson's  case,  i.  48. 
Wilkinson  v.  Byers,  iL  137 1. 

V.  Colley,  L  276  e. 

V.  Edwards,  ii.  47  z, 

▼.  HaU,  iL  117. 

V.  Howel,  i.  229. 

■  V.  King,  ii.  47  d. 

.  V.  Lindo^  ii.  48. 

V.  Lloyd,  i.  154. 

V.  Malin,  L  228.  ii.  101  r. 

.  v^Oliveira,  iL  137  A. 

V.  Page,  ii.  293  ft. 

V.  Proud,  i.  353  a. 

V.  Thorley,  i.  235. 

Wilks  T.  Atkinson,  iL  352  b.  352  c. 
V.  Smith,  L  320  b. 

Willan  V.  Taylor,  i.  230  a. 
Willatts  V.  Kennedy,  ii.  137  a. 
Willcocks  V.  Nicholls,  i.  103  e. 
Willcoke's  case,  ii.  388. 
Williams  v.  Bagot,  i.  90  a. 

V.  Barton,  iL  47  d. 

V.  Bosanquet  and  Others,  i. 

203. 

V.  Breedon,  iL  1716. 

V.  Browne,  L  185  a.  185  ft. 

V.  Brydges,  iL  150  if. 

V.  Cary,  i.  217  ft. 

•  ▼.  Downman,  ii.  lOlp, 

V.  Everett,  L  210  ft. 

V.  Fowler,  i.  334.  ii.  50. 

V.  Gesse,  iL  47 1. 

V.  Gibbs,  L  68. 

V.  Goodtitle,  i.  278  d. 

— : V.  Griffiths,  iL  127  c. 

— V.  Gwyn,  iL  330. 

V.  Humphreys,  L  276/. 

V.  Jenkins,  iL  101 «. 

V.  Jones,    i.  296.    327  d.   ii. 

121c. 


•v. 

■  V. 

-  V. 
.  V. 

-v. 

-  V. 


Williams'  v.  Lcaper,  L  211. 21 1  ft.  21 1  d. 

211 «. 

V.  Mason,  ii.  72  z, 

V.  Moor,  ii.  137^. 

V.  Morland,  iL  114  ft. 

V.  Morris,  iL  113  ft.  113  c. 

Mostyn,  i.  35  ft.  38.  iL  61c. 
Mouisdale,  i.  33. 
Owens,  L  278  c.  278^. 
Powell,  i.  277. 
Price,  ii.  291ft. 
Rawlinson,  iL  415  a. 
V.  Riley,  ii.  101  ee. 
V.  Sawyer,  i.  236. 
V.  Scudamore,  ii.  la. 
Sharwood,  i.  207  cf. 
Sills,  i.  58/ 
Stott,  i.  243  a. 
Thomas,  L  319  c?.  319  c. 
Vaughan,  ii.  72  ftft. 
Webb.  iL  47  a. 
Williams,   ii.   47  A.    63 1. 
64c. 
Williamson  v.  Allison,  ii.  203  c. 

V.  Clements,  iL  137^ 

■  V.  Innes,  ii.  201  c. 
———V.  Norwich,  i.  265. 
._- i.-.-  V.  Thompson;  L  210. 
Willes  y.  Lucas,  i.  185. 
Willet  V.  Sandford,  L  277  A. 
— —  ▼.  Sparrow,  ii.  47  a. 

v.Tydy,iL  117/ 

William  v.  Gwyn,  ii.  330. 
Willion  V.  Berkley,  i.  23. 
Willis  V.  Glover,  iL  200  ft. 

V.  Newham,  ii.  64 1 . 

V.  Snook,  ii.  68  a. 

—  V.  Ward,  L346c. 

—  V.  WoodhousCj  ii.  101  x. 
Willison  V.  Whitaker,  ii.  72. 
Willoughby  v.  Brook,  i.  215. 

v.  Swinton,  i.  58  a. 


—  V. 

—  V. 

—  V. 

—  V. 

—  V. 

—  V. 

—  V. 


iL72^. 
187  a. 


Willows  V.  Lydcot,  i.  183. 
Wills  V.  Maccarmick,  i.  327  a. 
Wilmhurst  v.  Bowker,  i.  299  a.  iL  47  d. 
Wilmore  v.  Clerk,  ii.  71  dL  72  ftft. 
Wilmot  V.  Horton,  iL  377  ft.  377  d. 
Wilmott  V.  Smith,  i.  33  e. 
Wilson's  case,  ii.  101  x* 
Wilson  V.  Anderton,  ii.  47  /. 

V.  Bramhall,  i.  233. 

V.  Butler,  L  326. 

V.  Couplarid,  i.  210  a. 

V.  Farr,  iL  72  z. 

V.  Hartley,  L  195  A. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


\^Ison  ▼.  Hint,  ii.  415  a. 

T.  Hobday,  i.  1  a. 

▼•  Ingoldsby,  iL  101  e* 

▼.  Jefferj,  u  274- 

▼.  Kemp,  i.  235  a.  ii.  187^. 

V.  King,  i.  327  «. 

T.  Koubley,  ii.  Sfi 

V.  Lawes,  i.  346^. 

▼.  Laws,  i.  337  c. 

V.  Ray,  iL  137  A. 

▼.  Sewell,  i.  236  c. 

▼.  Smith,  ii.  202/.  206  a. 

V.  Tacker,  i.  217  <?. 

▼.  Tummon,  ii.  47  n 

T.Wigg,  i.  lb. 

V.  Wilson,  i.  327  c. 

▼.  Woolfryes,  iL  417  a. 

WOston  V.  Pilkney,  L  236  a. 
Wilton  y.  Girdlestone,  iL  1  6.  47 1. 
Wimbleton  v.  Holdrip,  i.  117. 
Winch  V.  Keeley,  i.  210. 
Winchelsea^   Countess  of,  ▼•  Higden, 

L117a. 

V.  Garretty,  L  275. 

Winchester's  case,  Bishop  of,  L  142  a. 
Winchester,  ex  parte,  iL  48  b. 
Winchester,   Bishop   of,  v.   Knight,  i. 

217  a. 

^    Marquis  of,  ii.  47. 

Winehurch  t.  Belwood,  ii.  101  a.  101  r. 

Wind  V.  Jekyl,  L  278. 

Windham's  case,  L  154. 

W^indham   t.  Egremont,    Earl    of,    ii. 

3.82  a. 
Windle  ▼.  Ricardo,  iL  45  /I 
Wine  T.  Rider,  L  312^. 

—  ▼.  Ware^  i.  228  a. 
Winford  v.  Powell,  L  74  e.  74  d, 

Y.  WoUaston,  iL  114^ 

Wing  T.  Mill,  iL  137/. 
Wingate  ▼.  Stanton,  ii.  71  a. 
Wingfield  ▼.  Barton,  iL  72 1 

'  V.  Cleverley,  iL.  107  a. 

V.  Seckford,  i.  204  b. 

Winn  T.  Ingilby,  iL  259  c. 
Winne  ▼.  Lloyd,  iL  42  m.  101  ee« 
Winpenny  v.  Bates,  i.  327  c. 
Winsor  ▼.  Pratt,  L  2806.  280  c. 
Winstone  t.  Linn,  L  313  a.  iL  84/ 
Winter  v.  Brockwell,  ii.  1 1 3  a.  1 1 3  6. 

V.  Haldimand,  ii.  208/  203^. 

▼.  Kretchman,  iL  6  a.  72  n. 

Winter  t.  Lightbound,  iL  72  if.  72  e. 

Y.  Munton,  L  32  a. 

• ▼.  Trimmer,  L  58  6. 

Winton,  Mayor  of,  ▼•  Wilks,  L  312  d* 


Wiscot*s  case,  iL  180  a.  386  a. 
Wise  V.  Hodsoll,  L  14  a. 

V.  Metcalf,  L  216  b. 

Witham  v.  Hill,  iL  377  «. 

V.  Lewis,  ii.  42/?. 

Withers  v.  Bireham,  i.  154. 
V.  Harries,  ii.  6.  68/ 

— —  Y.  Harris,  iL  72  L 

V.  Lys,  ii.  47  /. 

Witton  V.  East,  iL94c. 
Whitworth  v.  Smith,  ii.  47  //. 
Woadson  v.  Nawton,  ii.  47^. 
Wogau  V.  Somerville,  i.  309  a. 
Wohlenburgh  v.  Wageman,  1.  327  e. 
Wolfe  Y.  Collingwood,  ii.  61  L  61 1. 
Wolff  Y.  Homcastle,  ii.  200.  201  d. 
Wolfreston's  case,  ii.  345. 
WoUaston  y.  Hake  well,  L  la.  112  a. 
WoUen  V.  Andrewes,  i.  186  a. 
WoUey  V.  Cobbe,  ii.  61  c 
Wolveridge  y.  Steward,  i.  241  d.  522  b. 
Wood's  case,  i.  285  a. 
Wood  and  Chiver's  case,  i.  287. 
Wood  Y.  Benson,  i.  21 1  £. 

V.  Brown,  i.  242. 

V.  Clark,  ii.  290  a. 

Y.  Davies,  ii.  74  a. 

Y.  Farr,  L  28  c. 

— —  V.  Gibbs,  L  74  d, 

■■        Y.  Grimwood,  i.  295  a. 

— -^  Y.  Ingersole,  iL  382  6.  386  a. 

Y.  Lovatt,  i.  135  c. 

V.  Manley,  iL  113ft.  USc. 

—  Y.  Mosely,  ii.  72  z. 

i— -  Y.  Newton,  iL  ld.l^d. 

V.  Perkes,  i.  74  i. 

Y.  Roberts,  iL  137  A. 

Y.  Salter,  iL  379  a. 

V.  Skelton,  ii.  8  h. 

Y.  Thompson,  i.  67  c  ii.  349  & 

Y.  Veal,  iL  175 1.  175  m. 

Woodcock  V.  Cole,  i.  117. 

Y.  Moi^an,  i.  291. 

Y.  Nuth,  L  276  ft. 

Woodford  y.  Ashley,  L  229. 

* Y.  Deacon,  i.  269  ft. 

— — —  Y.  Worthington,  L  9«. 


Woodgate  y.  KnatchbulViL  345  a. 
Woodland  and  MartelUs  case,  i.  207  c 
Woodland  y.  Fuller,  L  219^. 

Y.  Mantel,  L  208.  iL  168  a. 

Woods  Y.  Armstrong,  ii.  101  o. 
Woodward  y.  Ball,  i.  309  a. 

Y.  Darcey,  iL  72^. 

Y.  Lander,  L  131  c. 

■    ■  Y.  Robinson,  L  28  ft. 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


Woodward  v.  Walton,  ii.  117 1- 
Woody's  case,  L  285  b. 
Woodyeer  or  Woodyer  v.  Gresbam,  iL 
6a.  7a.  71a.  72m. 

V.  Hadden,  ii.  175  m. 

Woolby  V.  Pirley,  i.  251  a. 
Wooldridge  v.  Bishop,  ii.  2  a. 

V.  Boydell,  ii.  201  A. 

Wooley  V.  Idle,  i.  312  d: 
WooUey  v.  Clark,  i.  275  a. 
Woolly  V.  Pickard,  i.  236/.  ii.  97  a. 
Woolnoth  V.  Meadows,  i.  242  a. 
Woolton  V.  Salter,  L  346  c. 
Wooten  V.  Hele,  i.  228. 
Wootley  V.  Gregory,  i.  236.  236  ft. 
Wootton  V.  Stefenoni,  i.  8.  154. 155  a. 
Worcester's  case,  Dean  and  Chapter  of, 

ii.  252  a. 

»  Earl  of,  ii.  68  o. 

Wordsworth  v.  Brown,  ii.  319  c. 
Worfteld  v.  Worfield,  ii.  47  y. 
Worley  v.  Blunt,  iL  45  c  45/ 

V.  Harrison,  i.  312e. 

>  V.  Lee,  ii.  1 «. 

Worral  v.  Brand,  ii.  72  k. 
Worseley  v.  Wood,  i.  215. 
Worthington  v.  Prince,  i.  241  a. 

V.  Wigley,  ii.  1 6.  103  b. 

Wortley  v.  Rayner,  ii.  72  L 
Wotton  V.  Cooke,  i.  154. 

V.  Hele,  i.  217.  322  a.   328  ft. 

323  c.  ii.  180. 
Woulfe  V.  Sholls,  ii.  336  e. 
Wraight  v.  Kitchingman,  ii.  72  ee. 
Wray  v.  Williams,  ii.  44  (L 
Wright  V.  Acres,  ii.  137  A- 
■  y.  Augustine,  St.  Inhabitants  of, 

ii.423if. 

V.  Barrack,  ii.  61 . 

V.  Canning,  ii.  101 «. 

V.  Cartwright,  ii.  388*. 

V.  Clements,  i.  121.  242. 

V.  Dewes,  ii.  190  ft. 

V.  Fairfield,  ii.  101^. 

V.  Goddard,  i.  33  m, 

V.  Holford,  i.  183  a.  185  ft. 

V.  Horton,  ii.  319  a. 

V.  Inshaw,  ii.  200  ft. 

V.  Lewis,  i.  195  a. 

V.  Netherwood,  i.  278  k* 

V.  Nutt,  ii.  71  ft.  72^. 

V.  Otway,  ii.  44. 

V.  Page,  ii.  72  y. 

V.  Peckham,  ii.  101  u. 

V.  Ramscot,  i.  14.  iL  5  c. 

T.  Rattray,  L  323  ft. 


Wright  V.  Read,  L  33  «. 

V.  Russel,  ii.  414.  414  a.  415. 

415  a. 

V.  Smith,  iL  lift. 

. —  V.  Treweeke,  iL  101  «. 

V.  Wakeford,  L  280  ft. 

V.  Walker,  iL  61. 

V.  Walmsley,  iL  61  ft. 

V.  Welbie,  ii.  203. 

V.  Wheeler,  L  295  a. 

V.Williams,    ii.   175^.175*. 

175*. 

V.  Woodgate,  L  130  a. 

v.  Wright,  L280a. 


Wrightson  v.  By  water,  L  32  a.  ii.  ISSd. 
Wroath  v.  Elseye,  L  117. 
Wyat  V.  Aland,  L  118.  iL  290  c; 
Wyatt  V.  Blades,  iL  47  o. 
1  V.  Cumell,  L  33  a.  327  a. 

V.  Gore,  i.  131  a. 

V.  Harrison,  iL  400. 

V.  Hodson,  ii.  64/ 

Wyburd  v.  Tuck,  L  277. 
Wykes  v.  Shipton,  L  83. 
Wykham  v.  Wykham,  L  288^. 
Wyldv.  Pickford,iL47i. 
Wymark's  case,  L  9  ft.  iL  2  ft.  2  c. 
Wyndham's  case,  L  184. 
Wyndham  v.  Egremont,  Earl,  ii.  382  a. 
Wynne  v.  Griffiths,  ii.  97  dL  175  dl 

y.  Thomas,  iL  94.  94<1 

V.  Wynne,  ii.  42  o.  94. 


Wyvil  V.  Stapleton,  iL  101  ^^. 


Yalden  ▼.  Hubbarb,  iL  171  ft. 
Yarborough  v.  Bank  of  England,  L  340. 

ii.  47  X. 
Yard  v.  Ford,    L  345.  346.  iL  114^. 
158  e.  159  d. 
Yate  V.  Willan,  L  S3  g. 
Yates  V.  Bell,  L  210  ft. 

V.  Plaxton,  ii.  72. 

V.  Why te,  iL  203  ff. 

V.  Windham,  iL  101  ftft. 

Yea  V.  Fouraker,  ii.  64  c. 

▼,  Lethbridge^  i.  195 1. 

Yelding  v.  Fay,  ii.  103  c. 
Yeomans  v.  Bradshaw,  L  274  a. 
York  V.  Grindstone,  ii.  47  *. 
Yorke  v.  Greenaugh,  ii.  47  *• 
Yorkshire,  W.  R.  v.  Rex,  iL  158 1. 
Youl  V.  Harbottle,  ii.  47 1. 
Young  y.  Beck,  ii.  84/ 


NAMES  OF  CASES  REFERRED  TO. 


▼.  Case,  ii.  210  h. 
•  ▼.  Cole,  1.  269 1/. 
V.  Collet,  ii.  148  a. 
T.  Hlggon,  ii.  375  a.  378  d. 
▼.  Holmes,  i.280tf. 
T.  Johnson,  ii.  70  d* 
T.  Miller,  ii.  133  c. 
Y.  Munby,  i.  216  6. 
T.  Spencer,  ii.  2^. 
Y.  Timmins,  ii.  156  a. 
Y.  Totnam,  iL  376  d. 
Y.Turing,  ii.  203 A. 
Y.  Woolaston,  ii.  72  A- 
Y.  Youngy  ii.  117  A. 


Zachaiy  y.  Shepherd,  L  327 1/* 
Zagury  v.  Furnell,  ii.  47 1, 
Zenobio  y.  Axtell,  i.  242. 
Zinck  Y.  LangtoD,  iL  \0\ee. 
Zouch  and  Bamfield's  case,  i.  268  a. 

ii.  175/?. 
Zouch  Y.  Persons,  ii.  96. 

V.  Willingall,  i.  276/. 


Z winger  y.  Samuda,  i.  210a. 


D£ 


Term.  Sancti  Mich. 

ANNO  EEGNI  KEGIS  CAE.  11.  18, 


Jevens  versus  Harridge  4"  ^^-  Case  i. 

Trin.  18  Car.  11.  Eeg.  Ko.  133. 

•T  TfJE  it  remembered^  That  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the  Some  prece-' 
•^^^    J  Jj  term  of  Easter  last  ^past,  before  our  lord  the  Entfsr"^* 
Ung  at  fFestmmster,  came  Nicholas  Jevens  by  Robert  PowletYna  Debt  in  the  de- 
sttomey,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord  agaiMt  an  ad- 
the  king;,  then  there,  his  certain  bill  against  Rowhnd  Har-  ministrator  for 
rtdgiy  and  Johanna  his  wife,  administratrix  of  all  and  singular  incurred  in  xh^ 
the  goods  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits,  which  were  of  ^V^^'^^*"]*. 

•^  ,      ^  •     •  -J        r         •        of  the  intestate, 

Rece  Levemere^  who  died  intestate,  as  it  is  said,  otherwise  asoftheadmi- 
lately  caUed  Reoe  Levemere,  of  the  parish  of  St.  Martin's  n»^~tor.(i) 
aforesaid,  gent,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c  of  a 
plea  of  debt;  and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit, 
John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe,  which  stod  bill  follows  in  these 

(1)  Sols  Cra  Jac  411.  Bailiffs,  &c  in  respect  of  the  perception  of  the  pro- 
of* J^wtpicA  r.  Martin.  If  the  whole  rent  fits,  and  it  is  not  material  whether  he 
iocars  in  the  life  of  the  lessee,  the  ac-  has  assets  or  not;  1  Lev.  127,  128. 
tion  against  his  executor  must  be  in  the  Jfelier  v.  Casebert.Freem.  171.  Sachville 
detioet  only.  1  Roll.  Abr.  603.  (S),  y.  Evans ;  therefore  he  cannot  plead 
pL  a  1  Sid.  879.  pi.  10.  Frum  v.  Porter,  plene  administravit ;  1  Salk.  317.  Buck- 
Bat  for  the  rent  incurred  after  the  death  ley  v.  PtVA,  All.  34. ;  and  if  judgment 
of  the  lessee,  the  action  may  be  brought  be  given  against  him,  it  is  de  bonis  pro- 
either  in  the  debet  and  detinet,  if  the  priis.  Went.  194.  But  if  the  land  be 
ueeutar  enters  ;  5  Kep.  31.  Hargrove's  of  less  value  than  the  rent,  he  may  plead 
cue,  1  RolL  Abr.  603.  (S),  pi.  10.  the  special  matter,  viz.  That  he  has  no^ 
Weotv.  Ex.  194.  Cro.  Jac  238.  Lord  assets,  and  the  land  is  of  less  value  than 
Hick  V.  Erank.  All.  34.  Caly  v.  Joslin  ;  the  rent,  and  pray  judgment  whether  he 
for  the  executor  is  chained  as  assignee  shall  be  charged  otherwise  than  in  the 
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la 


Jevens  versus  Harridge  ^  Ux. 


Jevens  v.     words,  that  is  to  say ;  Middlesex  to  wit,  Nicholas  Jevens  com- 
Harridoe.    plains  of  Rowland  Harridge,  and  Johanna  his  wife,  adminis- 
tratrix of  all  and  singular  the  goods  and  chattels,  rights  and 
credits,  which  were  of  Reve  Levemere  who  died  intestate,  as 


Declaration. 


detiiiet  only  ;  1  Salk.  297.  SiUinghurst 
V.  Spearfnan,  ibid.  317.  (a)  Or  it  may 
be  in  the  detinet  only ;  All.  42.  Roy- 
ston  v.  Cordrye.  3  £ast»  2.  Hope  v. 
Rogue  ;  for  the  lessor  has  his  election  ; 
Freem.  337.  RouUon  v.  Canon  ;  and  the 
judgment  in  that  case  is  de  bonis  testa^ 
toris,  (b)  So  if  the  executor  does  not 
entevy  he  is  still  chargeable  in  the  de- 
tinet; because  he  cannot  so  wave  the 


term  as  not  to  be  liable  for  tlie  rent, 
as  far  as  he  has  assets.  1  Lev.  127.  He* 
Her  V.  Casehert.  (c)  So  in  covenant  for 
rent  incurred  after  the  death  of  the 
lessee,  the  lessor  has  his  election  to 
charge  the  executor,  either  as  execu- 
tor, in  which  case  the  judgment  must 
be  de  bonis  testatoris;  1  Salk.  317.;  or 
as  assignee,  if  he  enters  (d),  without 
naming  him  executor,  stating  generally 


(a)  See  8  Taunt.  191.  Remnant  v. 
Rremridge,  2  B.  Moore,  94.  S.  C,  in 
which  it  was  held,'  that  in  an  action 
of  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation 
against  a  person  who  was  executor,  the 
special  matter  may  be  given  in  evidence 
under  the  general  issue.  [If  such  a 
special  plea  as  above  suggested  be 
pleaded  to  the  whole  rent  in  the  de- 
claration, it  will  not  be  a  good  bar, 
unless  it  shews  that  there  were  no  profits 
at  all;  because  the  executor  is  chargeable 
personally  for  so  much  of  the  rent  as 
the  premises  are  worth:  if,  therefore, 
the  profits  have  been  less]than  the  rent, 
and  therefore  cover  a  part  only,  that 
part  should  be  confessed,  and  the  plea 
pleaded  to  the  remainder.  4  B.  &  Adol. 
241.  Rubery  v.  Stevens.  1  Nev.&  M. 
182.  S.  C.  See  post  p.  1 12.  note  (c). 
As  to  what  shall  be  considered  the  real 
value  of  the  premises,  see  11  A.  &  £. 
645.  Homidge  v.  Wilson.  3  Perr.  &  D. 
641.  S.  C.  post.  112.  note  (c).] 

(6)  So  for  rent  arrear,  partly  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  lessee,  and  partly 
since  his  death,  the  action  is  well 
brought  in  the  detinet  only.  Aylmer  v. 
Hide,  M.  13  Geo.  2.  B.  R.  MS.  cited  in 
Selwyn's  Mi.  Pri.  596.  In  this  case  the 
plaintiff  must  9ue  the  defendant  in  his 


representative  character  for  ihe  former 
part  of  his  demand,  and  he  may  so  sue 
him  for  the  laUer  part ;  and  wherever 
the  defendant  b  sued  in  his  representa- 
tive character,  the  action  must  be  ia 
the  detinet  only.  But  it  cannot  be 
brought  in  the  detinet  for  part,  and  in 
the  debet  and  detinet  for  the  other  part 
in  the  same  action ;  for  then  two  dif- 
ferent judgments  would  be  necessary. 
3  Lev.  74.  Saliei*  v.  Conoid.  Where  a 
plaintiff  declares  in  the  debet  and  de- 
tinet in  a  case  which  ought  to  be  laid 
in  the  detinet  only,  the  declaration  is 
liable  to  be  demurred  to:  but  it  is 
otherwise  where  the  plaintiff  declares 
in  the  detinet  only  in  a  case  which 
might  and  strictly  ought  to  be  laid  in 
the  debet  and  detinet ;  for  a  party  may 
abridge  his  demand,  although  he  cannot 
extend  it  4  M.&  S.  120.  Wilson  v. 
Hobday. 

(c)l  S2lk.297.Rillinghursty.Spear^ 
man.  S.  P.  Yelv.  103.  Howse  v.  Wdfster. 

(d)  [But  even  if  he  does  not  enter,  he 
must  not  traverse  that  he  is  assignee ; 
for,  on  that  issue,  the  evidence  that  he 
is  executor  will  prove  the  affirmative* 
3  Scott  N.  C.  593.  WoUaston  y.  Hake^ 
well.    Post  112.  note  (c).] 
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it  is  sud*,  otherwise  lately  called  Reve  Levemere,  of  the    Jevens  v. 
pari^  of  SL  Martinis  aforesaid,  gent.,  being  in  the  custody    Harridgb. 
of  the  marshal  of  the  Marshabea  of  our  lord  the  king,  before  ' 

tlie  king  himself,  of  a  plea,  that  they  render  nnto  him  lOL  note(i). 
of  lawful  money  of  England,  which  they  owe  to,  and  imjustly 
detun  from  him ;  for  that  whereas  the  sidd  Nicholas,  on  the 
26th  day  of  November,  in  the  15th  year  of  the  reign  of  our 
bid  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  England,  &c.  was  seised 
of  and  in  a  certain  messuage,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  the 
parish  of  SL  Martin  in  the  Fields,  in  the  said  county,  in  his 
demesne  as  of  fee ;   and  being  so  thereof  seised,-  the  said 
Nkhalas  by  his  certain  indenture,  bearing  date  on  the  said        [  ^  ] 
26th  day  of  November,  in  the  said  15th  year  of  the  reign  of  biLreenpuliL 
oar  said  lord  the  now  king,  made  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  tiff  and  inte». 
tke  oounty  aforesaid,  between  the  said  Nicholas,  by  the  name 
of  Nicholas  Jevens,  of  the  parish  of  St  Martin  in  the  Fields 
tfoiesaidy  in  the  county  aforesaid,  coachman,  of  the  one 
party  and  the  said  Reve  in  his  lifetime,  by  the  name  of  Reve 
Levetnere^  of  the  parish  of  St  Martin  aforesaid,  gent.,  of  the 
other  part ;  (the  other  part  whereof,  sealed  with  the  seal  of 
the  said  Reve  in  his  lifetime,  he  the  said  Nicholas  here  into 
court  brings,  the  date  whereof  is  the  same  day  and  year  afore- 
said;) by  which  said  indenture  he  the  said  Nicholas  demised  pUuntiff  let  to 
to  the  said  Reve  in  his  lifetime,  a  certain  messuage  with  the  ^'^  •  ""^^ 
^iportenances,  by  the  name  of  all  that  brick  messuage  or  te- 
nement, with  the  yard,  or  back  side,  thereunto  adjoining,  as 
die  same  theretofore  was  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  At- 
diolas  Jevens,  and  then  was  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  Reve 
Levemere,  or  his  assigns,  situate  and  being  in  Little  Bridges^ 
street,  and  near  Vinegar-yard,  in  the  said  parish  of  St  Martin, 
with  all  lights,  easements,  profits,  commodities,  and  appur- 
tenances whatsoever,  to  the  same  premises  belonging,  or 


IB  the  declaratioo,  that  the  estate  of  the  1  Salk.SOS.   Carth.519.    1  Salk.  317; 

leasee  in  the  premises  lawfully  came  to  Buckley  v.  Pirky   See  10  East,   SIS. 

the  defendant ;  in  which  case  the  judg-  Wilson  v.  Wigg.     1  Wils.  4.    Lyddall 

ment  shall  be  de  bonis  propriis.   1  Ld.  v.  Dunlap,  post  112.  (e) 
Baym.  553.     T%lney  v.  Nonis.    S.  C. 


(e)  [Although,  in  respect  of  rent,  the  qoalification  does  not  extend  to  a  cotc- 
penooal  liability  of  the  executor  does  nant  for  rqntirs.  I  Bing.  N.  S.  89.  7Ve- 
not  exceed  the  value  of  the  demised  meere  v.  Morison.  4  M.  &  Sc.  607« 
premises,  yet  it  has  been  held  that  thb    S.  C.    See  post  112.  note  (c).] 
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Jevens  verstis  Harridge  4"  ^^• 

in  Bnjrwise  appertaining;  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  mes- 
BUflge  or  tenement,  yard,  and  premises  aforesaid,  with  the 
appurtenances,  to  the  said  Reve  Levemere,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators and  assigns,  from  the  feast  of  the  Nativity  of  our 
Lord  Christ  then  next  following  the  date  of  the  siud  inden- 
ture, until  the  full  end  and  term  of  seven  years  then  next 
following,  and  fiiUy  to  be  complete  and  ended ;  yielding  and 
paying  therefore,  yearly  and  every  year,  during  the  said 
tenn,  to  the  said  Nicholas  Jevens^  his  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns,  the  yearly  rent  of  202^  of  lawful  money  of  JEnff-- 
land,  at  the  four  usual  terms  in  the  year,  that  is  to  say,  the 
Annimciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  the  Nativity  of 
St,  John  the  Baptist,  St  Michael  the  Archangel,  and  the  Na- 
tivity of  our  Lard,  by  even  and  equal  portions,  as  by  the  said 
indenture  (among  other  things)  more  fully  appears.  By 
virtue  of  which  said  demise,  he  the  said  Beve  in  his  lifetime^ 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  27th  day  of  December,  in  the  15th 
year  aforesaid,  entered  into  the  said  messuage  with  the  ap- 
purtenances, and  was  thereof  possessed ;  and  being  so  thereof 
possessed,  the  said  Beve  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  last  day  of 
September,  in  the  17th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the 
now  king,  at  the  parish  of  St  Martin  in  the  Fields  aforesdd^ 
in  the  coimty  aforesaid,  died  intestate,  being  so  as  aforesaid 
possessed  of  the  premises  aforesdd;  after  whose  death,  to 
wit,  on  the  last  day  of  September,  in  the  17th  year  aforesaid^ 
administration  of  all  and  singular  the  goods  and  chattels^ 
rights  and  credits,  which  were  of  the  said  Beve  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  by  Gilbert,  by  Divine  Providence,  archbishop  of 
Canterbury,  primate  and  metropolitan  of  all  England,  at  the 
parish  and  county  aforesaid,  was,  in  due  form  of  law,  com- 
mitted to  the  sdd  Johanna ;  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
same  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  said  Bowland  and  Jo^ 
hanna  entered  into  the  tenements  aforesaid,  and  were  thereof 
possessed,  by  virtue  of  the  said  demise,  and  of  the  commission 
of  the  said  administration ;  and  the  said  lOL  for  the  rent  of 
the  said  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  for  the  half  of  one 
year,  ending  on  the  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed 
Virgin  Mary  last  past,  were  in  arrear  to  the  said  Nicholas, 
and  yet  are  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  whereby  an  action  hath 
accrued  to  the  said  Nicholas,  to  demand  and  have  of  the  said 
Bowland  and  Johanna  the  said  10/. ;  yet  the  said  Bowland 
and  Johanna  (although  often  required,  &c,)  have  not  yet  paid 
to  the  same  Nicholas  the  said  lOL,  but  to  pay  the  same  to  him 


V 

Imparlanoe. 
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liaTe  Utherto  altogether  reftuiedy  and  still  do  refuse,  to  the    Jevens  v, 
damage  of  the  eaiiNtcholasof  5L,  and  there  of  he  brings  suit,  &c.   H  abridge. 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Friday  next  after  the 
Monx>w  of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  this  same  tenn,  until  which 
day  the  said  Jtowland  and  Johanna  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the 
aid  bill,  and  then  to  answer,  &c.  before  our  lord  the  king  at 
Westminster,  come  as  well  the  sdd  Nicholas  by  his  sdd  attor* 
ney^  m  the  said  Rowland  and  Johanna  by  Thomas  Gregge^ 
thdr  attorney ;  and  the  said  Rowland  and  Johanna  defend  Defendants 
the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c:  and  pray  oyer  of  the  in-i  STiiS^ure. 
denture  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned ;  and  it  is  read  to 
them  in  these  words,  to  wit,  '^  This  indenture  made  the  26th  Indenture  let  •; 
day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1663,  and  in  the 
loth  year  of  the  reign  of  our  sovereign  lord  Charles  the 
Seeond  of  England,  Scotland,  France,  and  Ireland,  king,, 
defender  of  the  faith,  &c.,  between  Nicl^las  Jeoens,  of  the 
parish  of  St,  Martin  i»  the  Fields,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
coadunan,  of  the  one  part,  and  Reve  Levemere,  of  the  parish 
of  St  Martin  aforesaid,  gent.,  of  the  other  part,  witnesseth, 
that  the  said  Nicholas  Jevens,  for  and  in  the  consideration  of 
the  rents  and  covenants  hereafter  mentioned,  hath  demised, 
granted^  and  to  farm  let,  and  by  these  presents  doth  demise^ 
grant,  and  to  farm  let,  unto  the  said  Reve  Levetnere,  all  that 
brick  messuage  or  tenement,  with  the  yard  and  back  sides 
thereunto  adjoining,  as  the  same  heretofore  was  in  the  occu- 
pation of  the  said  Nicholas  Jevens,  and  is  now  in  the  occu- 
pation of  the  said  Reve  Levemere  or  his  assigns,  situate  and 
being  in  Little  Bridges-street,  and  near  unto  Vinegar^yard,  in 
the  parish  of  St  Martin  aforesaid,  with  all  lights,  easements, 
profits^  commodities,  and  appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the 
same  premises  belonging,  or  in  anywise  appertaining:  to 
bave  and  to  hold  the  said  messuage  or  tenement,  yard  and 
premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  unto  him  the  said  Reve 
Levemere,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  from  the 
feast  of  the  Birth  of  our  Lord  Christ  next  ensuing  the  date 
hereof^  unto  the  full  end  and  term  of  seven  years  from  thence 
next  ensuing,  and  fiiUy  to  be  complete  and  ended,  yielding 
and  paying  therefor,  yearly  and  every  year  during  the  said 
term  unto  him  the  said  Nicholas  Jevens^  his  executors,  ad- 
nunistrators  and  assigns,  the  yearly  rent  of  twenty  pounds 
of  lawful  money  of  Enghnd,  at  the  foiur  usual  times  in  the 
year,  (that  is  to  say,)  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin.  7  [  4  ] 
^vy,  the  Nativity  of  St.  John  the  Baptist,  St  Michael  th^ 
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Jeveks  v.  Archangel,  and  the  Nativity  of  our  Lord  Christy  by  even  and 
Harridge.  equal  portions ;  and  if  it  ehall  happen  the  said  yearly  rent 
'  of  twenty  pounds  to  be  behind  and  unpaid  in  part,  or  in  all, 

over  or  after  any  of  the  feast-days  aforesaid,  wherein  the 
same  ought  to  be  paid,  or  within  ten  days  next  over  or  after 
any,  evety,  or  any  of  them,  being  lawfully  demanded,  ;that 
then  and  firom  thenceforth  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and 
for  the  said  Nicholas  JevenSy  his  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns,  into  or  upon  the  said  messuage  or  tenement,  yard 
and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances  before-mentioned  to 
be  demised,  and  into  eveiy  or  any  part  thereof  wholly  to  re- 
enter, and  the  same  to  have  again,  retain,  repossess  and 
enjoy,  as  in  his  or  their  estates.  And  the  said  Reve  Levemere, 
for  him,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  doth ' 
covenant,  promise  and  grant  to  and  with  the  said  Nicholas 
JevenSy  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  by  these 
presents,  that  he  the  said  Beve  Levemere^  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators and  assigns,  shall  and  will  well  and  truly  pay3 
or  cause  to  be  paid,  unto  the  said  Nicholas  Jevensy  his  ex- 
ecutors, administrators  or  assigns,  the  said  yearly  rent  of 
twenty  pounds  at  the  four  usual  feast-days  in  the  year,  or 
within  ten  days  next  after  every  or  ai^y  of  them,  by  even 
portions,  according  to  the  reservation  ^resaid  And  the  said 
Nicholas  JevenSy  his  executors  and  administrators,  doth  cove- 
nant, promise  and  grant,  that  he  or  they  shall  or  will,  at  his 
or  their  own  proper  costs  and  charges,  keep,  sustain  and 
maintain  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  and  premises,  with 
the  appurtenances  in,  by,  and  with  all  and  all  manner  of 
needful  and  necessary  reparations  and  amendments  whatso- 
ever, when  and  as  often  as  need  shall  be  and  require  during 
the  said  term  of  seven  years,  so  as  always  that  he  the  said 
Nicholas  Jevens^  his  executors,  administrators,  workmen,  la- 
bourers or  assigns,  be  not,  and  shall  not,  at  any  time  or  times 
in  the  siud  term,  be  let,  hindered,  debarred  or  denied  to  come 
into,  out  of,  or  from  the  messuage  or  tenement  and  demised 
premises,  for  the  repairing  and  amending  of  the  same  pre- 
mises, or  any  part  thereof,  by  the  said  Reve  Levemercy  his 
executors,  administrators,  tenants  or  assigns.  And  the  said 
Nicholas  Jevens  for  him,  his  executors  and  administrators 
doth  further  covenant,  promise  and  grant  to  and  with  the  said 
Reve  Levemere,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  by 
these  presents,  that  he  the  said  Reve  Levem^Cy  his  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,  paying  the  said  yearly  rent  of  20/, 
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'  sod  performing  tiie  covenants  and  agreements  on  his  or  their    Je  vens  v. 
part  before  mentiotied,  shall  or  lawfully  may,  peaceably  and   Harridge. 
quietly,  occupy,  possess  and  enjoy  the  said  messuage  or  tene-   * 
meat,  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  without  the  let,      *[  5  ] 
trouble^  denial  or  mterruption  of  the  said  Nicholas  Jevem,  his 
eiecirtars,  administrators  or  asogns,  during  the  said  term.    In 
widiess  whereof  the  parties  abovesaid  to  these  indentures  in- 
terchangeably have  set  their  hands  and  seals  the '  day  and 
year  above  written.**    Which  being  read  and  heard,  the  said  Defendants 
Bmdand  and  Johanna  say,  that  the  ^d  Nicholas  ought  not  to  the  statute  of 
have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof  agdinst  them,  because  ^^  Hen.8. 
they  say,  that  in  a  statute  made  in  the  parliament  of  the  lord  which  makes 
Hany  the  Eighth,  late  king  of  England,  held  at  Westminster  a^jf  .\ouse 
in  the  32d  year  of  his  reign,  it  was  (amongst  other  things)  to  an  alien 
(viiained  by  the  authority  of  the  same  parliament,  that  all  ^^^ 
kases  of  any  dwelling-house  or  shop  within  this  realm,  or  any. 
^  king's  dominions,  made  to  any  stranger,  artificer  or  handi- 
craftanan   bom  out  of  the  king's  obeisance,  not  being  a 
deniy^Ti,  firom  and  after  the  feast  of  StJMichael  the  Archangel 
then  next  coming  after  the  making  of  the  said  act,  should  be 
void  and  of  none  effect     And  the  said  Rowland  and  Johanna 
further  say,  that  the  said  indenture  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned  was  made  by  the  said  Nicholas  Jevens  to  the  said 
Beve  Zjcvemere  on  the  said  26th  day  o{  November,  in  the  15th 
year  aforesaid,  at  the  said  parish  of  St  Martin  in  the  Fields, 
in  the  county  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  Reve  Levemere  at 
the  time  of  the  demise,  and  of  making  the  indenture  in  the 
8ud  declaration  above  mentioned,  was  a  stranger  and  an 
artificer,  bom  out  of  the  obeisance  of  our  said  lord  the  now 
king,  and  not  a  denizen,  that  is  to  say,  at  Paris,  in  the  king- 
dom of  France.     And  so  the  said  Rowland  and  Johanna  say, 
that  the  said  lease  and  the  said  indenture  in  the  said^declara- 
tion  mentioned,  made  as  aforesaid  to  the  said  Reve  Levemere 
by  the  said  Nicholas,  became,  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  void 
and  of  no  effect     And  this  the  said  Rowland  and  Johanna  are 
ready  to  verify :  wherefore  they  pray  judgment,  if  the  said 
Nichotas  ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof 
against  them,  &c  W.  Wild. 

Demurrer  in  the  usual  form. 

And  for  causes  of  demurrer  in  law  upon  that  plea,  the  said  Causes. 
Nicholas,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case        r  6  1 
htdy  made  and  provided^  shews,  and  to  the  court  here  sets 
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160,  note(l). 
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forth  the  causes  f ollowingy  that  is  to  say,  for  that  the  plea 
aforesaid  is  double,  repugnant  in  itself,  and  wants  form,  &c* 

W.  FawleL 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  long  now  here 
is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the 
premises,  a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  parties  aforesaid  before 
our  lord  the  king,  at  Westmmster,  until  day  next 

after  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon 

the  prenuses,  for  that  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here  is 
thereof  not  yet,  && 


Jevens  against  the  Administrators  of  Levemere. 

THE  plaintiff  brought  an  action  of  debt  for  rent  against  the 
defendants  Harridge^  and  Johanna  his  wife,  as  the  ad- 
ministratrix of  one  Reve  Levemercy  and  declared  that  he,  on 
the  26th  of  November,  in  the  15th  year  of  the  now  king,  by 
indenture  demised  to  the  said  Reve  Levemere  in  his  lifetime, 
one  messuage,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  the  parish  of  St  Mar- 
tin  in  the  Fields,  in  the  county  of  JMiddhsex,  to  have,  from 
the  feast  of  Christmas  then  next  coming,  for  seven  years, 
rendering  the  rent  of  20/.  yearly,  at  the  four  usual  feasts,  by 
equal  portions,  by  force  of  which  demise  the  said  intestate 
Levemere,  after  the  feast  of  Christmas,  entered  and  was  pos- 
sessed ;  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  last  day  of  September,  in 
the  17th  year  of  the  now  king,  died  intestate  so  possessed ; 
and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day,  administration  was 
committed  to  the  defendant  Johanna,  by  force  whereof  both 
the  defendants  entered  and  were  possessed  in  right  of  the 
said  Johanna  as  administratrix,  &c. ;  and  being-  so  possessed, 
the  plaintiff  says  that  lOZ.  of  the  said  rent,  for  half  a  year 
ended  on  the  feast  of  our  Lady  next  before  the  bringing  of 
the  action,  were  in  arrear  and  unpaid ;  and  for  that  money 
the  plaintiff  brought  his  action  in  the  debet  and  detinet. 

The  defendants  pray  oyer  of  the  indenture,  which  is  en- 
tered in  hec  verba,  as  appears  before ;  and  thereupon  they 
plead  the  statute  of  32  H.  8.  c.  IG.f,  by  which  it  is  enacted, 
that  all  leases  of  any  dwelling-house  or  shop,  within  this 

(a)  [See  2  Bing.  N^  C.  617.  Fenn  v.    word  «  messuage."  See  also  4  M.  &  W. 
Grafton,  as  to  the  legal  import  of  the    567.  Monh  v.  Dykes.'} 


Case  I. 

In  a  plea  of 
the  statute  of 
32  H.  8. 
(which  makes 
void  leases  to 
alien  artificers 
of  dwelling- 
houses  and 
shops),  it  seems 
necessary  to 
aver  that  the 
messuage  (a) 
demised  was  a 
dwelling-house 
or  shop.  S.  C. 

1  Sid.  SOS. 

2  Keb.  102. 
116.  US.  S.C. 
cited  in 

2  Show.  135. 
Pilkington  v. 
Peach. 

[7] 
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realm  or  any  of  the  king's  dominions^  made  to  any  stranger    j£vsHs  r. 

trtifioer  or  handiciaftsman,  bom  out  of  the  king's  obeisanoe}   Haerioos. 

Dot  being  denizen^fn^m  and  after  the  feast  of  iSb  JlftcAoe/th      ' 

next  coming,  shall  be  void  and  of  none  effect.     And  the  de- 

fcndantB  further  aay,  that  the  said'  intestate  Levemere,  at  the 

time  of  the  said  demise,  was  a  stranger  and  artificer,  bom 

out  of  the  obdsance  of  the  king,  and  not  a  denizen,  namely, 

at  Pariif  in  the  kingdom  of  France  ;  and  so  they  say,-  that 

the  and  lease,  by  virtue  of  the  said  act,  was  void  and  of  no 

€&cL    Upon  which  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred  in  law* 

Hie  exception  which  was  taken  to  the  plea  was,  that  the 
defendants  had  not  ayerred  that  the  messuage  demised  was  a 
dwdHng-honse ;  for  the  act  of  parliament  intended  only  to 
pnmde  that  aUen  artificers  should  not  be  harboured  here  to 
have  a  house  or  shop  to  exercise  their  trades  publicly,  to  the 
prejudice  and  impoverishment  of  the  king's  natural  subjects 
exerdnng  the  same  trades ;  but  if  alien  artificers  will  live 
here,  as  gentlemen,  upon  their  estates,  they  may ;  and  may 
take  leases  of  stables,  coach-houses,  or  other  convenient 
faooKs  to  put  their  necessary  goods  in,  and  it  is  not  within 
the  words  nor  intention,  because  it  is  not  within  the  nns^ 
doeb,  of  the  act ;  therefore  the  not  averring  the  messuage  to 
be  a  dwelling-house  hath  made  the  plea  bad,  because,  before 
the  statute,  all  leases  to  aliens  were  good,  (at  least  between 
the  parties,)  and  now  the  statute  makes  no  lease  void,'  except 
of  abpf  asui  dweOmff-hauses ;  and  if  it  do  not  appear  that  this 
19  a  dwelling-house,  then  it  is  not  made  void  by  the  statute, 
and  consequently  it  remains  at  common  law ;  and  although 
tins  be  teemed  a  messuage  in  the  lease,  yet  that  does  not 
prove  that  it  was  a  dwelling-house,  for  in  a  prtscipe  quod  LiApnKipi^a 
reddat  one  may  demand  a  stabk,  or  iam,  by  the  name  of  a  ''"JJ^*"^ 
wesmage;  for  there  is  no  othername  appointed  in  the  register  b»  r 


to  AmMMMi  them,  but  by  the  name  of  a  messuage ;  and  in  ^^  ^®  °*™*  ^ 
13  Assise,  pL  2.  a  chapel  was  demanded  by  the  name  of  a 
messaage^  and  the  writ  well  brought,  and  the  plaintiff  there 
reeovered ;  then,  if  these  may  be  demanded  by  the  name  of  a 
meanage  in  apracipcs  which  ought  to  be  formal  according  to  C  ^  ] 
the  strict  rules  of  law,  a  fortiori,  may  they  pass  in  a  lease,  by 
the  name  of  a  messuage,  which  is  a  contract  between  the 
parties,  which  the  law  more  &vour8,  and  does  not  require 
sodi  precise  words  as  in  a  writ,  but  constmes  it  according  to 
the  intent  of  the  parties.  But  in  this  case  the  words  in  the 
kaie  are  as  pn^pcr  as  in  a  pracqfCf  and  therefore  a  bam  or 
rouu  *B  6 
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•  6  Rep.  47. 
b.  48.     Dow. 
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Co.  lit  261.  a. 


etable  may  pass ;  and  it  does  not  appear  whether  the  mes- 
suage mentioned  in  the  lease  was  a  bam,  stable,  chapel,  or 
dwelling-house.  And  so  the  plea  is  bad  for  the  uncertainty. 
And  of  such  opinion  were  Twysden  and  Wyndham^  justices ; 
but  KelyngCf  chief  justice,  held,  that  the  messuage  shall  be 
intended  a  dwelling-house  primdfacie,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  have  replied  that  it  was  not  a  dwelling-house,  and 
so  the  point  would  come  in  question.  Maretan^  justice,  hesi- 
tated. (1)  It  was  further  objected,  that  no  place*  was  laid 
where  Leoemere  was  an  aHen  artificer;  but  to  this  it  was  an- 
swered by  the  court,  that  it  shall  be  tried  where  the  writ  was 
brought.  (2)    And  afterwards  the  defendants,  conceiving  that 


(1)  The  statute  32  H.  8.  c  16.  is  still 
in  force ;  but  though  it  makes  leases  of 
dwelling-bouses  or  shops  granted  to  any 
stranger  artificer  void,  yet  if  such  arti- 
ficer occupies  a  dwelling-bouse  or  shop 
under  an  agreement  which  does  not 
amount  to  a  leasee  as  if  he  be  tenant 
from  year  to  year,  or  for  one  year,  or  a 
shorter  time,  an  action  for  use  and  occu" 
patkm  will  lie  against  him  notwithstand- 
ing the  statute.  2  Show.  1 35.  PiUdngUm 
V.  Peacfu  (b)  And  if  an  alien-amy  oc- 
cupies a  dwelling-house  of  the  yearly 
value  of  lOL  as  such  tenant,  for  forty 
days,  he  gains  a  settlement  under  the 


statute  13  &.14  Car.  2.  c.  12.  The 
King  y,  Eastbourne,  4  East,  Rep.  lOS* 
See  Harg.  and  Butl.  Co.  Litt  2.  b. 
note8(7),  (8).  and  1  Anders.  25.  pi.  SS.(cy. 
(2)  In  2  Ld.  Raym.  853.  West  v. 
Sutton.  Ibid.  1243.  Pie  y.  Cooper;  and 
12  Mod.  125.  Ord  v.  Howard^  a  diffe- 
rence is  taken  between  a  plea  in  abaie^ 
ment  and  in  bar. — That  if  the  defendant 
plead  in  abatementf  that  the  plaintiff  is 
an  alien  enemy,  and  lay  no  venue,  it  is 
good;  for  it  shall  be  tried  where  the 
action  is  brought ;  but  where  such  plea 
is  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  action,  it  must 
be  pleaded  with  a  venue,  and  eondude 


(A)  [Where,  however,  in  trespass  for 
entering  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house 
and  expelling  him,  it  was  pleaded  that 
the  plaintiff*  was  an  alien  artificer ;  and 
that  the  defendant  agreed  to  grant,  and 
the  plaintiff  to  take,  contrary  to  the 
statute,  a  lease  of  the  house  for  21 
years ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  took  pos- 
session on  the  faith  and  terms  of  such 
agreement,  with  the  view  and  intent  to 
carry  the  same  into  execution  and  not 
otherwise;  whereupon  the  defendant 
entered,  &c,  the  door  being  open  and 
no  person  therein  of  whom  defendant 
could  demand  possession ;  it  was  held 
that  the  plea  was  good ;  for  that  either 
the  interest  of  the  plaintiff  was  by  lease, 
and  consequently  void  by  the  statute, 
or  it  was  a  tenancy  at  will  created  in 
furtherance  of  an  unlawful  agreement. 


which  the  defendant  might  at  any  time 
put  an  end  to  by  entry.  9  A.  &  £.  857. 
Lapierre  v.  Mcintosh.  1  Perr.  &  D. 
629.  S.C.  But  now  by  stat.  7  &  8 
Vict  c.  66.  S.5.  every  alien  friend  re- 
sident here  may  take  and  hold  any  lands, 
houses,  or  other  tenements,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  residence  or  occupation,  or  of 
any  business,  trade,  or  manufacture,  for 
any  .term  of  years  not  exceeding  21,  as 
fully  and  effectually,  and  with  the  same 
rights,  &c.,  (except  that  of  voting  at 
parliamentary  elections),  as  a  natural 
bom  subject.] 

(c)  See  3  Mod.  94.  Bridgham  v. 
Frontee^  that  an  alien  vintner  is  not 
within  this  statute.  [And  it  has  been 
held  not  to  make  void  an  cusignment  of 
a  lease.  12  M.  &  W.  129.  WoqUw  r. 
SttfenonuJi 
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the  judgment  of  the  court  would  be  against  them^  paid  the  Jevens  v. 

pbuntiff  his  rent  and  charges,  as  I  heard  from  Powlety  the  Har  ridge. 

jdamtiflTs  attorney :  and  so  no  judgment  was  given.     Saun-  -  ^     ^ 
den  of  counsel  with  the  pkintiff. 


whli  an  averment,  because  such  plea 
does  not  barely  go  to  the  person  or  to 
the  point  of  the  writ,  but  to  the  point 
of  the  action,  and  to  the  right.  And 
in  12  Mod.  503.  Vezey  v.  Smith,  HoU, 
C  J.  says,  that  though  the  precedents 
be  both  ways,  yet  this  is  the  true  differ- 
ence. See  also  2  Ld.  Raym.  1173.  and 
liO^.  that  where  alien  n6  is  pleaded 
in  bar,  the  phuntiff  cannot  reply  that 
lie  iras  bom  in  England  generally,  as 
he  may  when  it  is  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment, bnt  must  reply  that  he  was  bom 
m  England^  to  \rit,  at  such  a  place, 
otiierwise  the  replication  is  bad.  1  Sid. 
357.  Praman  v.  King.  But  this  differ- 
ence is  no  longer  regarded;  a  venue 
being  now  alike  unnecessary,  as  well 
in  pleas  in  bar  as  in  abatement  The 
doctrine  of  venues  was  clearly  and 
correctly  stated  by  Eyre  C.  J.  in  de- 
livering the  judgment  of  the  court  of 
Common  Heas,  in  Uderton  v.  Ildertan, 
2H.  Black.  161.  "That  as  defendants, 
▼ith  respect  to  transitory  matters,  are 
obliged  to  lay  the  venues  in  their  pleas 
in  the  place  laid  in  the  declaration, 
and  since  the  stat.  4  Ann.  c.  16.  s.  6. 
has  directed  that  the  jury  shall  come  de 
corpore  comitatus,  the  law  of  venues 
win  be  found  to  be  very  substantially 
altered,  and  to  lie  in  a  narrow  compass ; 


and  the  distinction  between  laying  no 
venue  at  all  in  a  plea,  and  being  obliged 
to  lay  the  same  venue  as  in  the  de- 
claration, will  be  a  distinction  with- 
out a  difference.  And  the  principle 
now  is,  that  the  place  laid  in  the  decla- 
ration draws  to  it  the  trial  of  every 
thing  that  is  transitory,  and  it  should 
seem,  that  neither  forms  of  pleadings  nor 
ancient  rules  of  pleading,  established  upon 
a  differentprinciple,  oughtnow  toprevail" 
And  therefore  a  replication  to  a  plea  of 
ne  ungues  accouple,  stating  the  marriage 
to  have  been  at  Edinburgh  in  Scotland^ 
without  laying  any  venue  in  England, 
was  adjudged  to  be  good  upon  a  special 
demurrer;  for  as  the  inserting  of  it  in 
the  replication  would  be  nugatory,  the 
want  of  it  can  do  no  harm.  This  doc- 
trine was  afterwards  cited  and  approved 
of  by  hordKengon,  in  giving  the  judg- 
ment of  the  K.  B.  in  the  case  of  Neale 
V.  De  Garay,  7  Term  Rep.  243.  247. 
where  it  was  held,  upon  the  authority 
of  Ilderton  v.  Ilderton,  that  it  is  not  ne- 
eessary,  in  a  plea  in  abatement,  that 
another  person  ought  to  have  been  sued 
with  the  defendant,  to  lay  a  venue ;  and 
if  it  be  pleaded,  that  such  other  person 
is  still  alive^  to  wit,  in  Spain,  it  is  mere 
surplusage,  and  will  be  considered  as 
pleaded  without  any  venue. (rf) 


(d)  [And  now  by  Reg.  Gen.  Hil.  T. 
4  W.  4.  Pleading.  No.  8.  it  is  provided, 
that  *'  the  name  of  a  county  shall  in  all 
cases  be  stated  in  the  margin  of  a  decla- 
ration, and  shall  be  taken  to  be  the  venue 
intended  by  the  plaintiff,  and  no  venue 
shall  be  stated  in  the  body  of  the  decla- 
ration or  in  any  subsequent  pleading; 
provided,  that  in  cases  where  local  de- 
icription  is  now   required,  such  local 


description  shall  be  given.'*  However, 
the  insertion  of  a  venue,  contrary  to 
this  rule,  is  not  a  subject  of  demurrer, 
nor  a  ground  for  setting  aside  the  de- 
claration. The  only  remedy  is  to  apply 
to  a  judge  at  chambers  to  strike  out  the 
venue.  1  Cr.  Mees.  &  R.  369.  Farmer  v. 
Champneys*  4  Tyrw.  859.  S.  C.  5  Tyrw. 
214.  Townsend  v.  Gumey,  1  Cr.  Mees. 
&  R.  590.  S.  C] 


8  b  Jevens  versus  Harridge  4"  ^• 

Cases.  The  same  Jevens  against  Harridge  and  Wife,   Ad- 

ministratrix of  Levemere, 
Trin.  18  Car.  IL  BolL  149. 
S.C.  2  Keb.       TTVEBT  on  bond  made  by  the  intestate,  with  a  profert  into 
1^'j^!.^^^®*    -*^  court — The  defendants  crave  oyer  of  the  bond,  and  it 

1  old.  308.  /»i  j*«/»i 

Oyer  cannot  be  is  read  to  them;  they  then  pray  oyer  of  the  condition  of  the 

Sd!&c°thich  hond,  and  it  is  read  to  them  in  h<Bc  verba,  «  The  condition 

is  not  brought    ^c."  and  it  was  for  performance  of  covenants  in  an  inden- 

if  it  b^^md^^iSs  ture  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  intestate;  and  after 

deed,  &c.  is  set  oyer  of  the  condition,  the  entry  upon  the  roll  was,  that  the  <fe* 

for^'*and  must  fendatits  prayed  oyer  of  the  indenture  mentioned  in  the  condition, 

be  specially  de-  -^^hich  was  uot  brought  into  court,  and  it  is  read  to  them  in 

these  words,  to  wit,  *^  This  indenture,  ftc."  and  set  out  the 

whole  indenture  in  English,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the 

plaintiff  had  leased  a  messuage  to  the  intestate  for  a  term  of 

years,  rendering  rent,  and  the  intestate  covenanted  to  pay 

it,  as  in  the  preceding  case;  and  thereupon  the  defendants 

pleaded  the  same  plea  as  before,  but  in  this  plea  they  averred 

that  the  messuage  was  a  dwelling-house :  upon  which  plea  the 

plaintiff  demurred  generally.     And  the  exception  was,  that 

the  defendants  had  prayed  oyer  of  an  indenture  which  was 

not  brought  into  court  by  the  plaintiff,  nor  appeared  to  be  in 

court  at  alL     For  the  plaintiff  has  brought  only  the  bond  into 

[  9  ]        court,  but  no  indenture ;  and  the  defendants  ought  to  have 

brought  the  indenture  into  court  to  defend  themselves :  but 

here  no  indenture  appears  to  be  in  court,  and  therefore  praying 

oyer  thereof  is  frivolous  and  idle,  and  the  court  ought  not 

to  regard  it,  but  should  construe  it  as  the  idle  entry  of  the 

clerk.      And  when  a  deed  is  not  in  court  no  oyer  can  be 

granted,  as  in  11  -ff  4.  12.  13.  §•  44.      Bro.  oyer  de  records, 

&c  8.     The  defendant  in  the  common  bench  could  not  have 

oyer  of  the  record  of  a  judgment  in  the  court  of  Kingston" 

upon-Hull,  because  the  record  was  not  in  the  court  of  common 

bench,  but  remained  in  the  inferior  court  (1)     And  it  was 

(1)  The  reason  whereof,  says  Lord  5  Rep.  75.  a.  and  Co.  Litt  281.  b.;  and 

Broke,  seems  to  be,  because  the  record  therefore    the   party   may    plead    the 

remains  in  the  inferior  court,  and  not  record   without   profert.    Willes,  559. 

in  the  custody  or  power  of  the  party  ;  Stone  v.  Rawlinson.   Ibid.  689.     Tiiley 

and  herewith   agree    Wymark's   case,  v.  FoxalL  (a)    So  where  a  person  has 

(a)  In  «Sftm€v./2^itr/iiM0ii,it  washeld,    payee  of  a  promissory  note  indorsed  it 
that  where  the   administrator  of  the    to  the  plaintiff,  the  latter  might  sue  on 
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fiffther  objected,  that  by  this  means  the  plaintiff  would  be 
tricked;  for  suppose  the  defendants  had  misrecited  the  inden- 
ture, or  bad  omitted  any  of  the  covenants,  or  perhaps  had  set 
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so  right  to  the  possession  of  the  deed 
or  conoterpart,  as  the  owner  of  a  rent- 
ebarge,  he  may  plead  it  without  profert. 
I  Yez.  394.  Whitfield  v.  FausuL  So 
where  a  person  pleads  a  deed  operating 
UMkr  the  statute  of  uses,  there  is  no 
necessity  of  making  aprofert  Dy.277.  a. 
Ettoff's  case,  and  the  notes  in  the  mar- 


gin. Cro.Jac.217*  ^9x1  oi  Huntingdon 
\.Mildmay.  Cro.  Car.441.  Stockman  "v. 
Hampton.  Sir  W  Jones,  377.  S.  C. 
Carth.315.  Reynely.Long,  1  Vez.  394*. 
3  Term  Rep.  156.  Read  v.  Brookman. 
Co.  Litt.  35.  b.  note  (6).  2  H.  Black. 
262.  Bolton  v.  Bp.  of  Carlisle,  (b)  So 
in  a  conveyance  by  yeq/fmcw/;  for  the 


tke  note  without  making  profer    of  the 
ktten  of  administration,  granted  to  the 
iodoner.     In  TitUy  y»  FoacaU  it   was 
hdd,  that  where  the  defendant  justified 
under  process    of   an   inferior   court, 
efeeted  by  letters  patent,  he  need  not 
make  profert  of  them.    And  generally 
the  rule  is  laid  down  in  6  Rep.  38.  b. 
Bdlaa^n  case,  that  it  is  unnecessary  to 
Bake  profert  where  the  party  does  not 
ckim  any  interest  under  the  deed. — 
See  also  10  Rep.  92.  Dr.  LeyfieUsi^^. 
(5)  8  T.R.573.  BanJiUy.  Leigh  ^ndi 
another,  per  Lord  Kenyan  C.  J.  2  Bos. 
&  Pnl.  387.      Onslow   v.  Smithy  per 
&atk^  J.     [This  doctrine,  as  to  deeds 
operating  under  the  statute  of  uses,  pro- 
bably arose  from  the  circumstance  that 
such   conveyances  were  in  form  con- 
Teyances  to  A.  to  the  use  of  B. ;  and  so 
A^  not  B.,  was  considered    to  have 
tke  possession  of  the  deed ;  and  conse* 
quently,  (as  in  the  case  of  the  owner  of 
tbc  rent  charge,)  when  B.  pleaded  it,  the 
fudges  did  not  require  him  to   make 
profert.  Cro.  Car.  209.  Gray  y.  Fielder, 
Cn>.  Car.  4A1.    Another  reason  is  to  be 
fottnd  in  some  cases,  viz.  that  the  party 
lP*«^g  Is  not  «  in  the  per;  '"  which 
w»  in  fact,  only  another  technical  mode 
of  expressing  the  same  thing.    If  a  man 
»  in  «tii  cfte  per,"  he  is  in  by  the  party 
««f«ting  thedeed;  if  m  «m  the  post,'' 
iie»inbythepartytowhomthe  deed 
»  cttcuted.    Hence  itfoUows,  that  in 


pleading  a  conveyance  by  lease  and 
release,  notwithstanding  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  make  a  profert  of  the  lease, 
yet  a  profert  must  be  made  of  the  re- 
hose  :  for  although  the  bargain  and  sale 
for  a  year  operates  by  force  of  the  statute 
of  uses,  yet  the  release  is  a  deed  ope- 
rating merely  at  common  law,  and  in 
favour  of  the  party  to  whom  it  is  exe- 
cuted; and  he  is  the  person  who,  ac- 
cording to  law,  must  be  presumed  to 
have  the  possession  of  it    6  Mees.  & 
W.722.   Jenkin  y.  Peace.    The  general 
rule  is,  that  a  party  is  not  required  to 
make  profert  of  an  instrument  to  the 
possession  of  which  he  is  not  entitled. 
Therefore,  where  in  debt  on  bond  there 
was  a  plea  of  the  plaintiff's  bankruptcy, 
and  the  replication  stated  that  the  plaintiff 
had,  by  indenture,  before  his  bankruptcy, 
assigned  the  bond  to  G.  and  E.  as  a  secu- 
rity for  a  larger  debt,  and  that  the  action 
was  prosecuted  for  their  benefit,  it  was 
held  that  no  profert  of  the  indenture  was 
necessary.  9A.SiE.292,  JDangerfieldy. 
Thomas.  lPerr.&D.207.S.C,  The  only 
exceptions  to  the  general  rule  are,  where 
the  party   pleading  acts  as  servant  to 
another,  or  where  there  is  a  privity  of  in- 
terest between  them,  as  in  the  case  of 
a  release  to  a  reversioner,  of  which  the 
tenant  for  life  may  avail  himself,  if  he 
can  get  hold  of  it;   So  also  in  the  case 
of  an  heir  or  executor,  who  may  plead  a 
release  to  the  ancestor  or  testator  whom 
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Jbvens  v.  out  another  indenture  between  the  parties,  to  which  the  con- 
Harridge.  dition  was  not  intended  to  refer,  the  plaintiff  is  deprived  of 
*  his  replication :  for  he  cannot  say  non  est  factum,  because  the 


estate  passes  by  the  livery ;  and  the 
statute  of  frauds,  29  Car.  2.  c  3.  which 
requires  that  livery  should  be  accom- 
panied by  some  instrument  in  writing, 
has  not  altered  the  form  of  pleading. 
3  Term  Rep.  ibid.  Co.  Lit  35.  b.  n. 
(6).  And  in  some  cases,  where  by  law 
a  profert  is  necessary,  it  has  been  held 
to  be  a  sufficient  reason  to  dispense  with 
the  necessity  of  it,  to  state  either  that 
the  deed,  which  is  pleaded,  hath  been 
lost  by  time  and  accident;  or  by  any 
other  casualty,  as  by  fire,  &c.  3  Term 
Rep.  151.  by  the  opinion  of  three  judges: 
(though  Lord  Hardwiche  strongly  in. 


clined  to  the  contrary  in  the  above- 
cited  case  of  Whitfield  v.Fatuset:) 
10  East,  55.  Htndy  v.  Stephemon:  (c) 
or,  that  the  deed  is  in  the  hands  of  the 
opposite  party,  or  is  destroyed  by  him, 
Totty  v.  Neshitly  cited  in  Read  v.  Brooke 
man,  3  Term  Rep.  153.  But  if,  in  these 
cases,  the  deed  is  inadvertently  pleaded 
with  a  profert,  the  adverse  party  is  en- 
titled to  oyer  of  coarse.  Totly  v.  NesbUtj 
and  Matison  v.  Aikinsonf  cited  in  Read 
V.  Brookman:  but  in  that  case  the  court 
will  give  the  party  leave  to  amend  the 
pleading,  and  state,  the  circumstances 
to  excuse  the  profert    Ibid.     See   1 


they  respectively  represent ;  as  also  in 
that  of  several  tort  feasors;  for  in  ail 
these  cases  there  is  a  privity  between 
the  parties,  which  constitutes  an  identity 
of  person.  But  there  is  no  such  privity, 
generally  speaking,  between  a  principal 
and  surety:  and  therefore  where  a 
defendant,  a  surety,  by  deed  poll  guaran- 
teed to  the  plaintiff  the  payment  of  a 
sum  of  money,  it  was  held  that  in  an 
action  on  the  guarantee,  the  defendant 
might  plead  an  indenture  of  release 
from  the  plaintiff  to  his  principal  with- 
out making  profert  of  the  indenture. 
8  Mees.  &  W.  751.  Bain  v.  CooperJ] 

(c)  In  which  case  it  was  held,  that  a 
non-existing  grant  cannot  be  pleaded 
without  stating  the  date  and  names  of 
the  parties.  [The  decision  of  Read  v. 
Brookman  was  regarded  by  Lord  Eldon 
as  tending  to  a  mischievous  confusion  of 
the  doctrines  of  law  and  equity,  and  he 
used  to  express  very  strongly  his  dis- 
satisfaction with  it  6  Yes.  813.  Ex 
parte  Greenway.  7  Ves.  19.  Bromley 
V.  HoUand.  9  Ves.  466.  East  India 
Company  v.  Boddam.    1  Bligh,  N,  S. 


542.  Duffieldy.Elwes.  And  it  should 
seem  that  profert,  when  requisite,  ought 
only  to  be  excused  in  cases  of  extreme 
necessity.  Therefore  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  allege  as  an  excuse,  that  the  deed  has 
been  delivered  to  the  opposite  party ; 
4  Mees.  &W.  538.  WalUs  y.  Harrison  ; 
nor  that  the  deed  is  ^<  in  the  possession 
of  certain  persons,  to  wit,  J.  B.  H.  and 
J.  T.,  who  before  and  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  the  suit  and 
thence  hitherto  have  held  and  still 
hold  the  same  by  agreement  thereto- 
fore in  that  behalf  made  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant."  6  Mees.  &  W. 
718.  Hill  y.  Marsden.  Where  the  de- 
claration alleged,  in  excuse  of  profert, 
that  the  indenture  '*  being  in  the  pos- 
session of  defendant,"  the  plaintiff 
<<  cannot  produce  the  same,"  a  plea  that 
the  indenture  "  is  not  in  the  possession  " 
of  the  defendant  modo  etjbrmd,  &<u  was 
held  bad  on  special  demurrer,  as  referring 
to  the  time  when  the  plea  was  pleaded, 
not  to  the  time  pointed  to  in  the  decla- 
ration. 12  A.  &  £.  654.  Fisher  v.  Ford. 
4Perr.&D.S47*S.C.] 
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defendants  have  not  alleged  it  to  be  the  deed  of  the  plaintiffs, 
but  have  only  prayed  oyer  of  the  indenture  mentioned  in  the 
condition,  which  may  as  well  be  the  deed  of  the  defendants 
intestate  under  his  seal,  as  the  plaintiff's ;  and  if  so,  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  plead  nan  estfactum^  because  it  is  not  charged  to  be 
his  deed.  And  it  was  further  argued,  that  the  defendants 
should  have  brought  one  part  of  the  indenture  imder  the 
plaintiff's  seal  into  court,  and  shewn  in  what  place  it  was 
made,  and  put  out  the  whole  substance  thereof  in  Latin ;  and 
then  if  they  had  misrecited  it,  or  had  pleaded  a  false  inden- 
ture, the  plaintiff  might  have  replied  non  est  factum^  or  he 
might  have  prayed  oyer  of  it,  and  caused  the  indenture  to  be 
entered  truly,  and  so  relieved  himself  against  the  falsity  of  the 
defendants.  (2) 


Jbveks  V, 
Harrido£. 


Wib,  16.     Tharesby  v.  Sparrow.  2  Str. 
1186.  S-C.  {d) 


(2)  By  demurring  to  tbe  plea :  See 
the   reason    thereof,   post    316.  S17. 


{(£)  Profert  is  unnecessary  where  a 
deed  is  stated  only  as  inducement. 
8  T.  R.571.  BanJiU  Y.Leigh  [9  A.  &  £. 
29&  JXtngerfieldy.  Thomas.^  So  of  an 
award.  See  2j  Saund.  62.  b.  note  (5.) 
See  also  2  SaiL497.  Morris*B  case; 
from  which  it  seems,  that  if  neither  pro- 
tai  nor  excuse  for  it  be  necessary,  the 
oaking  profert  is  but  surplusage,  and 
Ike  court  will  not  compel  the  party  to 
give  oyer.  But  if  oyer  be  given  in  such 
a  case,  the  opposite  party  is  entitled  to 
eoQsider  the  whole  instrument,  as  it  is 
set  out,  as  part  of  his  adversary's  plead- 
ings. Post.  317.  note  (2.)  It  has  been 
bdd  that  oyer  of  a  deed  of  which  profert 
■  made  in  a  declaration  cannot  be  de. 
manded  after  the  term  in  which  the 
profert  is  made.  1  Mod.  69.  Anon. 
1T.R.149.  The  King  Y.Amery.  Seethe 
reason  in  5  Rep.  75.  a.  WgmarKs  case. 
[Bat  since  the  New  Rules,  this  seems  in- 
applicable ;  and  the  rule,  it  is  conceived, 
BOW  is,  that  oyer  is  demandable  at  any 
poiod  before  the  time  for  pleading  is 
oat,  though  it  has  been  extended  by  a 
judge's  imier  on  terms ;  unless  the  order 
cxpieidy  except  the  right  to  demand 


oyer.  2  Cr.  Mees.  &  R.  694.  Good- 
riche  v.  Turky.  S.  C.  1  Tyr.  &  Gr.  149. 
And  the  right  is  not  waived  by  pleading, 
unless  the  plea  be  to  the  bond,  or  other 
instrument,  of  which  oyer  is  demanded. 
Ibid.]  Though  oyer  is  not  in  strictness 
demandable  of  a  record,  yet  if  a  judg- 
ment of  the  same  court  be  pleaded, 
the  party  pleading  it  must  give  a  note 
in  writing  of  the  date  and  number 
of  the  roll  whereon  it  is  entered  and  • 
filed,  or  the  plea  will  not  be  received. 
See  Tidd's  Pract  742.  and  the  cases 
there  cited.  Post  92.  note  (3)  [As  to 
pleading  a  judgment  of  another  court, 
see  Reg.  Gen.  H.  4  W.  4.  Practice  8.] 
If  profert  be  made  of  a  deed  in  a  de- 
claration, and  non  est  factum  be  plead- 
ed, the  plaintiflP  will  not  be  allowed  to 
prove  at  the  trial  that  the  deed  has  been 
destroyed,  and  to  give  secondary  evi- 
dence of  its  contents.  4  East,  585. 
Smith  and  others  v.  Woodward;  but  if 
it  be  lost  or  destroyed  ctfter  dedaraHony 
he  may  move  to  put  o£P  the  trial  and 
amend.  Ibid.  But  the  motion  must  be 
made  before  the  trial,  and  it  is  too  late 
to  move  at  nisi  prius.     I  Stark.  74. 
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Jevens  r.  But  notwithstanding  this,  it  was  adjudged  that  upon  a  ge- 
Harridoe.  neral  demurrer,  the  plea  was  good  in  substance,  although  it 
'  was  not  formal :  for  it  shall  be  intended  to  be  the  true  inden- 


Smkh  y.  Yeomans,  If.  the  defendant, 
after  craving  oyer  of  a  deed,  do  not 
set  forth  the  whole  deed,  or  misrecite 
it,  the  plaintiif  may  either  sign  judg- 
ment as  for  want  of  a  plea ;  4  Term 
Rep.  370-  Wallace  v.  Duchess  of  Cum" 
herland;  or,  he  may  by  his  replication 
pray  that  the  deed  may  be  inrolled, 
and  procure  it  to  be  truly  inrolled,  and 
demur.  Com.  Dig.  Pleader  (P.  1.). 
See  Ferguson  v.  Mackrethy  4  Term 
Rep.  370.  note  b.  (e)  For  by  craving 
oyer,  the  defendant  undertakes  to  set 
out  the  whole;  the  distinction  being, 
that  where  a  party,  having  craved  oyer 
of  a  deed  'or  other  instrument,  does 
upon  such  oyer  misrecite  it,  the  other 
side  may  relieve  himself,  by  praying 
that  the  deedy  &c.  may  be  inrolled  in  h€ec 
verba;  but  where  a  person  who  is  bound 
to  set  out  a  deed,  or  other  instrument. 


(as  in  the  case  of  a  bond  conditioned 
for  performance  of  covenants  contained 
in  an  indenture,)  sets  it  out  with  a 
profert  aod  misrecites  it,  the  other  side 
may  relieve  himself  by  praying  oyer 
of  the  deed  or  other  instrument,  and 
setting  it  out  in  hac  verba.  Ferguson  v. 
Mackreth.  1  Str.227-  Stibbsv.  dough. 
When  oyer  is  taken  of  a  bond  and  the 
condition,  though  it  is  usual  in  practice 
not  to  set  forth  the  bond,  but  to  say, 
<<  and  it  is  read  to  him,  &c."  and  then 
to  pray  oyer  of  the  condition,  and  set 
it  forth  in  hcec  verba^  yet  regularly  the 
bond  ought  to  be  entered  at  lai^e^  as 
well  as  the  condition :  for  if  it  be  ma- 
terial to  the  plaintiff  that  the  bond 
should  be  set  forth,  he  may  in  his  repli- 
cation pray  that  it  may  be  inrolled, 
and  so  set  it  forth.  Carth.  301,  302. 
Abney  v.    White,   1  Lutw.  680.  686. 


Paine  v.  Bustin.  If  a  deed  be  pleaded 
as  a  lost  deed  according  to  the  truth, 
and  non  est  factum  be  pleaded,  and 
afterwards  the  deed  be  found  before 
trial,  it  may  be  given  in  evidence.  2 
Camp.  557*  Hawley  v.  Peacoch  and 
another,  per  Lord  EUenborough  C.J. 
[In  covenant  by  a  lessor  against  a  lessee, 
on  an  indenture  of  demise,  it  is  no  va^ 
riance  if  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration 
makes  profert  of  the  "  said  indenture,** 
and  at  the  trial,  on  a  plea  of  non  est 
factum,  produces  the  counterpart  exe- 
cuted by  the  lessee.  3  B.  &  Adol.  396. 
Pearsey.  Morrice.'] 

(e)  The  party  praying  oyer  is  en- 
titled to  a  copy  of  the  attestation  and 
names  of  the  witnesses.  Willes,  288. 
Longmore  v.  Rogers.  [Where  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  on  an  administration  bond 
by  a  creditor  of  the  deceased,  in  the 
name  of  the  archbishop,  the  defendant 


craved  oyer  of  the  bond  of  which  pro- 
fert had  been  made  in  the  declaration, 
but  the  archbishop's  officer,  who  had 
the  custody  of  the  bond,  refused  to 
attend  at  the  office  of  the  defendant's 
attorney  with  it  for  the  purpose  of  oyer  ; 
it  was  held  that  furnishing  an  office 
copy  of  the  bond  to  the  defendant's  at- 
torney, or  producing  it  to  him  at  the 
registrar's  office  in  Doctors  Commons, 
was  not  sufficient  oyer;  and  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  action  were  stayed  until 
the  bond  should  be  produced  in  the 
usual  course.  3  Bing.  N.C.  789.  Arch^ 
bishop  of  Canterbury  y.  Tubb.  If  profert 
be  made  by  an  executor  of  "  the  letters 
testamentary,"  and  oyer  is  craved  of 
them,  he  must  give  a  copy  as  well  of 
the  will  as  of  the  certificate  of  the  Ordi- 
nary. 4?  Bing.  N  C.  235.  2>a^  v* 
Mahon.    S.C.  3  Scott,  299.] 
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imre,  and  tliat  it  is  in  court,  althou^it  does  not  appear  so  hj 
tlie  reoofrd :  and  if  the  defendants  had  endeavoured  to  trick 
the  pbintifif^  he  might  have  aided  himself  by  complaint  to  the 
oourt.  Bat  ^e  court  agreed  that  the  c2^eni2an/^  (3)  in  this  case 
OD^ht  to  shew  the  deed,  and  not  the  plidntiff,  by  law,  although 
the  eofort  will  sometimes  compel  the  plidntiff  to  giye  a  copy 
of  an  indentme  to  the  defendant,  if  he  swears  that  he  never 
hsd  Qoe  part%  or  that  he  hath  lost  it.  (t)    But  this  is  from 
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•  do.  JiA. 
429.   l&d.5a 
Id  debt  upoD 
bond  topcr- 
ibrm  oovenantt 
in  anindentun 
after  oyer  of 
the  ooDdition» 


Bkwa  T.  Appleby.  Bat  if  no  use  is 
neuit  to  be  made  of  the  bond,  there 
aeeniB  to  be  no  need  to  pray  oyer  of  it  at 
alL  or  enter  any  such  prayer ;  but  it  is 
toiBcient  to  pray  oyer  of  the  condUion 
mI^.  lab.  Flac209.pl.  22a  For  the 
bond  and  condition  are  considered  as 
fstiiict^  the  bond -being  complete  with- 
oat  the  condition ;  therefore  there  may 
be  oyer  of  one,  without  any  of  the  other. 
Post  289, 290.  CaUU  ▼.  Vaughan.  And 
pnytng  oyer  of  one  does  not  entitle  the 
party  to  oyer  of  the  other^  but  it  must 
be  demanded  of  both,  if  wanted.  6  Mod* 
237.  Cook  T.  RemingUm*  And  in  this 
R^>ect  the  <x>ndition  or  indorsement  of 
s  hemd  ctiffers  from  a  condition  or  in- 
dofnement  on  a  deed;  for  the  indorse- 
■wnt  on  a  deed  made  at  the  time  of  its 
being  executed  is  part  of  the  deed,  and 
tbnefore  there  can  be  no  complete  oyer 
•f  the  deed  without  the  indorsement 


6  Mod.  237.  CO  No  oyer  is  grantable  of 
a  private  act  of  parliament.  Doug.  476» 
477.  Jeffery  y.  WMie.(jsf)  Nor  of  a  re- 
cord, as  letters  patent  inroUed  in  Chan- 
cery,  though  pleaded  with  a  profert 
1  Term  Rep.  149.  Sex.Y  Amery.  To 
deny  oyer  when  it  ought  to  be  granted 
is  error.  6  Mod.  28.  LongviUv.  Thistle- 
worth.  In  order  to  bring  error,  the 
party  who  insists  upon  oyer  must  enter 
his  prayer  on  record.  (A)  This  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  plea;  and  the  other  side 
may  either  counter-plead  or  demur  to 
it,  and  the  court  will  give  judgment 
thereon.  6  Mod.  28.  2  Salk.  498.  2  Ld. 
Raym.  969,  970.  S.C.  But  it  is  no 
error  to  grant  oyer  where  it  ought  not 
to  be.    Ibid. 

(3)  So  Co.  Ent  ISO— 134.  Post.  52. 
Gainrford  v.  Griffith^  Lib.  Plac  141. 
209.  Lil.  Ent  115. 118.  Neither  can 
the  defendant  plead  performance  with- 


(f)  [iSsetcj^  where  the  indorsement  is 
made  after  the  execution.  1  Dowl.  N.S. 
Sa  Smith  r.  Goldsworthy.'] 

(g)  Nor  of  an  original  writ;  and  if 
tbe  defendant  craves  oyer  of  it,  the 
flndff  may  sign  judgment  as  for  want 
ofaples.  1  Doug.  227.  JSooet  V.  .£^ 
warie.  The  effect  of  the  refusal  of  the 
cowts  to  grant  oyer  of  an  original  has 
been  to  prevent  a  plea  in  abatement  of 
tbe  writ  for  want  of  the  defendant's  ad- 
Aiott;  for  no  such  plea  can  be  pleaded 
ntil  after  oyer.  7  East,  383.  DmAoim  v. 
Bead,  post.  318.  note. 

(A)  [Hehasnoxightihoweferitohave 
TOUI. 


it  entered  of  record,  unless  it  was  made 
in  due  time ;  if  he  was  out  of  time  by 
the  practice  of  the  court,  he  has  no  right 
to  call  on  the  other  side  to  counter-plead. 
2Cr.Mees.  &  R.694. 1  Tyr.  &  6r.  149.] 
(t)  [4  Doug.  202.  Sidgier  y.Aldtu.'} 
Where  one  part  only  of  an  instrument 
is  executed,  and  it  is  lodged  in  the 
hands  of  one  party  for  the  use  of  both, 
the  court  will  compel  the  production  of 
it  for  the  use  of  the  other  party.  1 
Taunt  386.  Blaheyy.  Porter.  4s  TavluU 
666.  Kingr.  King.  4  Taunt  157.  Bate- 
man  y.PhUlq^e,  in  which  last  case  the 
prodactioA  waa  requiredt  in  order  to 


^e 


Eawe  versus  Planner. 


Jevbns  «. 
JIarridoi. 
^ . ^ 

the  ddSmdAnt 
ought  to  shew 
the  indentun^ 
and  not  the 
pUindff. 

[10] 


the  favour  of  the  court,  and  not  of  right,  for  the  entry  always 
mippooes  it  to  be  brought  into  court  by  the  defendants.  But 
they  held  that  this  manner  of  pleading  was  aided  by  the  sta- 
tute of  27th  Eliz.  c.  5.  upon  a  general  demurrer ;  but  that  it 
would  be  otherwise  upon  a  special  demurrer.  And  judgment 
was  given  for  the  defendants,  that  the  pkintiflP  should  take 
nothing  by  his  bill  (see  7  H.  4.  1.),  that  the  plaintiff  in  such 
case  ought  to  shewtiie  indenture ;  but  it  seems  not  to  be  law 
at  this  day.     Saunders  of  counsel  with  the  plaintiff. 


out  first    stating  the  deed.    All.  72. 
Ettia  V.  BoK.  1  Sid.  50.  Ibid.  91.  Lewis 


V.  BaiL    425.  Tapseoi  v.  Wooldridgie. 
Carth.  5.  ForHtne  v.  Davis*  (k) 


have  the  instrument  stamped.  1  B.  &  B. 
SIS.  Marrow  y.Saunders.  [6Bing.614. 
JBloffp  V.  Keni.  8  Bing.  1.  Devenoge  v. 
Bauverie.  2  Cr.&M.  ^56.  Beidv.  CoU" 
man.  1  Mees.  &  W.  207.  Doe  dem. 
Morris  v.  Boe.  1  Dowl.  163.  Doe  v. 
SlightJ}  SecuSf  where  two  parts  of  an 
instrument  are  executed,  and  one  of  the 
parties  loses  his  part  6  Taunt.  302. 
Street  v.  Brown.  [2  Younge  &  J.  4. 
Woodcock  y.  Worthington.  2  Cr.  8c 
Jenr.  625.  Travis  v.  Cottins.  But  see  2 
Cr.&Jerv.278.  Neahy.Swind.  The 
principle  appears  to  be,  that  where  there 
is  only  one  part,  and  it  is  executed  by 
both  parties,  the  party  who  holds  it  is  a 


trustee  for  the  production  of  it  to  the 
other  party;  6  Bing.  615.  1  Mees.  & 
W.208.;  but  that  the  production  can 
only  be  compelled  in  cases  where  the 
holder  is  a  party  to  the  suit  (or  identical 
with  a  party.  1  Mees.  &W.  207.)»  and  can 
be  regarded  as  a  trustee,  for  the  party 
who  requires  the  production.  3  Bing. 
152.  Ratcliffey.Bleasby.  9  Bing.  723. 
Cocks  V.  Nask.  It  cannoty  therefore,  be 
compelled,  where  the  party  requiring  it  is 
not  privy  to  the  instrument  3  Mees.  & 
W.  309.  Smith  v.  Winter.  5  Bing.  6. 
Lawrence  v.  Hooker.    9  Bing.  723.] 

{k)  [See  po8tVoLII.p.409.  note  (2> 
1  A.  &  £•  792.  Lainson  v.  Tremere.^ 


Case  S« 


SerhMre,\ 
to  wit.    J 


Hawe  versus  Planner. 
Trin.  17  Car.  IL  Eegis.  RolL  925. 

BE  it  remembered  that  heretoforci  to  wit,  in  the 
term  of  St.  Hilary  last  past,  before  our  lord 
the  king  at  Westminster,  came  Henry  Hawe  by  James  Bouse 
his  attorney,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our  said 
lord  the  king,  then  there,  his  certain  bill  against  John 
Planner,  of  the  parish  of  Wokingham,  in  the  county  afore- 
said, yeoman,  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c  of  a  plea  of 
trespass,  and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit,  John 
Doe  and  Bichard  Boe,  which  said  bill  follows  in  these  words ; 
that  is  to  say,  Berkshire  to  wit,  Henry  Hawe  complains  of 
John  Planner,  of  the  parish  of  Wokingham,  in  the  county 
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ifoieeflSd,  yeoman,  bdng  In  the  custody  of  the  marahal  of  th6     Hawe  v. 

Manhakea  of  our  lord  the  king  before  the  king  himself,  for    ^ la|nsb. 

that  he  on  the  4th  day  of  September,  in  the  16th  year  of  the  ' 

reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  oi  England,  &c. 

nith  fince  and  arms,  &c.  made  an  assault  upon  him  the  said 

Hennf  Jffawe,  at  Wokingham  aforesaid,  in  the  county  afore- 

add,  and  him  the  said  Henry  then  and  there  beat,  wounded 

sad  in  treated,  bo  that  his  life  was  greatly  despaired  of,  and 

other  wrongs  to  him  then  and  there  did  agunst  the  peace  of 

ear  add  lord  the  now  king,  and  to  the  damage  of  him  the 

sttd  Henry  of  lOOJL  and  therefore  he  brings  suit,  &c 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Friday  next  after  the  Flea. 
Honow  of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  this  same  term,  until  which 
dqr  tfa6  saidt/bAn  hadleaye  to  imparl  to  the  bill  aforesaid,  and 
then  to  oDBwer,  &a  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster^ 
oomea  aa  well  the  said  Henry  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  said 
Mm  by  WilHam  WiUmer,  his  attorney ;  and  the  said  John 
Fltmner  defends  the  force  and  injuiy  when,  &&    And  as  to  As  to  the  force 
the  ooming  with  force  and  arm£f,  or  whatever  that  is  against  ^dthewound- 
the  peace  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  (a),  and  also  as  to  in^efendant 
die  said  woundrDg  above  supposed  to  be  done,  the  said  John  ^nty.^ 
FloMner  aaith  that  he  is  not  guilty  thereof,  and  of  this  he 
puts  hiniBelf  upon  the  country,  and  the  said  Henry  thereof 
fikevise,  &c>    And  as  to  the  residue  of  the  trespass  and  And  as  to  the 
asKDlt  aforesaid  above  supposed  to  be  done,  the  said  John  '^^^l 
Hamner  aaith  that  the  said  Henry  ought  not  to  have  or  non; 
maintaan  his  said  action  thereof  against  him;  because  he  because defend- 
aaith,  that  before  the  said  time  when  the  said  trespass  and  ^  ^rchww - 
asHolt  18  supposed  to  be  done,  and  at  the  time  when,  &c  he  ^^  ^  ^^ 
the  said  JtJm  was  one  of  the  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of  plaintiff anhi- 
Wokmgham  aforesaid,  duly  elected  and  appointed;  and  that  habitant  there; 
the  said  Henry  before  the  sidd  time,  when,  &c.  and  at  the       [  11  ] 
auae  time  whoi,  &c.  was  an  inhabitant  of  the  said  parish ; 
and  Ifait  the  tsaid  Henry  so  being  an  inhabitant  of  the  said  andthepiaintlff 
parisb  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.  to  wit,  on  the  2l8t  Il^ri^the^ 
dsf  of  August,  in  the  16th  year  aforesaid,  being  Sunday,  tinieof<K^e 
Wtt  in  the  church  of  the  parish  aforesaid  during  the  time  his  hat  on: 

(a)  The  denial  of  force  aad  arms,  issue  lie  on  the  defendant,  he  is  en« 

and  whatever  else  is  against  the  peace,  titled^  at  the  trial,  to  open  the  case  and 

is  oierely  for  the  purpose  of  saving  the  to  have  the  general  reply.  2  Stark.  518. 

fine  to  the  king :  and  if  the  general  issue  Jackson  v.  HeskeA,    See  also  as  to  the 

extend  to  no  other  part  of  the  declar-  averment,  vi  et  armiSf  post  81  a.  uoiM 

and  the  affinnative  of  the  other  (i).  140  a.  note  (4> 

C  2 


It  BjBLwe  verms  Vlaxmer. 

Hawb  t.  that  divine  flervice  was  celebrated  in  the  said  chnn^  and 
Plankbr.  that  the  «dd  Hetiry,  at  the  lime  when  prayers  were  made  in 
'  '  '  the  same  church  by  the  congr^tion  of  the  people  there, 
fendmtr^iMsi-  irreverently  had  his  head  covered  with  his  hat;  whereupoa 
hU^^Bi^  he  the  said  John,  bdng  such  churchwarden  as  aforesaid^  then 
iiead;  whicbhe  and  there  admonished  and  requested  the  said  Henry  to  un- 
wlwtodlSr  cover  his  head,  which  the  said  JSeiiiy  refused  and  n^lected 
took  pUintiiri  to  do;  whereupon  he  the  said  John  then  and  there  took  fiom 
hL'^ddi.  theheadof  the  said  ZTeniy  his  said  hat,  and  then  and  there 
Tered  ittohim,  delivered  the  same  to  the  odd  Henry,  as  it  was  well  lawful 
^      ^muUi    for  him  to  do ;  which  said  taking  of  the  said  hat  of  the  said 


f^^'*^!^     Henry  from  his  head  is  the  same  assaulting,  beating  and  ill* 

any  other  dmL  treating  whercof  the  said  Henry  above  thereof  oomfdaina 

^tblLd*^     against  him  the  said  John:  without  this,  that  he  the  said 

the  plML  John  is  guilty  of  the  said  assaulting,  beating  or  ill-treating 

on  the  said  4th  of  September,  or  at  any  other  time  than  on  the 

said  2l8t  day  of  August,  in  the  16th  year  aforesaid,  or  other* 

wise,  or  in  any  other  manner,  as  the  said  Henry  Howe  above 

thereof  complains  against  him  the  said  John;  and  this  he  the 

said  John  is  ready  to  verify ;  wherefore  he  prays  judgment 

if  the  said  Henry  ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action 

thereof  against  him  the  said  John,  &c  —  A  general  demurrer 

[  12  ]       and  a  joinder  in  demurrer.  — But  because  the  court  of  our 

Tult*    ^"*^   *®^^  l^'^  ^  ^°^  ^^^  ^cr®  ^  ^^*  y^  advised  of  giving 

their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  prenuses  whereof  the  parties 

aforesaid  have  put  themselves  upon  tiie  judgment  of  the 

comi;,  a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our 

*  lord  the  king  at  Westminster  until  the  day  next 

after  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the 

premises,  because  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here  thereof 

Yen.  fre.  tarn    ig  not  yet,  &C. ;  and  as  well  to  try  the  said  issue  above  joined 

ad  bqp^rendT  between  the  said  parties  to  be  tried  by  the  countiy,  as  to 

^*^-  P^  ^^'   inquire  what  damages  the  said  Henry  Hawe  has  sustained  on 

occasion  of  the  said  trespass  and  assault,  whereof  the  said 

parties  have  put  themselves  upon  the  judgment  of  the  court» 

if  it  shall  happen  that  judgment  should  be  given  for  the  said 

Henry  Hawe  against  the  said  John  Planner,  let  a  jury  thereof 

come  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster  on  day 

next  and  who  neither,  &c.  to  recognize,  &c 

because  as  well,  &c.  the  same  day  is  given  to  the  said  parties 

there,  &c ;  at  whidi  Tuesday  next  after  fifteen  days  of  the 

I  Holy  Triniiy,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  come 

the  parties  aforesaid  by  thnrattomiesaforesaid*  Andbecanse 
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(he  court  of  oor  said  lord  the  Idng  here  is  not  yet  advised  Hawb  v. 
of  ghriag  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  a  day  PI'^a.nner* 
thereof  iflforthergiTen  to  the  said  parties  before  our  lord  the  • 

kiag  at  We$imbuter  until  Monday  next  after  three  weeks  of 
&.itfidl€K4  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises 
beeaase  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  is 
Aereof  not  yet,  &c. ;  before  which  day  the  said  plaint  in(aa  Adjourament 
a^Qfoiiied  by  our  said  lord  the  king's  writ  of  common  ad-  ^ 
jooniment  before  our  said  lord  the  king  at  Oxford^  in  the 
eoDBty of  Oxfcrd^  until  Saturdaym  the  octave  of  8t  Martin; 
it  iridcfa  day,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Oxford,  come  the 
parties  aforesaid  by  their  attomies  aforesaid*    And  because 
the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  is  not  yet  ad- 
vised rf  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  a 
fiirtiier  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  said  parties,  before  our 
krd  the  kb[ig  at  Oxford,  until  Saturday  on  the  Morrow  of  the 
Piirificati<m  of  the  Blessed  Mary  to  hear  their  judgment  of 
and  upon  the  premises,  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
Hag  now  here  is  thereof  not  yet,  &c. ;  before  which  day  the  Term  adjourn. 
and  phint  was  adjourned  by  our  said  lord  the  king's  writ  of      ^    "'^^^ 
fnnmnn  adjournment  before  our  said  lord  the  king,  until  the 
and  Mottow  of  the  Purification  of  the  Blessed  Mary,  at  the 
OHde  of  ffindsor,  in  the  county  of  Berks;  at  which  day  before 
oor  lord  the  king^  at  the  said  castle  of  Windsor,  come  the  said 
parties  by  their  said  attomies.    And  because  the  court  of  our 
mad  knd  the  king  now  here  is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their 
judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  a  further  day  thereof  is 
given  to  the  said  parties,  before  our  lord  the  king,  at  the  said 
castle  of  Windsor,  until  Friday  next,  in  the  octave  of  the 
Pnrification  of  the  Blessed  Mary,  to  hear  their  judgment  of 
and  xtpaa  the  premises,  because  tiie  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
kfaig  here  is  thereof  not  yet,  &c.    Before  which  day  the  said 
plaint  was  adjourned  by  our  said  lord  the  king's  writ  of  com-      [  IS  ] 
man  adjoninment  before  our  sud  lord  the  king,  until  the  A^journmeiif 
Mid  octave  of  the  Purification  of  the  said  Blessed  Mary,  at  minster,  j 
Walminsier,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex^    At  which  day,  be^- 
£xe  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  come  ^e  parties  afore- 
and  by  their  attomies  aforesaid*    And  because  the  court  of 
ear  aaiid  lord  the  king  here  is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their 
jodgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  a  further  day  thereof  is 
given  to  the  said  parties  before  our  lord  the  king  at  WestrntU" 
skr,  until  Monday  next  after  the  Morrow  of  the  Ascension  of 
oar  Lord^  to  hear  their  judgment  of  wd  upon  the  pr^nises. 


1$  Hawe  t;er£t^Tlaxmer. 

Hawb  v.  beoanae  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  iB  thereof 
Plakner.  not  yety  &c  At  which  day,  before  our  lord  the  king  at 
'  *  '  '  WestminBteTf  come  the  parties  aforesaid  by  their  attomies 
aforesaid.  (Further  continuances  for  two  terms.)  At  which 
day,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  come  the  parties 
aforesud  by  their  attomies  aforesaid  And  thereupon  the 
premises  being  seen,  and  by  the  court  here  fuUy  understood, 
it  seems  to  the  said  court  that  the  said  plea  by  him  the  said 
John  Planner,  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  above  pleaded, 
and  the  matter  in  the  same  contained,  are  good  and  suffident 
in  law  to  bar  the  said  Henry  Howe  from  having  his  said 
Judgment  ^  action  thereof  against  him  the  said  John  Planner.  Therefore 
it  is  considered  that  the  said  Henry  Howe  take  nothing  by 
the  bill;  and  that  he  and  his  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit, 
John  Doe  and  Riehard  Roe,  be  thereof  in  mercy  for  his  false 
claim,  and  that  the  said  John  Planner  go  thereof  without 
day,  &c» 


Cases.  Hawe  t;6rfu^  Planner. 

&  c.  2  Keb.  rpRESPASS  of  assault  and  battery.— The  plaintiff  declares, 
1  lU!  196.^^*  -''■  ^^^  ^^  defendant  on  the  4th  of  September,  in  the  16th 
A  churchwM-  year  of  the  now  king,  made  an  assault  upon  him,  at  Wohng-' 
tiSd^offSie^  *«»«>  ui  the  county  of  Berks,  and  beat,  wounded  and  iU- 
hatofapenon  treated  him,  so  that,  &c.  and  other  wrongs,  &c.  The  de- 
church  at  the  fendant  as  to  the  force  and  arms,  and  the  wounding,  pleads 
^  *^tf  ^n  ^^^  P^*y  5  and  as  to  the  residue,  he  says,  that  before  and  at 
beingdedredto  the  time  whcu  the  trespass  is  supposed  to  be  committed,  he 
IdsL^^t^  was  one  of  the  churchwardens  of  Wokingham  aforesaid,  and 
do.  (1)  the  plaintiff  being  an  inhabitant  of  the  said  pariA,  before  the 

said  time  when,  &c  to  wit,  on  the  21st  day  of  August,  in  the 
16th  year  aforesaid,  being  a  Sunday,  was  in  church  at  the 
[  14  ]  time  of  the  celebration  of  divine  service  therein ;  and  that  at 
the  time  when  prayers  were  made  in  the  church  by  the  con* 
gregation  of  the  people  there,  the  plaintiff  irreverently  had 

his  hat  upon  his  head;  whereupon  the  defendant  requested 
—  ■■■■  ■  ■  ..       ■  '  ■ ,  ■ 

(1)  From  the  report  of  the  case  in  oot  justify  palling  off.  the  plainfifPs  hat, 

Siderfiny  it  appears  that  Twysden  J.  because  it  tended  tea  breach  of  the 

was  of  opinion  that  this  irreverent  beha-  peace.    This  ease  hc^wever  is  cited  and 

viour  was  only  punishable  in  the  ecde-  recognized  in  Comberb.  17*  and  in  Com* 

siastical  court,  and  the  defendant  could  Dig.^£sglise  (F.  %)i  (a) 


(a)  [10  Mees.  &  W.  105.    Bwrtm  v.  JSeiMon.] 
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the  plaintiff  ta  be  uncovered,  which  the  plaintiff  refased  to  do^     Haws  «• 

wheiefbie  the  defendant  took  the  plaintiff'a  hat  from  off  his    PI'Annbb, 

head,  and  then  and  there  delivered  it  to  him;  which  said  • 

taking  is  the  same  asealiltingy  beating  and  ill-treating,  whereof, 

&c  and  tiavarses  that  he  is  guilty  of  assaulting,  beating  and 

iU-^readng  on  the  soLd  4th  day  of  September,  or  at  any  other 

time  than  the  sud  2l8t  day  oi August,  or  otherwise,  or  in  any 

other  manner ;  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  demurs.     And  it ' 

was  objected,  that  the  defendant  had  traversed  the  day  where 

it  was  not  material ;  for  he  might  have  justified  on  the  same 

day  the  plaintiff  complaimt,  without  any  traverse.  (2)    Also, 

tiiat  the  defendant  had  not  justified  any  battery,  becemse  the 

taking  off  of  the  plantiff's  hat  was  no  battery  (c):  and  so  the 

plea  bad.  (3)   But  tiie  court,  taking  tlus  to  be  a  great  misde- 


(2)  This  is  held  to  be  an  immaterial 
tiaverse;  but  being  a  defect  in  form 
cHiljy  must  be  specially  demurred  to; 
for  it  is  good  upon  a  general  demurrer 
bj  itatate  27  Eliz.  c  5.  1  Str.  694. 
Comrtme^  v.  SatehweO.  1  Lev.  24^1.  Lake 
y.Kmg.  2  Lutw.  1457.  Hargraive  v. 
WmL  Co.  Litt.  282.  a.  b»  Cro.  Eliz. 
70&  Peacock  t.  Peacock.  842.  Pureei 
T.  ffwiekmgs.  1  Leon.  89.  Queen  v« 
Loed  Vaux.  Cro.  Car.  228.  Tifler  v. 
JToflL    2  Salk.642.  Greenr.  Goddard, 


Sd  resolution.;  Post  85.  Wright  v. 
BameooL  Cro.  Eliz.  184^  Cowleigh  v. 
Edwards.  1  RoL  Rep.  S95,  396. 
PkiUips  V.  Weeks,  (b) 

(3)  It  should  seem  too»  that  this 
would  have  been  a  valid  objection  on  a 
special  demurrer.  It  b  one  of  the  rules 
of  pleadings  that  the  party  justifying 
must  shew  and  admit  the  fact  3  Term 
Rep.  298.  Taylor  r.  Cok.  1  Ld.  Raym. 
38.  Gibbons  v.  Pepper.  S.  C.  2  Salk.  637. 
4  Mod.  404.  cited  3  Wils.411,412.(d) 


(6)  2  B.  Moore,  91.  Tke  Corpora- 
Am  of  Arundel -v.  Bouman.  Post,  20. 
aote  (1).  nBing.N.C.648.  Bradleg 
y.Miimes.2 

(e)  It  should  seem  that  every  imposi- 
tioD  of  hands  against  the  will  of  the 
pbintiff  is  a  battery.  Skin.  387.  King 
et  Uk.  r.Jebbert:  and  if  so,  this  plea 
vodd  be  good. 

{d)  [5 B.fc  C.479.  Meroeronr.  Dow- 
mm,  10  B.  &  C.  263.  M'Pherson  v. 
Demds.  Therefore  a  plea  that  the 
dflfeadant  was  discharged  by  the  order 
of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  from 
tke  eaoses  of  action  in  the  declaration 
aoidoned,  if  any^  was  held  bad  on 
fecial  demurrer.  I  Cr.  Mees.  &  R.  254. 
GoM  Y.  Lasbury.  4  Tyr.  863.  S.  C. 
Bo  a  plea  that  *  the  supposed  debt,  if 


.<'  any  such  ikere  he,"  did  not  aoorue 
within  six  years,  b  bad  on  special  de- 
murrer, for  not  confessing  the  debt 
4  A.  &  E.  489.  Margetts  v.  Bays.  But 
a  plea  that  the  said  ** supposed*^  causes 
of  action  did  not  accrue  within  six  years, 
is  not  bad»  even  on  special  demurrer; 
for  the  word  *' supposed  **  is  a  suffi- 
cient admission  of  the  cause  of  action. 
1  DowL  N.  S.  950.  Eavestdffy.  RussdL 
Nor  is  a  plea  of  son  assauk  demesne  bad 
for  concluding  with  the  averment  (which 
it  has  long  been  the  practice  to  add,  see 
Lane  v.  King^  post  77.  Greene  v.  Jones, 
post  297.)  that  **  ifanj  hurt  or  damage 
^'  then  happened  or  was  occasioned  to  the 
**  plaintiff,  the  same  happened  and  was 
^*  occasioned  by  the  said  assault  of  the 
^  plaintiff  on  the  defendant,  and  in  the 
C  4 


Ua 


Bennet  versw  Filkina^ 


'  Haws  tr."    meanor  in  ihe  plaintiff,  gaye  judgment  against  lmn>  ^thout 
Plannbr.^    any  regard  to  tibe  objectionfu     Saunders  of  counsel  with  the 
'  plainti£ 


The  defendant  should  have  pleaded  not 
ffuilfy  to  the  battery.  Post.  27-  n.  (] ). 
Cro.  Eliz.  268.  Pendkhury  v.  ElmotL 
SSI.  Kent  v.  Spender.  4S4.  ijjctie  v* 
Sanderson.  Cro.  Jae.  27*  7%ome/  v. 
Laaeeh.  2  Vent  19S.  Cbrr  r.  Donne* 
However,  where  a  person  is  only  ae* 


eauUedj  still  the  form  of  the  declaration 
is  the  same  as  where  there  has  been  a 
baOeryy  «  that  the  defendant  assaulted, 
'*  and  beaij  bruised^  and  wounded  the 
<'  plaintiff."  Kitch.  76. 4  edit  dtes  40 
Edw.3.4a    42Edw.3.7.(e) 


**  necessary  defence,  &c. ;"  for  this  aver* 
ment  relates  merely  to  ''  hurt  or  da^ 
muge,"  and  not  to  the  fact  of  the  assault. 
11  A.&  E. 816.  W%$e  v.ffodaolL^ 

(e)  The  word  « ill-treated,"  is  fre- 
quently inserted ;  and  if  the  assaulting 
and  ill-4reating  be  justified  in  the  plea, 
although  the  heating^  bruisingy  and 
wounding  be  not,  yet  it  is  held  that  the 
plea  amounts  to  a  justification  of  the 
battery.  7  Taunt.  689.  Johnson  v. 
Northwood.  1  B.  Moore,  420.  S.  C. 
[Post  296.  note  (a).  So  where  the 
plaintiff  declared,  in  trespass,  for  assault- 
ing him,  seizing  and  laying  hold  of  him, 
and  imprisoning  him,  and  the  defendant 
pleaded  a  justification  under  a  writ  of 
capias,  it  wasjield,  that  the  plea  ad- 


mitted a  battery.  S  Mees.  &  W.28. 
Bowlings  v.  TiU.  But  where  in  tres- 
pass for  assaulting  the  plaintiff,  uid 
tl|rowing  water  upon  him,  and  also 
wetting  and  damaging  his  clothes,  the 
defendant  pleaded  a  justification  as  to 
assaulting  the  plaintiff  and  wetting  and 
damaging  his  clothes,  it  was  held,  that,, 
though  the  declaration  alleged  a  battery, 
yet  the  matter  justified  by  the  plea  did 
not  amount  to  a  battery.  8  A.  &  £•  602. 
PurseUv.Hom.  S. C. S Nev. &  P. 564. 
See  further,  as  to  the  mode  of  pleading 
to  the  charge  of  a  battery,  2  Cr.  Mees.  8c 
R.  412.  Blunt  v.  Beaumont  $  and  to  the 
charge  of  wounding,  see  2  Mees.  &  W. 
791.  OakesY.Wood.^ 


Case4r 


Bennef^  Bailiff  of  Westminster,  verms  Filkins. 
Trin.  18  Car.  DC.  K^is.  lElolL  1172. 


xiedantion iQ    MiddUuxA-w^  it  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in 
bondtothebai*  '  "*^  Eoster  term  last  past,  before  our  lord  the  king 


debt  on  a  bail-       to  wit.    J 


JiffofsUberty.  at  fTe^fmiiwftfr,  came  Ji>An5«ine/,  esquire,  bailiff  of  the  libvty 
of  the  dean  and  chapter  of  the  collegiate  church  of  St  Peter ^ 
Westminster,  by  WiUiam  Turbilly  his  attorney,  and  brought 
here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  then  there, 
his  certain  bill  against  Richard  Filktns,  of  the  parish  of 
St.  Clement  Danes,  in  the  county  oi  Middlesex,  merchant  taylor, 
otherwise  called  Richard  Filhins  of  the  same,  merchant  taylar^ 
in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c.  of  apleaof  debt;  and  there 
axe  pledges  of  prosecution^  to  yni,JohnDoe  9iki  Richard  Boe, 


Mich;  18  Gar«  n.  Regis.  lib 

wbkh  said  bill  follows  in  these  words ;  that  is  to  say,  JMid*  Bbnnbt  r. 

Hetez,  to  wit»  John  Bennet,  esquire^  bailiff  of  the  liberty  of    Filkims. 

the  dean  and  diapter  of  the  collegiate  church  of  StPeter,  ' 

WestMimsier,  compbdns  of  Bichard  Filkins,  of  the  pariah  of 

8L  Clement  Danes,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  merchant 

taylor^  Uherwise  called  (1)  Bichard  Filkins  of  the  samei  merchant 

iaylor,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  Marshalsea 

of  our  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  of  a  plea  that 

he  render  to  him  200L  of  lawful  money  of  England,  which 

he  owes  to  and  unjustly  detains  from  him ;  for  that  whereas 

the  0ud  Bichard  on  ^  6th  day  of  February,  in  the  17th 

year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king 

i£  England,  &C.  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  in  the  county  afore- 

aody  by  bia  certain  writmg  obligatory,  sealed  with  the  seal 

of  him  the  said  Bichard,  and  to  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the 

king  now  here  shewn,  the  date  whereof,  is  the  same  day  and 

year,  acknowledged  himself  to  be  held  and  firmly  bound  to 

the  said  John  Bennet  by  the  name  of  John  Bennet,  esquire,       C  ^^  H 

bailiff  of  the  liberty  of  the  dean  and  chapter  of  the  collegiate 

dmrch  of  StPeier,  Westminster,  in  the  said  200/.  to  be  paid 

to  the  aame  John  Bennet  when  he  should  be  required  there- 

uBto;  yet  the  said  Bichard  (although  often  required)  has  not 

yet  paid  the  said  200L  to  the  said  John,  but  to  pay  the  same 

to  him  has  hitherto  altogether  refused,  and  still  doth  refuse,    . 

to  the  damage  of  him  the  said  John  Bennet  of  SOL  and 

therefore  he  brings  suit,  &c     And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  Flou  i 

Fridag  next  after  the  Morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  in  this 

(1)  When  the  debt  arose  upon  a  re-  the  aUas  diet  (a)/  the  proper  use  of 

eoid  or  apecialtj,  it  was  formerly  the  which  is  to  agree  with  the  record  or  spe* 

pnetiee  to  add,  as  well  in  the  writ  as  cialty,  upon  which  the  writ  is  grounded, 

federation,  the  defendant's  description  and  is  not  traversable.  SO  H.  6. 5.  Bro. 

k  the  record  or  specialty,  under  an  Additions,  ^.  2  Inst  669.    And  it  is 

oBms  ^SeL  as  it  was  called,  and  the  di*  now  held,  that  it  is  unnecessary,  and 

icetioa  osed  tobe  tosetitout/t^o/im.  had  better  be  omitted.    So  adjudged 

1  Lwtr.  Cler.  197*  7  edit      However,  in  C.B.  in  the  time  of  Eyre  C.J.  in 

sa  ofiof  did.  was  never  material ;  for  it  the  case  of  Darby  v.  MimhuU,  which 

im  adjudged  in  very  eariy  times,  that  was  debt  upon  a  bail-bond.    1  Rich. 

Ihs  addition  of  the  defendant's  estate,  Pract  C.P.  5th  ed.  96.  note  (n).    And 

degree^  dre.  and  place,  ought  to  be  accordingly  the  modem  practice  is  to 

alleged  ta  the  ibvt  namei  by  the  statute  omit  it* 
1 H.  5.  e.  5*  of  additions,  and  not  after 


{a>  See 7Xe£Mgr  v./Stoi^  ILeach's  Crown Caso^  490.  aec. 


15  Bennet  t^erM^  FiUdns. 

BiKiTBT  «•    same  tenn^  until  which  day  the  said  Richard  had  leave  icf 
FiLKiMs,     imparl  to  the  Bud  biU,  and  then  to  answer,  before  our  lord 
'  the  king  at  ffestminster,  comes  as  well  the  said  John  Bennet, 

by  his^  said  attorney,  as  the  said  Richard  by  Gabriel  Leach 
TkSeoduA        ]|ig  attorney.    And  the  said  Richard  defends  the  wrong  and 
th«  wSSoD,    injury  when,  &c  and  prays  oyer  of  the  said  writing  obli- 
gatory, and  it  is  read  to  him,  &c ;  he  also  prays  oyer  of  the 
condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  it  is  read  to  him 
which  is  far  the  m  these  woids,  to  wit,  **  The  condition  of  thia  obligation  is 
SrS^Sun^     "  Bttch*  *^*  '^  ^®  *^v®  bounden  Richard  KinffweU  shall 
weU  on  s«tur-    <*  appear  before  our  said  lord  the  king,  at  JVestminsier,  on 
tbeoeUYeof  the  '*  Saturday  next  after  the  octave  of  the  Purification  of  the 
Furificatioiu      u  Blesscd  Mary  to  answer  Sir  WUUam  Bolton  knt*  and  James 
*'  Bradahawe  of  a  plea  of  trespass,  and  also  of  a  bill  of  them 
^  the  said  Sir  William  taxd  James  against  him  the  said  Richard 
^  for  90il  of  debt,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  court 
<*  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  to  be 
<<  exhibited,  then  this  present  obligation  shall  be  void,  other- 
*<  wise  to  stand  and  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue.''    Which 
being  read  and  heard,  the  said  Richard  Filkins  saitb,  that  he 
ought  not  to  be  charged  with  the  said  debt  by  virtue  of  the 
said  writing  obligatory,  because  he  saith,  that  before  the 
making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  wit,  by  a  certain  act 
Pleuls  the  sta-  made  in  the  parliament  of  the  Lord  Henry,  late  king  of 
L"^  rf  ^*  ^*      JFiiyfanrf,  &c  the  Sixth  holden  at  Westminster,  in  the  county 
■heriTs  boDds.  of  Middlesex,  on  the  25th  day  oi  February,  in  the  23d  year  of 
his  reign,  reciting  in  the  same  act,  that  the  said  king  consi* 
dering  the  great  perjuries,  extortions  and  oppressions,  which 
theretofore  were  in  the  kingdom  of  England,  by  his  aheriffi, 
undersheriffis  and  their  clerks,  coroners,  stewards  of  fisnchises^ 
bailifb  and  keepers  of  prisons,  and  other  officers,  in  divers 
counties  of  this  kingdom,  it  was  (among  other  things)  enacted 
by  the  authority  of  the  same  parliament,  in  avoidance  of  aU 
such  extortions,  perjuries  and  oppressions,  that  no  sheriff 
should  let  to  farm  in  any  manner  his  county,  nor  any  of  his 
bailiwicks,  hundreds  nor  wapent^es,  nor  that  the  said  sheriffs, 
underBheri&,  baili&  of  franchises,  nor  any  other  bailiff  should 
return,  upon  any  writ  or  precept  to  them  directed  to  return 
any  inquests  in  any  panel  thereupon  to  be  made,  any  bailiffiy 
officers,  or  servants  to  any  of  the  officers  aforesaid,  in  any 
panel  by  them  so  to  be  made,  nor  that  any  of  the  said  officers 
and  mimsters  on  occasion  or  under  colour  of  their  office, 
ahonld  take  any  other  thing  by  them,  nor  by  any  other  person 


McL  18  Oar.  IL  Begis.  16 

to  their  iiflOi  profit  or  emofaunenty  of  ftnypeinKmT)yihetti9or*.    Bmnaetv^ 
any  of  them,  to  be  snested  os  attadied;  nor  of  any  other  of  ^    Filkiks. 
them  fbr  the  omitting  of  any  arrest  or  attachment  to  be  made 
by  their  body,  or  of  any  person  by  them,  or  any  of  them,  by        L  16  j 
force  or  oolonr  of  their  offioe,  arrested  or  attached  for  fine^ 
fee,  snit  of  prison,  mainprise,  letting  to  bail,  or  shewing  any 
ease  or  faroor  to  any  such  person  so  arrested  or  to  be  arrested, 
for  his  or  their  reward  or  profit,  but  such  as  follow ;  that  is 
to  say,  fbr  the  sheriff  20dL  for  the  bailifb  who  make  the  arrest 
or  attachment  4d.  and  for  the  gaoler,  if  the  prisoner  be  com* 
ffiitted  to  his  custody,  4d, ;  and  that  the  sheriff,  undersherifl^ 
sheriff's  derk,  steward  or  bailiff  of  franchise,  servant,  or 
bfliHfl^  or  coroner,  should  not  take  any  thing  imder  colour 
of  his  office  by  himself,  nor  by  any  other  person  to  his  use, 
of  any  person  for  the  making  of  any  return  or  panel,  and 
for  the  copy  of  any  panel,  but  4dl ;  and  that  the  said  sheriff, 
and  aU  other  officers  and  ministers  aforesaid,  should  let  out 
cf  prison  all  manner  of  persons  by  them,  or  any  of  them, 
arrested,  or  bdng  in  ihev  custody,  by  virtue  of  any  writ,  bill, 
or  warrant  in  any  action  personal,  or  by  cause  of  an  indict*- 
ment  of  trespass,  upon  reasonable  sureties  of  sufficient  persons 
having  sufficient  within  the  coimties  where  such  persons 
should  be  so  let  to  bail  or  mainprise,  to  keep  their  days  in 
such  places  as  the  said  writs,  bills,  or  warrants  should  require 
(sofih  person  or  persons  who  were  or  should  be  in  their  auh 
tody  by  condemnation,  execution,  capias  utlagatum,  or  ez« 
oomnHmication,  surety  of  the  peace,  and  all  such  persons  who 
were  or  should  be  committed  to  custody  by  the  special  com- 
mandment of  any  justice,  and  vagabonds  refusing  to  serve  ac* 
ooiding  to  the  form  of  the  statute  of  labourers,  only  excepted) ; 
and  that  no  sheriff,  nor  any  of  the  officers  or  ministers  aforer 
said,  should  take  or  cause  to  be  taken,  or  should  make  any 
obligation  for  any  cause  abovennentioned,  or  by  colour  of 
their  office,  but  only  to  thonselves,  of  any  person,  nor  by 
any  person  who  should  be  in  their  custody  by  course  of  law, 
bat  by  the  name  of  their  office,  and  upon  condition  written, 
that  tiie  said  prisoners  should  appear  at  the  day  contained  in 
the  said  writs  or  warrants,  and  in  such  pbces  as  the  said 
writs^  bills,  or  warrants  should  require;  and  if  any  of  the 
said  sheriffii,  or  other  officer  or  minister  aforesaid,  should 
take  any  obligation  in  other  form  by  colour  of  their  offices^ 
that  it  should  be  void,  as  in  the  same  act  famong  other  things) 
mm  iUDy  appears.    And  the  siUiU^Aoref  further  Mith,t^  : 
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Bbvkit  t^.    after  the  publiahing  of  the  said  act  of  pttrliament,  and  at  the 

FiLKiNs,.^    said  time  of  the  maMng  of  the  said  writing  obligatory^  to  wit, 

'  on  the.sud  6th  day  of  February,  in  the  17th  year  of  the  reign 

of  our  Lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  England,  &c 

and  long  before,  the  said  John  Bennet  was  baiUff  of  the 

[  17  3       liberty  of  the  said  dean  and  chapter  of  the  collegiate  churck 

of  St.  Peter,  fFeetminster,  dnly  chosen  and  appointed,  and  that 

before  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  wit,  ia 

Hilary  term  in  the  16th  and  17ih  years  of  the  reign  of  our 

lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  England,  &&  one  Sir 

fFUHam  Bolton,}anght,  and  one  James Bradshawe,'pTQBecatei 

out  of  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  before  the  king 

himself,  a  certain  precept  of  our  said  lord  the  king  called  a 

BiUof  Middle,  bill  of  ItRddlesex,  by  which  it  was  commanded  George  Water^ 

•ex  iued  out:    ^^^^  ^^  Charles  Doe,  then  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Middlesex^ 

that  they  should  take  the  said  Richard  Kingtoell  if,  &c.  and 

him  safely,  &c  so  that  they  should  haye  his  body  before  our 

R4!tumable  on   lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  on  Friday  next  after  the  octaye 

after theoeUTe  ^^ ^^  Purification  of  the  Blessed  Mary,  to  answer  the  same 

ofthePuriaca-   WUUam  and  James  of  a  plea  of  trespass,  and  also  to  a  biU  of 

the  said  WUUam  and  James  against  the  said  Richard  Kingwell 

for  90  Jl  of  debt,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  court  of 

our  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  to  be  exhibited; 

which  said  precept,  afterwards,  and  before  the  return  of  the 

said  precept,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  day  of  Ftinmary,  in  the  17th 

year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of 

England,  &c  was  deliyered  to  the  said  George  Waterman  and 

-Charles  Doe,  then  sheriff  of  Middlesex  aforesaid,  at  the  parish 

of  8t  Clement  Danes,  within  the  said  liberty,  in  form  of  law  to 

SheriffniKleiiis  be  executcd ;  by  yirtue  of  which  said  precept  the  said  sheriff 

bSSffrfA***    of  Middlesex,  by  his  warrant  in  writing,  sealed  under  his  seal, 

liberty  of  the     to  the  bailiff  of  the  liberty  of  the  dean  and  chapter  of  the  said 

^rf*wert-*^*  collegiate  church  of  St  Peter,  Westminster,  in  his  bailiwick 

minster  return-  directed,  commanded  the  said  bailiff  that  he  should  take  the 

Frid^.****"*^**  said  Richard  KingweU  if,  &c  and  him  safely,  &c  so  that 

he  should  have  Hs  body  before  our  said  lord  the  king  at 

Westminster,  on  the  said  Friday  next  after  the  octave  of  the 

Purification  of  the  Blessed  Mixry,  to  answer  the  said  WiBian^ 

Bolton  and  James  Bradshawe  of  a  plea  of  trespass,  and  also 

to  a  bill  of  them  the  said  WUUam  and  James  against  him  the 

aaid  Richard  KingweU  for  Wl  of  debt,  accoxding  to  the 

custom  of  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  kingi  before  the 

JUotiffMag  king  hfanadf,  to  be  exhibited;  by  virtue  of  which  said  wammt 
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to  tlie  aaidlNuIiff  of  the  said  liberty  directed^  afi;erwftrds,  to   BimntT  «. 

int,  on  the  said  6th  day  ot  February,  in  the  17th  year  afore^     fu-i^ivB. 

aud,  the  8udJbAii£«niitf^  then  being  bailiff  of  the  said  liberty^  wchbiiiiff^ 

liini  the  said  Richard  JSSnfftoell,  at  the  parish  of  SL  Clement  virtue  thereof 

Danes,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  said  liberty,.  JJ^**^  J^ing* 

took  and  arrested,  and  him  the  said  Richard  Eingwell,  in  his 

custody  dien  and  there  had  and  detained*    And  the  said 

Bichard  FiUuns  further  saith,  that  the  said  Richard  KingweU 

so  bong  in  prison  under  the  custody  of  the  said  John  Rennet, 

bailiff  of  the  said  liberty  by  virtue  of  that  warrant,  the  said 

BkhardFUkins,  together  with  the  said  Richard  KingweU,  and  And  deftndant, 

one  Thomas  Inch,  afterwards,  to  wit,  at  the  said  time  of  the  ^^^i^d 

making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  by  that  writing  oblige-  •notfaer,  eze. 

toty,  sealed  with  their  seals,  and  to  the  said  John  Rennet,  as  ^  piatntifl;  for 

thdr  deed  deliyered,  jointly  and  severally  became  held  and  •^■^  fvioar 

boond  to  the  said  John  Rennet  in  the  said  2Q0L  under  the  KlngwdL 

said  condition,  for  ease  and  favour  to  be  shewn  by  the  said 

Jbfai  Rennet  to  the  said  Richard  KingweU  otTtna  said  imprison-      C  18  ] 

nent,  and  for  having  and  obtaining  his  deliverance  from 

thence;  which  siud  writing  obligatory  the  said  JbAn^^^itf/ by 

ooionr  of  his  said  office  took  from  the  said  Richard  FiUdns, 

and  the  said  Richard  KingweU  and  Thomas  Inch,  against  the 

foim  of  the  said  statute.     And  so  tiie  said  Richard  FiUdns  Andaotbebond 

saitb,  tiiat  the  said  writing  obligatory  here  intocourt  brought^  ^^^ 

taken  and  made  in  the  said  form,  and  for  the  said  cause  as 

above  mentioned,  by  force  of  the  said  statute  is  void  in  law ; 

and  this  the  said  Richard  FHiins  is  ready  to  verify :  where«» 

fore  he  piays  judgment  if  he  the  said  Richard  FiUdns  ought 

to  be  dbarged  with  the  debt  aforesud  by  virtue  of  the  said 

writing  obligatory. 

And  the  said\/bAii  Rennet  Saith  that  he,  by  any  thing  by  Repii«atioii. 
the  said  Richard  FiUdns  above  in  pleading  alleged,  ought  not 
to  be  barred  £rom  having  his  said  action  thereof  iogainst  him 
the  aud  Richard  FUkins,  because  he  saith,  that  before  the  said 
time  of  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  wit,  in 
JSBZory  tenninthe  16thand  17th  years  of  the  reign  of  our  lord 
(Varies  the  Second,  now  kingof  £ii^2anif,  &c.  the  said  Sir  fFU^ 
VamRcttan  and  James  Rradshawe  prosecuted  out  of  the  court 
fji  oar  said  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  (the  same 
court  then  being  at  Westminster,  in  the  county  of  3Rddlesex,y 
a  certain  precept  of  our  said  lord  tiie  king  called  a  bill  of  A  bill  oTMid. 
ilSiJZeiai^  by  which  it  was  commanded  G^efF^^  ^^^^^ 

€karksJ)oe,ibmflhisnSo£^^  SttnidajMxt 
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Bkhkst  v.    ihoiild  take  the  said  Richard  Kingwell  if,  &c  and  Him  safely, 
FiLKiys.     ^  80  that  they  should  have  his  body  before  our  lord  the 
.  '  kmg  at  JFestmifuter,  on  Saturddy  next  after  the  octave  of  the 

of  the  Purifioi-  Purification  of  the  Blesaedilfary,  to  answer  the  said  Sir  ffiUiam 
^^^  and«/am««ofapleaof  trespass,  and  also  to  a  bill  of  the  said  Sir 

WWiam  and  James  against  the  said  Richard  KingweU  for  902L 
of  debt,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  court  of  our  said  lord 
theking,  before  the  king  himself,  to  be  exhibited;  which  said 
precept  afterwaxds,  and  before  the  return  thereof^  to  wit,  oa 
the  first  day  of  February^  in  the  17th  year  of  the  reign  of  our 
lord  Charles  the  Secon<^  now  king  of  England^  &c.  was  de- 
livered to  the  said  George  Waterman  and  Charles  Doe,  sherifiT 
of  Middlesex  aforesaid,  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  in  the  county 
Whereupon  the  aforesaid,  in  form  of  law  to  be  executed.    By  virtue  of  which 
di^iffnudehU  ^^  precept  the  said  sheriff  of  Middlesex  before  the  return 
plaintiff;  bemg  thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  2d  day  of  Februaryy  in  the  17th  year 
sftid  libertjf  re-  aforesaid,  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county  of  Mid-- 
tun^le  on  the  Jlesex,  by  his  warrant  in  writing  under  his  seal  of  his  office  of 
^  ^ '  sheriff  of  the  said  county  of  Middlesex,  to  the  bailiff  of  the 

liberty  of  the  dean  and  chapter  of  the  said  collegiate  church 
of  St.  PetsTf  Westminster,  in  his  bailiwick,  .directed,  com- 
manded the  said  bailiff  that  he  should  take  the  said  Richard 
KingweU  if,  &c»  and  him  safely,  &c.  so  that  he  should  have 
his  body  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster  aforesaid, 
on  Saturday  next  after  the  octave  of  the  Purification  of  the 
Blessed  Mary,  to  answer  the  said  Sir  William  Bolton  and 
[  19  ]       «/amtf«^ra(&Aato0of  a  plea  of  trespass,  and  also  to  a  bill  of  the 
said  Sir  WiOiam  and  James  against  him  the  said  Richard 
KingtoeU  for  9Qh  of  debt,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
court  of  the  said  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  to  be 
exhibited:  which  said  warrant  afterwards,  and  before  the 
return  thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  said  2d  day  of  February,  in  the 
17th  year  aforesaid,  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  in  the  s^d 
county  of  Middlesex,  was  delivered  to  the  said  John  Rennet, 
then  being  bailiff  of  the  said  liberty,  in  form  of  law  to  be 
by  virtue  there-  cxccuted:  by  virtuc  of  which  said  warrant  to  the  said  bailifif 
^^^^''    of  the  said  liberty  directed,  the  said  John  Rennet  (then  being 
weU,  bailiff  of  the  said  liberty)  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  6th 

day  oiFAruary,  in  the  17th  year  aforesaid,  at  Westminster 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within  the  said  liberty, 
took  and  arrested  him  the  said  Richard  KingweU,  and  then 
and  there  had  and  detained  him  the  said  Richard  Kingwdl,  in 
hju  (nutody;  rad  that  the  aaid  JBicAoriliS^^ 
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of  ilie  maldng  of  the  said  writing  obligatory  in  the  said  deda*  Bbnnbt  v. 
ration  above-mentioned,  and  by  the  sfdd  John  here  into  court  Filkins. 
brought^  was  in  prison  under  the  custody  of  the  said  John  / 

Bennet,  then  bailiff  of  the  said  liberty^  by  virtue  of  the  said  wasinplaintiini 
hstrmenlioned  warranty  and  not  by  virtue  of  the  said  war-  ^J^^f 
rant  in  the  plea  of  the  said  Richard Filhins  above  specified:  tioned  warrant, 
and  this  the  said  John  Bennet  is  ready  to  verify.     Wherefore  "e  w2r^f  S 
lie  prajB  judgment  and  his  debt  aforesaid,  together  with  his  the  plea  men- 
dami^es  on  occasion  of  the  detention  of  that  debt  to  be  ^^ 
adjudged  to  him,  &c. 

And  the  said  Eichard  Filkins,  as  before,  saith  that  the  said  imouider. 
Bkhard  ISnffweU,  at  the  time  of  the  maldng  of  the  said  M^t»w«  *• 
writnig  obligatory  here  into  court  brought,  was  in  prison 
under  the  custody  of  the  said  John  Bennet,  by  virtue  of  the 
said  warrant  in  the  plea  of  the  said  Richard  Filhins  above- 
mentioned,  as  he  the  Baid  Richard  Filkins  hath  above  in  pleading 
aDeged;  without  this,  that  the  said  Richard  Kingwell,  at  the  and  traverses 
said  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatoiy,  was  in  |^\h^^i^of 
prison  under  the  custody  oS  the  said  John  Bennet^  by  virtue  ™>king  nud 
of  the  said  warrant  in  the  replication  of  the  said  John  Bennet  piabd^s  cus-' 
above-mentioned,  as  he  the  said  John  Bennet  hath  above  in  tody  under  ^e 
rqdying  alleged.     And  this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore,  teplication  spe- 
as  before,  he  prays  judgment,  and  that  the  said  John  Bennet  ^^^J 
may  be  barred  from  having  his  said  action  thereof  against 
bim,  &c 

Demurrer  in  the  usual  form.  [  ^  ] 

And  for  causes  of  demurrer  in  law  upon  this  plea,  the  said  Catwes  of  de- 
Jobn  Bennet,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  shews,  and  to  the  court  here  sets  out  the 
eanses  following;  that  is  to  say,  for  that  the  said  plea  is 
double,  and  wants  form,  and  is  uncertain,  and  the  matter  in 
the  aame  contained  is  multi£uious  and  uncertidn ;  andforthat 
tbe  eaid  Richard  hath  taken  a  traverse  upon  a  traverse,  and 
traversed  a  matter  not  traversable;  and  hath  not  well  con- 
dnded  the  plea  by  him  in  rejoining  pleaded,  &c. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Bat  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  is  Continuance.  [ 
not  yet  advised-  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  pre- 
anses,  a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our 
lord  the  king  at  Westminster  until  day  next  after,  to  hear 
tbdr  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  for  that  the  court 
rfoor  lord  tho  king  now  here  ia  thereof  not  yet»>&c» 
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Case  4.  Bennet  verstis  Filkins. 

^«S^"*  ir|EBT.  The  plwntiff  declares  upon  abend  for  2001  en- 
1  Ld.  Raym.  -*-'tered  into  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  name 
aa  2KeK  94.  ^^  •'^*'*  Bennet,  esquire,  bailiff  of  the  liberty  of  the  dean  and 
105.  iLer.198.  chapter  of  the  collegiate  church  of  St  Peter,  Westminster, 
^tJl^^  dated  the  6th  o{  Fel^mary,  in  the  17th  year  of  the  now  king, 
on  Saturdaj  The  defendant  prays  oyer  of  the  condition,  which  is,  that  if 
Purification,^  One  Kinffwett  appeared  before  the  king  at  Westminster,  on  Sa^ 
thedefendant  turday  ucxt  after  the  octave  of  the  Purification  of  the  Blessed 
upon  a  warraot  Mary,  to  answcr  to  Sir  William  Bolton,  knight,  and  James 
retiujnable  on  jBradshawe,  of  a  plea  of  trespass,  and  also  to  a  bill,  &c.  for  90JL 
and  the  statute  then  the  boud  shall  be  void,  &c.  To  which  the  defendant 
Sfuintiff^  pleads  the  statute  of  23  H.6.  clO.  of  sheriff's  bonds*; 
pliet  an  amst  and  further  says,  that  the  plaintiff  was  bailiff  of  the  liberty 
ti^  «*sll  »foreBaid,  and  before  the  bond  was  taken,  namely,  in  Htlary 
turday,  and  tra-  term  in  the  16th  and  17th  years  of  the  now  king,  Bolton  and 
^I^^Jj^JJ,]]^  Bradshawe  sued  out  a  bill  of  Middlesex  against  Kinywelt, 
on  Friday.        returnable  on  Friday  next  after  the  octave  of  the  Purification ; 

The  AmfmnA 

ant  may  after-  ^^^  ^^  sheriff  thereupon  made  a  warrant  to  the  pliunti£^ 
wardi  traTene  then  bailiff  of  the  liberty  according  to  the  bill  of  Middlesex, 
tuxnMtoal^  by  forcc  whereof  the  pli^tiff  arrested  KingtoeU,  and  had  and 
turday;  for  this  detained  him  in  his  custody  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  and  King-* 
and^to  the  point  ^^^  being  iu  his  custody,  the  defendant,  together  with  one 
^*r^  eii°V  ^^^  "^^  Kingfoell,  entered  into  the  said  bond  and  conditioa 
•  See  2  Saund.  ^^'  ®*^^  *^^  favour  to  be  shcwu  to  KingweU  of  his  said  impri* 
155.  Batmm  r.  soumeut,  and  for  having  his  deliverance  fix)m  thence,  which 
T^^^t^  bond  the  plaintiffaccepted  by  colour  of  his  office,  and  agabst 
there  cited.  the  form  of  the  statute ;  and  so  the  defendant  says  that  the 
bond  taken  in  form  aforesaid,  by  force  of  the  statute,  was  void 

(1)  In  a  subsequent  case,  Gold  and  taken  upon  a  general  demurrer;  1  Ld« 

Cuder,  28  Car.  2.     2  Lev.  174.  which  Raym.  152. ;  and  an  immaterial  traverse 

was  similar  to  the  present,  the  court  is  only  matter  of  form  and  aided  npoa 

was  of  a  contrary  opinion,  holding  that  a  general  demurrer  by  statute  27  Eliz* 

the  traverse  of  the  day  specified  in  the  c  5.    Cro.   £liz.  16L    Mannings    v. 

plea  was  good,  being  of  the  most  ma-  Townsend.    2  Lutw,  1560.    Ckrinne  v« 

terial  point ;  but  this  opinion  does  not  Pooh.     2  Roll.  Rep.  442.    Johnson  v. 

seem  to  be  well  founded;  though  the  Norton.     Carth.   166,     Bradbum  v. 

judgment  of  the  court  was  substantially  Kennerdale.    See  post.  207  a.  n*   (5). 

right,  inasmuch  as  the  objection  was  209.  n.  (7)  (8).  (a) 


.    <o)  See  anta^  14.  note  2. 
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and  of  no  effect;  and  prays  judgment  if  he  onght  to  be  Binnet  v. 
durged  by  this  bond.  The  plaintiff  replies,  that  BoUoti  and  ^ilmhs. 
Bradshawe  in  the  same  jEKfary  tenn  sued  out  a  billof  JfiAffe*  • 

ia  against  KmgweUy  returnable  on  Saturday  next  after  the 
odave  of  the  Purification,  according  to  the  condition  of  the 
bond,  upon  which  the  sheriff  made  his  warrant  accordingly  to 
tbe  plaintiff  (being  bailiff),  by  virtue  whereof  the  plaintiff  took 
Emgwell;  and  the  plaintiff  further  says  that  Kinywell,  at  the 
tune  <^  making  the  bond,  was  in  prison  under  the  custody  of 
die  plaintiff,  then  bailiff  of  the  liberty  by  virtue  of  that  war- 
lant,  and  not  by  virtue  of  the  warrant  specified  in  the  plea  of 
AtdrfendamL  And  this,  &c.  Wherefore,  &c  The  defendant 
Rjmns  as  before,  that  KingweU,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
said  bond,  was  in  prison  under  the  custody  of  the  plaintiff,  by 
rirtae  of  the  said  warrant  specified  in  the  plea  of  the  defend- 
ant; mAaut  this,  that  KingweU  was  in  prison  under  the  cus- 
tody of  the  plaintiff,  by  virtue  of  the  warrant  in  the  replication 
of  the  plaintiff  above-mentioned,  as  the  plaintiff  has  alleged. 
And  tUs,  &c  Wherefore,  &c.  To  which  rejoinder  the 
plaintiff  demurs  in  law  specially,  because  the  defendant  has 
taken  a  traverse  upon  a  traverse. 

And  it  was  argued  by  Wilder  serjeant,  on  the  part  of  the 
pbiirtifl^  that  the  defender's  rejoinder  was  bad,  because  the 
dpfendant  has  taken  a  traverse  after  a  traverse :  for  the  plain- 
tiff has  replied  that  KingweU  was  in  custody  by  viirtue  of  the 
warrant  returnable  on  Saturday  next  after  the  octave  of  the 
Purification,  which  was  the  right  one  according  to  the  con- 
£don  of  the  bond,  and  not  by  virtue  of  the  warrant  return- 
able on  Friday  next  after  the  octave  of  the  Purification,  as 
the  defendant  has  pleaded.  And  this  was  a  traverse  upon 
vhich  the  defendant  ought  to  take  issue,  and  not  to  traverse 
over  as  he  hath  done  here.  And  he  put  several  cases  where 
there  diall  be  no  traverse  after  a  traverse  taken  before  by  the 
other  side,  as  27  H.  8.  fo.  3.  a.*,  and  Digby  and  Fitzlierberfa  •  Bra.  Tnycn 
case,  Hob.  103. ;  and  here,  he  said,  the  plaintiff  in  his  repli-  ""^  ••^  *• 
eadon  has  traversed  the  warrant  returnable  on  Friday,  and 
thetefore  the  ddPendant  in  his  rejoinder  cannot  traverse  the 
variant  returnable  on  the  Saturday;  and  so  he  concluded 
that  the  rejoinder  is  bad. 

SamiderM,  for  the  defendant,  argued  that  the  rejomder  was 
good.  And,  first  he  denied  that  the  plaintiff  hath  made  any 
tisvene  in  his  replication,  for  the  plaintiff  only  says  that  the 
■bd  KingweU  was  in  prison  by  virtue  of  the  warrant  return- 

TOUL  D 


21a 


Bennet  verstis  Filkins. 


BXITNBT  V. 
FiLKIKB. 

T 

"Etnon" 
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material there 
may. 
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Serle  ».  Dar- 
ford. 


able  on  Saturday,  and  not  by  virtue  of  the  warrant  retturnable 
on  Friday,  which  was  no  trayerse*  but  a  flat  negatiye,  and 
*the  plaintiff  has  relied  upon  the  precedent  affirmative  matter, 
and  has  not  traversed  at  alL    For  the  proper  words  of  a 
traverse  are  "without  ihi$,^  which  are  not  in  the  plaintifiTs 
replication,  and  therefore  he  has  not  taken  any  traverse.    But 
the  court  did  not  pay  much  regard  to  this.!     Then  he 
argued,  that  the  traverse  in  the  defendant's  rejoinder  was 
good,  notwithstanding  the  plaintiff  has  taken  a  traverse  in 
his  replication.    And  he  agreed  to  the  rule,  that  a  traverse 
ought  not  to  be  taken  after  a  traverse ;  but  he  took  the  differ- 
ence to  be,  where  the  first  traverse  is  good,  and  taken  to  a 
material  point,  and  goes  to  the  substance,  then  there  shall  be 
no  other  traverse  taken  after ;  but  where  the  first  traverse  is 
idle  and  not  well  taken,  nor  pertiuent  to  the  matter,  but  is  of 
that  which  was  sufliciently  confessed  and  avoided  before, 
there  the  other  party  may  take  another  traverse  after  such 
immaterial  traverse  taken  before^:   and  for  this  he  relied 
upon  the  above  cited  case  of  Digby  and  Fitzherbert  (2)    Then 
here  the  defendant  has  pleaded  that  Kingwell  was  in  prison 


(2)  Upon  a  review  of  the  several 
cases  on  this  subject^  the  following  rules 
may  be  observed.  1.  Whenever  any 
material  fact  is  alleged  in  aby  pleading, 
which,  if  denied,  will,  upon  issue  joined, 
decide  the  cause  one  way  or  other,  if 
the  adverse  party  plead  a  matter  incon- 
sistent with,  and  contrary  to,  such  alle- 
gation, he  must  traverse  it.  Hob*  103. 
Digby  Y.  Fitzherbert  Vaugh.8.  Tufion 
V.  Temple.  1  Sid.  301.  Courtney  v. 
Phelps.  ^  1  Ld.  Raym.  41.  Wakham  v. 
Sparkes.  Yelv.  140.  Etoer  v.  Moile.  (b) 
So     if    there    are    several     material 


facts  alleged,  he  may  traverse  which  of 
them  he  pleases.  6  Rep.  24.  b.  Read^s 
case.  1  Wils.SS8.  GWi^^Av.  Williams. 

2.  Whensoever  such  a  traverse  is  taken, 
the  other  party  is  bound  to  it,  and  can* 
not  waive  it,  and  tender  another  tra- 
verse; for  the  parties  are  not  to  go 
on  ad  infinitum.  Hob.  104.  1  Saund. 
Bennet  v.  Filkins.  1  Ld.  Raym.  121. 
Series.  Darford.  Vaugh.62.  The  King 
y.  Bishop  of  Worcester,  {c)  Postea,  318. 
Buryy.  Bishop.     Cro.  Car.  105.  (rf) 

3.  If  the  traverse  be  not  to  the  substance 
and  point  of  the  action,  the  other  party 


(b)  See  post  209.  note  (8). 

(c)  Where  it  appears  that  the  king 
may  take  a  traverse  after  a  traverse, 
where  his  title  appears  by  office  or  other 
matter  of  record. 

(d)  l4fBing.l!^.C.77.  Lord  Harring- 
ton y.  Bishop  o/Lich^field.  5  Scott,  371. 
S.  C.  When  issue  is  joined  on  a  special 
traverse,  the  party  traversing  is  in  gene- 
ral not  bound,  at  the  trial,  to  prove  the 


affirmative  part,  or  inducement,  but  is 
entitled  (as  in  ordinary  cases)  to  insist  on 
the  negative  of  the  issue  joined.  Stephen 
on  PL  213.  4th  ed.  3  Bing.  N.  C.  71. 
Cross  Keys  Company  v.  Bawlings.  3 
Scott,  400.  S.  C.  8  C.  &  P.  254.  jRo- 
binson  v.  Vaughton,  per  Alderson  B. 
But  see  4  A.  &  E.  666.  Craven  v. 
Sanderson.  1  Nev.  ft  P.  666.  S.  CO 
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by  TUtae  of  the  mmrant  letumable  on  Friday,  and  therefore  Benkbt  Vs 
the  oonditiDn  of  the  bond^  not  being  pursuant  to  the  return  Filkins,  ^ 
of  the  wflJiant,  was  void;  whereupon  the  plaintiff  in  his  ' 

replicatum  has  shewn  that  he  was^  according  to  the  condition^ 
in  prison  by  virtue  of  the  warrant  returnable  on  Saturday, 
which  was  according  to  the  condition  of  the  bond ;  then  the 
phuntiffhafl  fully  confessed  and  avoided  the  defendant's  plea; 
for  thovigh  Kmywell  was  in  prison  by  virtue  of  the  warrant 
alleged  by  the  defendant,  yet  if  he  was  also  in  prison  by  force 
of  the  warrant  allied  by  the  plaintiff,  the  bond  was  good,  and 
not  vdd:  and  therefore  it  was  not  material  for  the  plaintiff 
to  traverse  the  warrant  alleged  by  the  defendant,  which  the 
phintiflr  has  sufficiently  confessed  and  avoided  before.  And  ^j^^^ 
he  further  said^  that  if  issue  should  be  joined  upon  the  traverse  rial  travene 
by  tilie  plaintiff,  it  would  be  a  jeofidl  at  conunon  law.  ^^Ji^i^iaw. 


Bsj  either  pass  it  bj,  and  travene  the 
i&daoement;  Hob.  lOi.  Moor,  870. 
D^  Y.  FitzherberL  BameiY.  Filkim 
ibore  cited.  4  Term  Rep.  440.  Mayor 
if  Orford  V.  jRichardsoHj  per  BuUer 
jastioe.  S.  C.  2  H.  Black.  186.  6  Rep. 
SI.  b.  Hdyaf^%  case.  2  Lill.  P.  R. 
588w(e);  or  demur  specially  for  this  cause. 
Cra  Jac  221.  and  Yelv.  151.  BedeU  v. 
LtdL  4.  In  some  cases,  a  traverse  may 
be  taken  after  a  former  apt  and  pertinent 
tsvftne ;  as  where,  in  a  trandtoiy  action 
hid  in  such  a  county,  there  is  a  special 
JKo/ justification,  with  a  traverse  of  the 
coantyy  the  plaintiff  may  either  traverse 
the  special  justification,  or  join  in  the 
<kleiMLuit*8  traverse  at  his  election. 
Ciul  Car.  105.  Ckiehedey  v.  Thompson. 
CouLitt.  282.  b.  Hob.  104w  Moor,  4/2S. 


Bonham  v.  Springe.  Ibid.  S50.  Pa- 
ramotirY.  Verwoid.  1  Ld.  Raym.  121. 
Serk  V.  JDaiford.  S.C.  Lutw.  14S8.  4 
Bac  Abr.  73.  (/)  5.  But  where  a  ma- 
terial point,  alleged  by  one  party,  is  fully 
confessed  and  avoided,  that  is,  where 
the  other  party  sets  up  a  matter  con- 
sistent with  such  allegation,  but  which, 
if  true,  is  an  answer  to  it,  there  he  can- 
not also  traverse  it  Cro.  Car.  384. 
Kinyv.  Coke.  BennetY.  Fiikins.  Hob. 
104,  Cro.  Jac  221.  Yelv.  151.  BedeU 
V.  Lull,  (y)  6.  A  traverse  ought  not 
to  be  taken,  but  where  the  thing  tra- 
versed is  an  issuable  fact  11  Rep.  10. 
b.  Priddle  and  Napper^B  case.  Yelv. 
200.  Kennicot  v.  Boyan.  How.  230.  b. 
231.  a.  DougL  154.  The  KinyY.  Lyme 
Beyis.  (A) 


(«}  [This  power  has  been  preserved 
bjt]ieRaleuff:7:4W.4.8.13.  See  9 
A.4r£.309.  Pearson y. Bayers.  iPerr. 
k  D.  S02.  S.  C] 

(f)  See  the  reason  of  this  rule,  post 
20aiiote(8> 

O)  [9  A.  &  £.  SOS.  PearsonY.  Bo- 
yersj}  8q,  where  a  party  sets  up  matter 
fiHMJa^entwitfa,  bat  qualifying  the  matter 
aft^ed  on  the  other  aide,  he  should  not 


also  traverse.  1  Wils.  253.    KenehinY. 
Ehiyhi. 

(h)  See  further  as  to  traverses,  post 
23.  n.  (5),  82.  n.  (3),  207.  n.  (5),  208.n. 
(6  &  7),  209.  n.  (8),  268.  n.  (1),  298  a 
n.  (3),  312.  d.  n.  (4  &  5),  347.  n.  (1), 
347  a.  n.  (1),  Vol.  II.  5.  n.  (3),  5.d.  same 
note,  10.  n.  (14),  206.  n.  (21  &  22), 
207.  n.  (24),  207  a.  same  note»  295  b. 
0.(2). 
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And  nowm 
party  ifl  not 
bound  to  take 
issue  on  an  im- 
material tra- 
verse. 


[  23] 
•  Fits.  Repli- 
cation, 59. 
fKingo.  Coke. 


iSeelLd. 
Raym.  465. 
Groenvelt  v. 
Burwell. 


For  suppose  it  should  be  found  that  HSngwett  was  in  prison 
hj  virtue  of  the  warrant  returnable  on  Friday y  yet  at  com- 
mon law  the  court  could  not  proceed  to  judgment  for  the 
defendant,  because  it  does  not  appear  but  that  he  might  also 
haye  been  in  prison  by  yirtue  of  the  warrant  returnable  on 
Saturday  J  because  it  is  so  pleaded  and  not  denied  by  the  other 
party  (3)y  and  therefore  the  bond  good.    And  although  per- 
haps it  would  be  aided  at  this  day  by  the  statutes  of  jeo£u]s, 
yet  the  defendant  is  not  constrained  (4)  to  take  such  issue  aay 
more  than  he  was  at  the  common  law.    And  he  argued  fur^ 
therj  that  the  issue  shall  be  taken  upon  the  most  material 
point,  and  for  this  he  cited  Helyar^B  case,  6  Bep.  24,  b.    And 
the  most  material  point  here,  was  the  warrant  returnable  on 
the  Saturday,  which  was  the  rightful  warrant :  for  upon  issue 
joined  upon  this,  a  verdict  found  one  way  or  the  other  de^ 
termines  the  matter.    For  if  it  be  found  that  the  said  Kinff^ 
well  was  in  prison  by  force  thereof,  the  bond  is  good:  and  if 
it  be  found  that  Kingwell  was  not  in  prison  by  force  thereof, 
the  bond  is  void.     And  also  he  put  the  cases  of  41  Edw.  3.*; 
Dy.  171.    Cro.  Car.   384.  f      Trespass  for   breaking  the 
pontiff's  close ;  the  defendant  says  that  it  is  his  freehold;  if 
the  plaintiff  entitles  himself  to  a  term  for  years,  he  shall  not 
traverse  the  freehold  of  the  defendant,  because  he  has  suffi- 
ciently avoided  it;  and  the  plea  and  replication  may  well 
stand  together.     And  so  he  concluded  that  the  rejoinder  waa 
good-t 

And  for  these  reasons  Twyiden  and  fJ^^iuiAam,  justices,  were 
of  the  same  opinion,  Maretan,  justice,  being  absent  But 
Kelyngej  chief  justice,  was  of  opinion  that  the  rejoinder  waa 
bad,  because  he  took  it  to  be  but  one  warrant,  but  that  the 
parties  differed  in  the  return  of  it  And  then  the  plaintiff 
alleging  it  to  be  returnable  at  another  day  than  the  defendant 


(3)  And  therefore  shall  be  taken  to 
be  admitted.    Plow.  48.  1  Salk.  91.  (t) 

(4)  Lord  Hobart  argues  to  the  same 
effect  in  Dighy  v.  Fitzherbert,  Hob. 
104.    «  Therefore,"  says  he,  «  though 


«<  perhaps  if  the  plaintiff  had  joined 
**  upon  it,  and  it  had  been  found  for 
'<  him,  he  should  have  had  judgment, 
<<  yei  dearly  he  was  noiboundto  theptea 
**  as  not  final  to  the  action." 


(t)  [Whether  such  admission  on  the 
record  enures  for  all  the  purposes  of 
the  cause,  so  as  to  dispense  with  proof 
of  the  fact  thus  admitted  before  the  juryi 


is  a  point  on  which  the  courts  have  dif- 
fered. 1  Gale  &  D.  237.  Bmgham  v. 
Sianl^.  9  M.  &  W.  304.  Smiih  ▼• 
Martin*'] 
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I1B8  pleaded,  he  did  well  to  traverse  the  return  which  the 
defenAmt  has  allied  before,  upon  which  traverse  the  de* 
fendant  ought  to  have  taken  issue,  and  not  to  traverse  over. 
And  affc^wards  in  the  same  term,  the  matter  was  argued 
again  by  PemberUm  for  the  phdnti£^  and  Jones  for  the  defend- 
ant, to  the  same  intent  as  before.  And  Twysden^  Wi/ndham, 
and  Mereiany  justices,  delivered  their  opinions  seriatim  for 
the  defendant,  that  the  rejoinder  was  good,  Kelynge^  chief 
justice^  being  absent;  but,  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  the  court  gave  him  liberty  to  discontinue  his  action 
upon  payment  of  costs,  although  it  was  after  they  had  deli- 
vexed  their  judgment. 

Naie;  that  Saunders  of  counsel  with  the  defendant  thought 
that  tiie  plaintiff  would  have  objected  to  the  manner  of  the 
Uaverge ;  because  the  defendant  had  traversed,  without  this, 
that  KmffweU  was  in  prison  by  virtue  of  the  toarrant,  that 
*^if  virtue,^  ought  not  to  be  traversed:  but  it  was  not 
mofed.  That  this  is  good,  see  Hob.  52.  Foster  and  Jackson's 
case,  9  H.  6.  14  and  20.  (5) 


Benkbt  v. 

FiLKlNS. 


(5)  It  is  agreed,  that  where  the  words, 
*  cvfMle»  preetexiUy  per  quod^"  and  the 
like,  introduce  a  cousequence  or  infer. 
eaoe  from  the  preceding  matter,  they 
ireiiottnver8able;llRep.lO.  Priddle 
tad  Ni^fper^B  ease.  1  Ld.  Rajm.408. 
Bmdr.Simpmm.  5TermRep.66.  King 
Y.Ma^ortfYarL  Post  298.  n.  (S)  ; 
bat  t^  preceding  matter  is  alone  tra* 
fcnable.  And  this  rule  holds  much 
itrangery  w&ere  these  words  introduce  a 
caodoaion  of  law;  for  every  traverse 
Boat  regularly  be  of  matter  offaet,  and 
Botof  law;  for  the  court  alone  is  to 


judge  of  the  law.  Plow.  23L  a.  Willian 
y.  Berkley.  2  H.  Black.  182.  Richard- 
son  v.  Mayor  of  Chford.  Willes's  Rep. 
880.  Grills  v.  Manndl  (k)  Hence  it 
appears,  that  what  is  said  in  2  Lev.  112. 
JRex  v.  County  ofNottinyhanh  respecting 
a  traverse,  by  the  inhabitants  of  the 
county,  of  their  obligation  to  repair, 
which  is  usually  added  in  their  plea  to 
an  indictment  for  not  repairing  a  county 
bridge,  seems  not  to  be  well  founded* 
and  that  such  a  traverse  is  demurrable  to. 
S.  P.Dougl.  154.  per  JSu^Ker  justice.  (Q 
Biit  it  is  said,  that  matter  of  law  con- 


(t)  lSMeeB.ScW.S96.  Summers  v. 
1  Man.  &  6r.  882.     Cowan  v. 
2  Scott,  N.S.  138.S.C. 
Aee»rwL2 

(I)  Tlua,    however,  has  been  since 
doabted ;  and,  indeed,  in  IB.  &  A.  348. 
,  JSedesfield  (Inhab.),  one  of  the 
to  such  a  plea  by  a  parish 
tiiai  the  plea  did  not  conclude 


with  a  traverse  of  the  obligation  of  the 
parish  to  repair.  But  the  court  said 
that  if  such  a  traverse  were  necessary, 
the  conclusion  of  the  plea  in  the  words, 
**  and  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  ssud 
**  parish  at  large  ought  not  to  be 
^  charged,"  was  a  sufficient  and  effec- 
tual traverse. 
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neeted  with  fact,  or  rather  matter  of 
right  resulting  from  facts,  is  traversable. 
2  Black.  Rep.  776.    Grocers'  Company 


yr.Arehhithep  of  CatUirbufy* 
Wils.234^(m) 


S.C.  S 


(m)  [Asanexampleoftheproposition 
contained  in  the  above  note,  that  every 
traverse  must  be  of  matter  of  fact,  and 
not  of  law,  it  may  be  mentioned,  that 
where  the  declaration  states  certain  facts, 
and  then  proceeds  to  allege  that  a  duty 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  arose  there- 
from, the  defendant  cannot  plead,  by  way 
of  traverse,'  that  it  was  not  his  duty  as 
alleged ;  for  that  would  be  a  traverse  of 
a  mere  inference  of  law,  and  therefore 
bad.  S  Bing.  N.  C.  SS4.  Trower  v. 
Chadwick.  S  Scott,  699.  S.C.  5  A.  & 
E.  647.  CaiM  v.  Chapman.  1  Nev.  & 
P.  104.  S.C.  And  it  should  seem,  that, 
properly  speaking,  the  rule,  as  to  a  virtute 
cufus  not  being  traversable,  is  but  an* 
oUier  example  of  this  proposition ;  the 
reason  for  the  rule  being,  that  the  virtute 
eujus  only  collects  the  matter  alleged 
before,  and  draws  a  conclusion  from  it ; 
and  then,  being  mere  matter  of  law,  it 
is  not  traversable.  And,  in  this  point 
of  view,  the  rule  is  fully  sustained  by 
modem  authorities.  9  A.  &  £.  292. 
DangerfiM  v.  Thomas.  1  Perr.  &  D. 
287.  S.  C.  Therefore,  if  it  were  alleged 
that  A.  was  in  custody  of  the  sheriff 
at  the  suit  of  B. ;  and  that  C,  who 
had  a  judgment  against  him,  delivered 
a  eo.  to.  against  him  to  the  sheriff, 
whereby  he  became  and  was  in  custody 
of  the  said  sheriff  at  the  suit  of  C. ; 
a  traverse  that  he  thereby  became  in 
custody  at  the  suit  of  C.  would  be  clearly 
bad ;  because  the  law  says  in  such  case 
he  does  become  in  the  sheriff's  cus- 
tody at  the  suit  of  C.  (see  1  a  B.  525. 
JBarradk  v.  Newton) ;  and  the  traverse, 
therefore,  would  be  a  traverse  of  a  mere 
matter  of  Uw.  10  Bing.  193.  But  al- 
though an  allegation  of  a  mere  result  of 
law  is  not  traversable,  yet  an  all^atton 
compounded  of  law  and  fact  mixed  may 


be  traversed.  6  A.  &  E.  482.  Sanrford 
y.Copeland.  I  Perr.  &  D.  671.  S.C.  11 
A.  &  E.  529.   Drewe  v.  Lainson.  8  Perr. 
&D.245.S.C.  8Mees.&W.l.  Rutier 
V.  Chapman.   For  example,  an  allegation 
in  a  plea  that  a  company  were  illegally 
associated  to  more  than  the  number  of 
six  as  bankers  is  traversable.  6  A.  &  E. 
482.  And,  accordingly,  it  is  now  settled 
that  a  virtute  cujusy  where  it  is  mixed 
with  matter  of  fact,  and  does  not  put  in 
issue  a  mere  conclusion  of  law,  is  travers- 
able.   4  Bing.  729.   Lucas  v.  NoMls. 
2Y.&J.S04.    1MOO.&P.783.  S.C. 
10  Bing.  158.    S  Moo.  &  Sc.  627.    ? 
Bligh,  N.S.  140.  S.C.  in  Dom.  Proc 
Thus,  if  in  an  action  of  trespass  the 
defendant  pleads  in  justification  a  seizure 
of  goods,  as  sheriff,  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of 
JL/cuj  the  allegation  of  the  seizure  of  the 
goods  &y  vtffMe  ^Mc  vrt^  is  not  a  matter 
of  lawbutof  fact^  and  is  therefore  travers- 
able.    Lucas  V.  NocheliSf  ubi  stqnxL 
8  A.  &  £.  872.    Camaby  v.  Welfy.     I 
Perr.  &  D.  98.  S.C.    And  by  a  repti- 
cation  to  such  a  plea,  admitting  the  writ, 
and  adding  de  injurid  absque  residua 
causiB^  thepUuntiff  may  raise  the  question 
of  fact^  whether  the  sheriffseized  by  virtue 
of  the  writ  or  not ;  and  may  shew  under 
that  traverse,  that  the  acts  of  the  defend* 
ant  were  not  really  done  under  or  in  exe- 
cution of  the  writ,  but  for  another  pur- 
pose, under  another  claim,  and  that  the 
writ  and  the  proceedings  under  it  were 
a  mere  colour  and  contrivance  to  ^et 
possession  of  the  goods.    Lucas  v.  Abo- 
hdls,  ubi  supri.  1  Bing.  N.  C.  387.  JVtce 
V.  Peeky  per  Tindal  C.  J.    1  Scott,  217- 
S.C.    The  rule,  however,  that  a  virtsUc 
eujus  is  not  traversable,  has  been  sM>ine- 
times  regarded  in  an  aspect  materially 
different  from  considering  it  aa  a  mjere 
prohiUtioii  of  traveiiiog>«i  infiereooe  of 
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liir;  lis.  as  connected  with  the  doc* 
trine  that  a  man  acting  under  legal  au- 
thority is  not  confined  in  court  to  the 
authoritj  mnder  which  he  has  professed 
to  act  at  the  time  when  he  actedj  but 
that  he  may  resort  to  any  other  autho- 
lity  he  then  possessed,  which  justified 
hb  proeeeding ;  as  for  instance,  if  a  man 
tikes  a  distress  for  one  thing,  still,  when 
be  comes  and  pleads,  he  may  avow  for 
viiateTer  thing  he  pleases;  aman  may  dis- 
train for  rent, and  ayowforheriotservice. 
1  Ld.  Raym.  454.  Groenvelt  v.  But' 
wdL  7  Term  Rep.  654.  Crowther  v. 
Ramibotiom.  2  Y.&  Jery.5S6.  Woatley 
▼.  Gregory.  And  though  it  is,  perhaps, 
somewhat  difficult  to  reconcile  this  doc« 
trine  with  Ijucas  y.  Nackelis,  yet  it  has 
beoi  subsequently  acted  upon  as  existing 
law.  Thus  in  1  A.  &  £.  ^5.  Governors 
€f  Bristol  Poor  y.WaU.  3  Nev.  &  M. 
SSaS-Cit  washeld,  that  if  a  party  en- 
tets  and  makes  a  joint  distress  for  four  se- 
Teiai  xates,  being  furnished  for  that  pur- 
pose with  four  warrants,  one  of  which  is 


bad,  he  may,  in  an  action  of  replevin  for 
such  distress,  justify  under  the  good 
warrants,  and  abandon  the  bad  one ; 
and  the  court  appeared  to  recognize  the 
rule,  that  a  distress  may  be  justified, 
though  the  distrainer  profess  to  act 
under  an  illegal  warrant,  provided  he 
were  at  the  time  armed  with  a  lawful  one. 
See  also  BaiUie  v.  KeU.  4  Bing.  N.  C. 
639.  6  Scott,  379.  S.  C.  Again,  Lucas  v. 
Ifockells  must  not  be  understood  as  hav- 
ing established  the  general  proposition 
that  the  motive  and  intention, with  which 
an  authority  given  by  law  was  exercised, 
can  be  inquired  into  on  the  general 
replication  de  itijurid.  2  Mees.  &  W. 
791.  Oakes  v.  Wood;  (see  the  notes  to 
Greene  v.  Jones,  post.  p.  299,  ee  seq.) 
nor  as  having  decided,  that  the  plaintiff 
is  at  liberty,  under  this  replication,  to 
shew  an  abuse  of  the  authority  which 
renders  the  defendant  a  trespasser  ab 
initio.  Ibid.  1  Bing.  N.  C.  380.  Price 
V.  Peek.  I  Scott,  205.  S.  C.  (See  tiie 
notes  post  p.  300.)] 


The  Earl  of  Manchester  and  others  against  Vale.         Case  5. 
Trin.  18  Car.  IL  B^is.  BolL  147. 

SmvwtiMrt,  1  "BE  it  remembered  that  heretofore^  to  wit,  in 
•<**»*-  J  JD  Easter  term  last  past,  before  our  lord  the 
king  jit  Westminster 9  came  JEdtoard  Ead  of  Manchester,  lord 
dimiberlain  of  the  household  of  our  lord  the  now  king.  Sir 
Lameelot  Lake,  knight,  and  Carey  Harvey y  otherwise  Mildmay, 
by  Bobert  Powlet,  their  attorney,  and  brought  here  into  the 
oonrt  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  then  there,  their  certain  bill 
against  WUHam  Vale,  in  the  custody  of  the  nuirshal,  &c.  of  a 
pi^  of  trespass ;  and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit, 
MkM,  Doe  and  Bichard  Boe,  which  said  bill  follows  in  these 
wofdsytowit:  Somersetshire,towit:JEdward^silof Manchester,  [  24?  ] 
kod  chamberlain  of  the  household  of  our  lord  the  now  king. 
Sir  Lancelot  Lake,  knight,  and  Carey  Harvey, \  otherwise  Mild- 
may,  complain  of  William  Vale  being  in  the  custody  of  the 
manhal  of  the  Harshalsea  of  our  lord  the  king  bdbre  the 
)aDg  fainwlf^  &r  that  he,  on  the  20th  day  of  September,  in  tho 
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Earl  of 
Manches- 
ter V* 
Vale. 


17th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second^  now 
king  of  England^  with  force  and  anna,  &c  broke  and  entered 
the  doses  of  them  the  said  Earl,  Sir  Lancelot^  and  Carey y 
called  Mark  Moore  and  Y&nder  Moore^  in  the  parish  of  West' 
marke,  in  the  said  county,  and  with  his  feet  in  walking  trod 
down  and  consumed  the  grass  of  the  said  Earl,  Sir  Lancelot, 
and  Carey,  then  lately  growing  in  the  said  closes,  of  the  value 
of  lOL ;  and  with  certain  cattle,  to  wit,  horses,  oxen,  cows, 
swine,  and  sheep,  eat  up,  trod  down  and  consumed;  other  the 
grass  of  the  said  Earl,  Sir  Lancelot,  and  Carey,  in  the  said 
closes  likewise  lately  growing,  of  the  value  of  107.  (1),  con- 


(1)  Trespass  is  laid  with  a  continue 
ando  for  several  daytf,  to  prevent  the 
necessity  of  brioging  several  actions. 
2  Roll.  Abr.  5if5.  pL  1.  The  more 
usual  way  of  declaring  at  present  is, 
*^  that  the  defendant  on  such  a  day,  in 
**  such  a  year,  and  on  divert  other  days 
"  and  times  between  that  day  and  some 
**  other  day,''  committed  the  trespasses 
complained  of.  And  the  plaintiff  may 
give  evidence  of  a  trespass  committed 
on  all,  or  any  of,  the  days ;  and  since 
the  continuing  of  a  trespass  from  day  to 
day  is  considered  in  law  a  several  tres- 
pass on  each  day,  and  must  be  directly 
and  positively  answered  by  the  defend- 
ant, as  well  as  the  original  trespass; 
2  Ld.  Raym.  976.  Monhton  v.  Pashley  ; 
just  as  the  removing  of  goods,  wrong- 
fully taken  at  first,  from  one  place  to 
another,  is  held  to  be  a  several  trespass 
at  each  place ;  therefore  this  way  of  de- 
claring wiU  answer  the  purpose  fuU  as 
weU  as  laying  the  trespass  with  a  con* 
Onuando*  But  there  are  many  acts  of 
trespass  which,  when  executed,  cannot 
be  done  again,  but  terminate  upon  the 
commission  of  them,  and  therefore  can- 


not in  their  nature  be  continued:  as 
where  a  man  cuts  down  another's  trees, 
or  kills  his  horses,  dogs,  or  rabbits,  or 
takes  away  his  goods.  In  these  and 
the  like  cases,  if  the  trespasses  were 
repeated,  it  is  necessary  to  allege  that^ 
they  were  committed,  on  different  days 
and  times ;  or  at  least  to  insert  as  many 
counts  in  the  declaration  as  there  are 
trespasses,  for  they  cannot  be  laid  with 
a  condnuando.  If  they  are,  objection 
should  be  made  at  the  trial,  and  the 
plaintiff  will  not  be  permitted  to  give 
evidence  of  more  than  one  act  of  tres- 
pass. He  is  not  however  confined  to 
the  time  in  the  declaration,  but  is  at 
liberty  to  prove  a  trespass  committed 
at  any  time  before  the  commencement 
of  the  action.  7  Mod.  152.  Brook 
V.  Bishop.  S.  C.  2  Ld.  Raym.  828. 
2  Salk.  639.  2  Ld.  Raym.  97^  976. 
Monhton  v.  Pashley.  S.  C.  2  Salk.  639. 
Comberb.  427*  (a)  If  the  plaintiff  in- 
tends to  give  evidence  of  repeated  acts 
of  trespass,  he  must  confine  himself  to 
the  time  in  the  declaration,  whether  it 
be  laid  with  a  conHnuando,  or  in  the 
modem  way  ofy  on  divers  days  and 


(a)  Upon  the  same  principley  where  otherwise  than  with  sheep  on  any  of  the 

in  covenant  for  stocking  lands  otherwise  days  laid  in  the  decUration,  the  plea 

than  with  sheep  on  a  certain  day  and  was  held  bad,  as  tendering  an  immate- 

divers  other  days  and  times,  the  de-  rial  traverse.     2  B.  Moore,  9U     Cor^ 

fendaat  pleaded,  that  he  did  not  stock  poraOon  if  Arundel  v.  Bowman. 
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tmimig  the  said  trespaBS  in  the  said  doees,  as  well  with  his 
feet  in  walking,  as  with  the  said  cattle,  on  divers  days  and 
times,  firom  the  said  20th  daj  of 'Sq>te7nber,  in  the  said  17th 
year  aforesaid,  until  the  day  of  the  exhibiting  of  this  bill,  to 
wit,  the  2d  day  of  Mayy  in  the  18th  year  of  the  reign  of  our 
Bsid  lord  the  now  king;  and  other  wrongs  to  them  did,  against 
the  peace  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  and  to  the  damage  of 
the  said  Earl,  Sir  Lancelot,  and  Carey,  of  4tOL :  and  thereof 
they  bring  suit,  &c. 

And  now  at  tins  day,  to  wit,  Friday  next  after  the  Morrow 
of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  the  said 
WUKam  VaJe  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then  to 
answer,  &c  before  our  lord  Ae  king  at  Westminster,  come  as 
wdl  the  said  Earl,  Sir  Lancelot,  and  Carey,  by  their  said  attor- 
ney, as  the  said  William  by  Francis  Coles,  his  attorney.  And 
die  same  WHUam  defends  the  force  and  injury  when,  &c. 
And  as  to  coming  with  force  and  arms,  or  whatever  that  is 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  and  the  eat- 
ing up,  treading  down,  and  consuming  the  siud  grass  with  the 
said  swine,  at  ibe  said  time  when,  &c.  and  on  the  sud  divers 
other  days  and  limes,  from  the  said  25th  day  of  September,  in 
the  year  above-said,  until  the  said  2d  day  of  May  thence  next 
following,  saith,  that  he  is  not  thereof  guilty,  and  of  this  he 
puts  himself  upon  the  country.  And  the  said  Earl,  Sir  Zan- 
eebt,  and  Carey  thereof  likewise,  &c  And  as  to  the  residue 
of  the  said  trespass  above  supposed  to  be  done,  he  the  said 


Earl  of 
Manches- 
ter V. 

Vale. 


Imparlance. 


PI  I 


As  to  the  force 
and  arms,  and 
the  trespass 
with  swine, 
defendant 
pleads  not 
guilty,  and 
iBsue  thereon. 


And  as  to  the 
residue  of  the 
said  trespass. 


bat  in  either  case  he  may,  if  he 
pkaae^  waive  the  time  in  the  dedara- 
laoD,  and  prove  a  trespass  at  any  time 
before  the  action  broaght.  The  laying 
of  a  trespass  with  a  continuando  where 
it  ought  not  to  be  so,  is  bad  upon  special 
demturer,  but  aided  by  a  verdict.  1  Ld. 
Rajm.84a  PontUroy  y.Aylmer.  So 
if  it  be  improperly  laid  ^  on  divers  days 
'^and  times  ;"  as  where  the  declaration 
was  that  the  defendants  on,  Sec  and  on 
dnmt  other  days  and  times  between  that 
day  and,  Sfc.  made  an  assault  upon  the 


plaintiff,  &c*  it  was  held  bad  upon 
special  demurrer,  because  an  assault  is 
one  entire  individual  act.  Cowp.  828. 
MicheU  v.  Neale.  S.  P.  6  East,  895. 
English  v.  Purser.  Contra,  3Bo8.& 
Pull. 425.  Burgess  y.Freelove.(b)  So 
where  several  trespasses  are  laid  with  a 
continuando,  and  some  of  them  are  pro- 
per, and  the  others  not,  after  verdict  the 
continuando  shall  be  extended  to  those 
trespiiasses  only  which  are  capable  of 
being  continued.  7  Mod.  152.  2  Ld. 
Raym.  823.    2  Salk.  639. 


(b)  In  that  case  the  expression  used    rough  C.  J.  in  6  East,  395.  as  distin- 
wa%  that  the  defendant  **  assaulted ;"    guishiog  the 
which  is  feaiadked  by  Lord  EUenbo- 
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Earl  of       WilUam  salth,  that  the  said  Earl,  Sir  Laneeht,  and  Carey  ought 
Manchss-    i^q^  ^  i^yQ  QY  TnaintAJn  their  said  action  thereof  against  him, 
Yalb.       because  he  Baith  that  long  before  llie  said  time  when,  &c.  and 
■  at  the  eaid  time  when,  &o«  and  continually  afterwards  hitherto, 

Sir  Thomas       ouo  Sir  Thomos  Bridges^  knight,  was  and  yet  is  seised  of 
in'folfof  A^T^'-  *^^  "*  *^®  manor  of  fFedmare,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  the 
manor  of  Wed^  said  couuty  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee ;  and  that  he  the  said 
°**r'  25  1      ^^  Thamoi,  and  all  those  whose  estate  he  now  has,  of  and  in 
and  prescribes    the  said  manor,  with  the  appurtenances,  from  time  whereof 
Bridgeffora*    *^®  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  have  had,  and  been, 
right  in  com-     accustomed  to  have  for  themselves,  their  farmers  and  tenants 
SciM Tn^iuo,     ^f  *^^  ^^  manor,  with  the  appurtenances,]  common  of  pa&- 
as  appurtenant   tuTO  for  all  and  all  manner  of  tiieir  commonable  cattle,  levant 
nor.  ^ ""  °"'  and  couchant  within  the  said  manor,  in  the  said  closes  called 
Marke  Moore  and  Yonder  Moore  in  every  year,  and  at  all  times 
of  the  year,  as  to  the  said  manor  of  fFedmore,  with  the  appur- 
tenances belonging  and  appertaining.    And  the  said  Sir  TTuh 
mas,  being  so  seised  of  and  in  the  said  manor,  with  the  appur* 
tenances,  he  the  said  Sir  Thomas,  before  the  said  time  when, 
&C.  to  wit,  on  the  28th  day  of  September,  in  the  17th  year 
above-said,  at  the  said  parish  of  Westmark,  in  the  said  county. 
Sir  Thomas  ap-  Constituted  and  appointed  him  the  said  JVUUam  to  have  the 
anl"^t«tf!^  care  of  the  cattle  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas,  winch  he,  at  any 
of  his  cattle  in    time  from  the  said  28th  day  of  September,  in  the  17th  year 
j«lo©osin       abovCHBaid,  until  the  said  2d  day  of  May,  in  ihe  18th  year 
There  were  di-  above-said,  should  put  into  the  said  closes  GBiSiedi  Marke  Moore 
aW*  catSe  1^"    *"^^  Yonder  Moore,  to  use  and  take  the  said  common  of  pasture 
the  said  time     there.     And  the  said  WilUam  further  saith,  that  at  the  said 
Ae^w'in*      time  when,  &c.  and  on  the  said  divers  other  days  and  times 
quo,  &o.  vhieh  in  the  said  declaration  above  specified,  there  were  divers  com- 
ciujsed^tobe      monable  cattle  of  him,  the  said  Sir  Thomas,  in  the  said  closes 
put  there:         called  Marke  Moore  and  Yonder  Moore,  which  said  cattle  he 
fendant'mtered  the  Said  Sir  TTumtos  caused  to  be  put  into  the  same  closes,  to 
into  the  said      g^jj  ^p  the  grass  there  growing,  using  and  perceiving  his  said 
to  see  the  said   oommouof  pasture  in  the  said  closes  so  as  aforesaid  belonging 
^^  ^^0*35   *"^^  appertaining  to  his  said  manor  of  Wedmore  aforesaid : 
happen  to  them,  whereupon  the  said  WilUam,  as  the  servant  of  the  said  Sir 
Thomas,  and  by  his  command,  at  the  sfdd  time  when,  &c  and 
on  the  said  divers  other  days  and  times,  from  the  said  time 
when,  &C.  until  the  said  2d  day  of  May,  in  the  ,18th  year 
above-said,  entered  into  the  said  doses  called  Marke  Moore 
and  yondb'ilf(M>r^,  to  see  the  said  cattle  of  the  said  Sir  Thomaa 
then,  upon  the  occasion  aforesaid^  so  as  aforesaid  being  in  the 
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8B]d  doses  eating  up,  using  and  taking  his  common  aforesaid.      Earl  of 

lest  any  damage  ahould  at  any  time  happen  to  the  said  cattle ;    Manchxs- 

and  ilie  said  William  with  his  feet  in  walking  trod  down  and       y^^ 

coDsmned  the  said  grass  in  the  said  closes  then  growing,  as  it  > 

was  lawfhl  for  him  to  do :  which  said  entering  of  him  the  said  which  U  the 

Wmam  into  the  said  closes,  for  the  cause  aforesaid  and  with  ^^^'  ^ 

Ids  feet  in  walking,  treading  down  and  consuming  the  grass  in 

tbe  and  closes,  and  consuming  and  eating  up,  with  the  said 

diYers  commonable  cattle  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Bridgesy  other 

the  grass  in  the  said  doses,  for  the  said  time  in  the  said  declar- 

sdon  above  specified,  using  and  perceiving  his  said  common 

of  pasture  there,  is  the  same  residue  of  the  said  trespass,       [  26  ] 

whereof  the  said  Earl,  Sir  Lancelot^  and  Carey  above  thereof 

ocMnplain  against  him  the  said  William:  and  this  he  is  ready 

to  Terify.     Wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said  Earl, 

Sir  LanceUfty  and  Carey  ought  to  have  or  maintain  their  said 

action  thereof  against  him,  &c. 

And  for  causes  of  demurrer  in  law  upon  that  plea,  they  Causes  of 
the  said  Earl,  Sir  Lancelot,  and  Carey ,  according  to  the  form  ^"""e^- 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  lately  made  and  provided,  shew 
unto  the  court  here  these  causes  following:  that  is  to  say, 
for  that  the  said  plea  is  uncertain,  and  wants  form,   &c. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. — But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  Continuances. 
the  king,  now  here,  is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judg* 
ment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  whereof  the  said  parties  have 
put  themselvee  upon  the  judgment  of  the  court,  a  day  is  Venire  ftcias 
therefore  given  to  the  said  parties,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Se^MueMto 
Wiatmmster,  until  day  next  after.  to  hear  their  assess  the  oon- 

jnc^ment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  for  that  the  court  of  our  ^S^*u^n 
Slid  lord  the  king,  now  here,  is  thereof  not  yet,  &c.     And  as  the  demurrer. 
wdl  to  try  *  the  said  issue  above  joined  between  the  said  *  See  post 
parties  to  be  tried  by  the  country,  as  to  inquire  what  da-  ^^*  note(i). 
mages  the  said  Earl,  Lancelot,  and  Carey  have  sustained  on 
oocaaon  of  the  sud  trespass,  whereof  the  said  parties  have 
pat  themselves  upon  the  judgment  of  the  court,  if  it  should      [  27  ] 
h^ip^i  that  judgment  shall  be  thereof  given  for  the  said  Earl^ 
LoMetloi,  and  Carey  against  the  said  William,  let  a  jury  thereof 
come  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster  on  the  day 

next  after  and  who  neither,  &c  to  recognize,  &c 

because  as  weD^  &c.    The  same  day  is  given  to  the  said  parties 
thece^&& 


37  £^rl  of  Manchester  ^  al.  versus  Vale. 

Case  5.         The  Earl  of  Manchester  and  others  against  Vale. 

If  in  tiwpMi     rpORESP  ASS.  —  The  plaintiffs  declare  that  the  defendants 
Md^'^St^  •     -■■    on  the  29th  of  Septernber,  in  the  1 7th  year  of  the  reign  of 
plaintiff's  dose,  j^q  ^q^  ting,  broke  the  close  of  the  plaintiffs,  called  Marhing 
eating  up  his      and  Yonder  Moore,  in  the  parish  of  Westmarhey  in  the  county 
fo^  ****  ^    of  Somerset^  and  the  grass  there  with  feet  in  walking  trod 
a  justiBcation,    down,  and  Other  the  grass  there  with  cattle,  to  wit,  horses, 
to'thebrealdn*  ^xen,  COWS,  swine,  and  sheep,  eat  up,  with  a  cantinuando^ 
and  entering      &C.     The  defendant  as  to  the  force  and  arms,  and  the  tres- 
Ud^asto  the  "  P®^  ^^^  swine,  pleads  not  guilty,  and  to  the  residue  of  the 
trespass  with      trespass,  he  pleads  in  bar,  that  Sir  Thomas  Bridges,  knight, 
plra^^bad  for    ^^  selsed  of  the  manor  of  Wedmare  with  the  appurtenances 
the  whole.         i^  the  said  county,  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  and  prescribes  in 
the  said  Sir  Thomas  for  common  in  the  place  where,  &c.  for 
all  his  commonable  cattle  levant  and  couchant  upon  the  said 
manor  at  every  time  of  the  year,  as  appurtenant  to  the  said 
manor*     And  further  says,  that  the  said  Sir  Thomas  consti- 
tuted and  appointed  the  defendant  to  take  care  of  his  cattle 
put  into  the  said  close  which,  &c     And  he  further  says, 
that  the  said  Sir  Thomas  caused  to  be  put  divers  commonable 
cattle  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Bridges  which  at  the  time  when, 
&C.  were  in  the  said  place  where,  &c     Whereupon  the  de- 
fendant, as  servant  to  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Bridges  at  the  time 
when,  &C,  entered  into  the  said  close, in  which,  &c.  to  see  the 
said  cattle  there,  lest  any  damage  should  happen  to  them ;  and 
in  entering  he  trod  down  the  grass  there,  which  is  the  same 
residue  of  the  trespass,  and  this,  &c.     Wherefore,  &c.  upon 
which  the  plaintiffs  demurred  in  law. 

And  it  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  the 
defendant  in  his  bar  hath  only  said  that  the  cattle  were  in  the 
place  where,  &c  but  not  that  he  put  them  there.  And  it  ap- 
pears that  the  cattle  were  not  the  defendant's  own  cattle,  and 
therefore,  if  he  did  not  put  them  into  the  place  where,  &c. 
he  is  not  guilty :  for  a  man  cannot  be  guilty  of  trespass  with 
cattle,  unless  they  are  his  own  cattle,  or  he  actually  put  them 
into  the  place  where,  &c.  And  here  the  defendimt  has  justi- 
fied the  trespass  with  cattle,  and  yet  has  not  confessed  it,  nor 
[  28  ]       said  any  thing  to  such  purpose.  (1)   Then  the  plea  being  bad 

(1)  SeeiratMaDdP/aitii«r,aiite,  14*.  circumstances,  which  either  excuse  the 
note  (S)»  and  the  authorities  there  fact  complained  of,  or  shew  it  to  be 
cited*    Every  plea  in  justification  states    lawfiiL    From  its  nature^  thereforet  it 
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in  party  is  bad  for  the  whole,  although  he  has  jufitified  some 
part  well;  for  an  entire  plea  cannot  be  good  in  part,  and 
bad  in  another  part ;  because  such  an  entire  plea  is  not  divi- 
sible.    CrcEUz.  268.»— 331. t— 4344— Cr(?.  Jac.  27.§(2> 


Earl  of 
Manches- 
ter V. 
Vale. 


•  Pcndkbury  and  Elmott. 
$  Sir  Jobn  Thornel  ▼.  Laaseli. 


t  Kent  and  Sponder. 


\  Ascue  ▼.  Sandenon. 


'  confess  the  fact,  otherwise  it  is  no 
JMstificationj  but  a  denial  of  the  fact, 
and  amounts  to  the  general  issue.  See 
S  Term  Rep.  298.  Taylor  v.  Cole. 
1  Salk.  S94.  Holler  v.  Bush.    Garth. 


380.  S.  C.  by  the  name  of  BalleH 
V.  ByrL  WiUes's  Sep.  15.  Xoice  v. 
TuUe.  (c) 

(2)  So  in  Norton  v.  Harvey,  dted  in  2 
Saand.50.  Webby. MarHn,l'LeY.i&.(d) 


(e)  And  is  therefore  bad  on  special 
demnrrer.  6  East,  583.  The  King  v. 
Joknttm.  [See  ante,  p.  14.  notes.] 

(d)  [2  B.  &  C.  22a  St.  Germain's 
r.WiOan.  3  D.  &  R.  441.  S.  C.  1  Bing. 
X.  C  89.  96.  Tremeere  v.  Morison. 
3  DowL  193.  AnseU  v.  Smith.  3  DowL 
246.  Mockery.  BiHiny.  4  Bing.  N.  C. 
201  Dykey.Duhe.  10  A.  &  £.  632. 
Caheri  v.  Moggs.  2  Perr.  &  D.  540. 
S.  C  Accord.']  A  plea  of  set-off  is 
ao  exception  to  this  rule,  the  different 
parts  of  such  a  plea  being  considered 
as  different  counts  in  the  same  de- 
ckration.  2  Black.  910.  Dowsland  v. 
7%auqt909i  and  others.  [A  plea  of  set-off, 
hovever,  is  no  exception  to  the  analo- 
gous rule  dependent  on  the  entire  nature 
of  a  plea,  ^z.  that  i^  disproved  m  part,  it 
shall  fail  altogether ;  for  it  has  been  held 
that  the  issue  on  a  plea  of  set-off  is  indi- 
natble ;  and  therefore,  when  the  plea  is 
pkaded  to  the  whole  declaration,  and 
the  defendant  proves  a  set-off  to  some 
aaoont,  but  not  exceeding  or  equalling 
the  whole  of  the  plaintiffs  aggregate 
dnnauds,  the  defendant  cannot  claim  to 
have  the  rerdict  entered  for  him  for  so 
amdi  as  be  has  proved ;  but  the  whole 
israe  must  be  found  for  the  plaintiff. 
Tct  if  there  are  other  pleas  on  the  record, 
soeh  as  payment,  or  the  Statute  of  Limit- 
,  by  which  the  pluntiff s  aggregate 
;  are  so  reduced,  that  the  set-off 
eovcrs  tiie  lemainder,    the  defendant 


is  entitled  to  the  verdict  on  the  issue 
joined  on  the  plea  of  set-off.  2  Or.  Mees. 
&  R.  547.  Co%isins  V.  Paddon.  7  A.& 
E.  595.  Moore  y.Butlin.  S.C.2Nev.& 
P.436.  5  Mees.  &  W.  109.  Tuck  v.  Tuck. 
Ibid.  382.  Kikier  v.  Bailey.  9  C.  &  P. 
725.  Barnes  v.  Butcher.  But  see  5 
Dowl.  669.  Green  v.  ilfar^^  To  the 
general  rule,  that  a  plea  which  is  dis- 
proved in  part  fails  altogether,  there 
are  many  exceptions  in  instances  where, 
from  the  nature  of  the  case,  the  plea  is 
not  entire.  See  2  Cr.  Mees.  &  R.  558. 
See  also  as  to  what  issues  may  or  may 
not  be  found  by  the  jury  distributively, 
1  Mees.  &  W.  216.   Phytkian  v.  WhiU. 

1  Tyr.  &  Gr.  515.  S.  C.  3  Bing.  N.  C. 
3.  Knight  v.  Woore.  8  A.  &  E.  592. 
RouOedge  v.  AhbotL  5  Bing.  N.  C. 
622.  Highamy.Rabett.  5Mees.&W. 
483.  Anderson  v.  Chapman.  The  rule 
is  further  subject  to  this  qualificatiou, 
that  an  unnecessary  averment  in  a  plea, 
if  capable  of  being  separated  without 
injury  to  the  sense^  need  not  be  proved ; 
for  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  so  many  of 
the  facts  alleged  in  the  plea  as  will  con- 
stitute a  justification.  1  Taunt.  146. 
Spilsbury  v.  Micklethwaite.  1  Cr.  Mees. 
&  R.  757.  Timothy  v.  Simpson.  1  Cr. 
Mees.  h  R.  827.  Atkinson  v.  Wartie. 

2  Mees.  &  W.  477.  Cohen  v.  Hushisson. 
4  Bing  N.  C.  650.  BaiUie  v.  Kell.  10  A. 
&£.  593.  Shearm  y.  Bumard.2 
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-« And  of  (sndi  opinion  was  all  the  court.  (3)    And  judg- 
ment was  given  for  the  plaintiff  —  Saunders  of  counsel  with 


So  an  entire  replicaHony  which  is  bad 
in  part,  is  bad  for  the  whole.  Trueman 
y.  Hurttj  1  Term  Rep.  40.  WM}er  v. 
TiviUy  it  Saund.  127.  (e)  Upon  the 
same  principle  of  the  plea  being  entire, 
and  therefore  not  divisible,  it  is,  that  if 
two  or  more  join  in  a  defence  which  is 
a  sufficient  justification  for  one,  but  no 
justification  for  the  others,  the  plea  b 
bad  as  to  all ;  for  the  court  cannot  sever 
it,  and  say  that  one  is  guilty  and  the 
othen  not,  when  they  all  put  themselves 
upon  the  same  terms.  Str.  509.  Philips 
V.  Biron.  Ibid.  994.  Smith  v.  Boucher. 
Ibid.  1184.  MiddkHmy,  Price.  3 Term 
Rep.  876, 377.  ^vBuOer  J.  in  DuffieU 
v.Scoti.(f) 


(3)  So  1  Lev.  48.  WM  v.  Martin. 
Cowp.  133.  Rtdoutv.Brough.  Every 
plea  must  answer  the  whole  declaration 
or  count  (ff)  Co.  Litt.  303.  a.  Cro. 
Eliz.  434.  Aseue  v.  Sanderson.  2  LiL 
P.  R.  302.  5  Term  Rep.  553.  ficr- 
ries  y  Jamieson.  Yelv.  225.  Newhtdl 
v.  Bernard.  S.  C.  1  Buls.  116.  Post. 
267.  OAome  v.  Rogers.  But  this  dif- 
ference arises  from  iheform  qfih%  plea^ 
namely,  if  a  plea  begin  with  an  answer 
to  the  whole  declaration^  but  in  truth 
the  matter  pleaded  is  only  an  answer 
to  parti  the  whole  plea  is  bad,  and  the 
plaintiff*  may  demur.  1  Salk.  179.  Weeks 
V.  Peach.  1  Ld.  Raym.  231.  TruscoUv. 
Carpenter.  Gilb.  Hist  C.  B.  3d  ed.  157, 


(e)  [But  where  the  declaration  has 
several  separable  subjects  of  complaint, 
to  which  the  defendant  pleads  a  joint 
justification,  and  the  replication  is  di- 
vided into  parts,  addressed  respectively 
to  the  separate  subjects,  each  of  such 
parts  may  be  taken  as  a  separate  repli- 
cation ;  and  in  such  case,  therefore, 
one  part  of  the  replication  may  be 
good,  notwithstanding  another  part 
be  bad.  8  A.  &  £.  741.  Vivian  v. 
Jenhin.  5  Nev.  &  M.  14.  S.  C.  See 
also  11  A.  &E.  411.  Monhnan  v. 
Shepherdson.^ 

(f)  [2  Bing.  523.  Hedges  v.  Chapman. 
1  Q.  B.  17.  Andrews  v.  Marris.^ 

(g)  Or  rather  all  that  it  assumes  in 
the  introductory  part  to  answer,  and  no 
more.  Chitty  on  PL  vol.  i.  p.  511. 
[Accordingly,  where  in  debt  for  goods 
sold,  the  defendant  pleaded,  except  as 
to  5L  lOs.  Sd.y  nunquam  indeb.^  and  as  to 
that  sumy  in  bar  of  the  further  mainte^ 


nance  of  the  action,  payment  and  accep- 
tance, afixT  action  brought^  of  51. 13«.7dl 
in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  cdl 
the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration 
Mentioned^  which  related  to  the  said  sum 
of  51.  lOs.  Sd. ;  to  which  there  was  a 
special  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  it 
•was  not  alleged  that  the  payment  was 
made  and  accepted  in  satisfaction  and 
discharge  of  the  damages  and  costs  re- 
lating to  the  said  sum ;  it  was  held,  that 
the  plea  was  good,  because  it  was  a 
good  answer  to  so  much  as  it  professed 
to  answer ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  might 
have  signed  judgment  for  the  damages^ 
including  the  costs,  as  being  a  part  of 
the  plaintiff's  claim  unanswered ;  not- 
withstanding the  conclusion  of  the  plea ; 
which  was  informal  in  being  larger 
than  was  necessary,  and  might  have 
been  specially  demurred  to  on  that 
account  8  Mees.  &  W.  22&  Heiuy  v. 
JSarl.2 
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158. 1  Str.  SOS.  Woodward  y.  Roinnson. 
SRolLAbr.  104.  (N),  pi.  l.(^)  But  if  a 
plea  begin  only  as  an  answer  to  party  and 
B  in  troth  but  an  answer  to  part ;  or 
tboDgh  in  law  it  is  an  answer  to  the 
▼bole  (i)f  it  is  a  discontinuance,  and  tlie 
pbuntiff  must  not  demur,  but  take  his 
juc^gmentybr  that  as  by  nildicit ;  for  if 
he  demurs  or  pleads  oyer,  the  whole 


action  is  discontinued.  4  Rep.  62.  a. 
fferlakenden's  case  and  the  authorities 
there  cited.  1  Roll.  Abr.  487.  pi.  10. 
1  Salk.  179.  Ibid.  180.  Market  v. 
Johnson.  1  Ld.  Raym.  231.  Ibid. 
716.  Vincent  v.  Beston.  2  Ld.  Raym. 
841.  Peers  v.  ffenriques.  Gilb.  Hist. 
C.  B.  155.  158.  1  Str.  S02.  Woodward 
V.  Robinson,  (k)    But  this  rule  must  be 


(k)  5  Taunt.  27.  Barnard  v.  J)uthif. 
Port.  296-  note  (1).  1  Chitty's  Rep.  1S2. 
Wilcox  T.  Newman.  [2  B.  &  C.  477< 
nomas  ▼.  Heathom.  Ibid.  220.  St 
Gtrmams  t.  WiUan.  6  Bing.  266. 587. 
Qarkmm  t.  Lawson.  2  Cr.  Mees.  k  R. 
719.  Cannop.  v.  Holmes.  1  C.  & 
31  618.  M'Curdayy.DriscoH  Ibid. 
362.  Crwnp  y.  Adney.  2  Mees.  &  W. 
73.  Ihttney  y.  Swann*  But  see  5  A. 
k  E.  62.  Harvey  r.  Grabham.'] 

(f)  But  it  has  been  decided  that 
where  a  plea  begins  as  an  answer  to 
part,  [and  contains  in  the  body  of  it  an 
to  the  whole,  the  plaintiff  may 
2  Bos.  &  PuL  427.  Gray  v. 
Pimdar.  [Seealso  9  A.&E.499.  Bur-^ 
fvmffks  y.  Hodgson.  8  Mees.  &  W« 
[28.]  It  Is  obieryable,  however^  that 
ia  Gray  y.  Pindar  there  was  a  plea 
of  woes  anumpsU  to  the  whole  deda- 
mioB  ;  so  that  the  special  plea  which 
vas  demurred  to  could  not  operate  as 
\  diacoatiDQance. 

(A)  Bat  notwithstanding  he  has  re- 
lied cat  demurred,  the  plaintiff  may,  at 
arf  time  daring  the  term  of  which  the 
plea  is  pleaded,  take  judgment  by  nU 
AH  BM  to  the  part  not  answered.  1  Ld. 
Rajm.  716.    1  Salk.  18a 

lBWilles,480.  BullyOorpe  y.  Tur^ 
Mr,  Willes  C.  J.  says,  that  Herlahen- 
As'sease  is  certainly  not  law,  and  cites 
Ydy.  S8.  Huyhes  y.  Philips,  and  Cro. 
Jae.  27.  Thorml  y.  Lassels,  in  support 


of  his  opinion. '  But  the  former  of  those 
cases  does  not  apply ;  for  there  the  de- 
fendant's plea  did  profess  to  answer  the 
whole  declaration,  and  the  plaintiff  de- 
murred, because  an  improper  traverse 
was  taken  and  had  judgment :  in  the  lat^^ 
ter,  although  the  plea  left  part  of  the  de- 
claration unanswered,  and  the  plaintiff 
demurred  for  that,  among  other  reasons, 
yet  the  question  as  to  the  demurrer 
operating  as  a  discontinuance  was  not 
mooted.  It  seems,  therefore,  that  the 
opinion  of  Willes  C.J.  is  not  well* 
founded,  especially  as  the  other  cases 
cited  in  the  abovejnote  fully  support 
Herlahenden's  case.  That  the  plaintiff 
does  not  discontinue  the  action  by 
replying  to  a  plea  which  purports  to 
answer  the  whole  declaration,  but  is 
in  law  no  answer  to  part,  and  might 
therefore  have  been  demurred  to, 
see  6  Taunt  645.  Everard  v.  Pater" 
son. 

[By  the  new  rule  of  court,  dispensing 
with  the  actio  non  and  prayer  of  judg- 
ment, a  plea  pleaded  without  such  for* 
mal  parts  shaJl  be  taken,  unless  other* 
wise  expressed,  as  pleaded  in  bar  of 
the  whole  action.  And  consequently, 
where  a  plea  so  pleaded  is  in  truth  but 
an  answer  to  part  of  the  declaration,  it 
must  be  regarded,  with  reference  to  the 
doctrine  contained  in  the  note  above,  as 
beginning  with  an  answer  to  the  whole 
declaration.  And  therefore  the  plaintiff 


28c 


Earl  of  Manchester  4*  <^«  versm  Vale. 


not  averred  that  the  cattle  were  levant  and  oouchant  (4)  *—  but 
this  was  not  moved. 


underBtood  with  this  limitation,  that 
the  part  of  the  declaration  which  is  not 
answered  by  the  plea  is  material,  and 
the  gist  of  the  action;  for  where  any 
thing  is  inserted  in  the  declaration  as 
nuUter  of  aggravaiiony  the  plea  need  not 
answer  or  justify  lAa/;  for  the  answering 
of  that  which  is  the  gist  of  the  action 
will  cover  the  whole  declaration.  S  Wils. 
SO.  Dye  v.  Leatherdak.  8  Term  Rep. 
297.  Taylor  v.  Cokf  and  Fishenoood 
V.  Cannon^  there  cited.  (/) 

(4)  And  therefore  bad  upon  a  ge- 
neral demurrer.  So  is  1  Lev.  196. 
Cheadle  v.  MiUer.  1  Sid.  SIS.  S.  C. 
And  so,  I  conceive,  it  still  is^  notwith- 
standing the  statute  4  Ann.  c  16.    For 


the  averment  of  levancy  and  couchanc j 
is  material  and  traversable.  So  is  6 
Mod.  l\5.EmerUmv.  Sdby.  1  Burr. 
816.  Robinson  v.  Raley.  H.  10  Ann. 
C.  B.  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  767.  But 
the  want  of  such  averment  is  aided 
after  verdict  by  the  statute  of  jeofails  ; 
for  it  shall  be  intended  after  verdict. 
1  Lev.  196.  above  cited.  Sty.  42& 
Bronge  v.  Moore*  1  Vent  84.  Anmu 
1  Mod.  7.  MeUer  v.  Staples.  1  Vent. 
165.  by  Twuden  J.  in  HoMm  v. 
JRobbins.  Post  227.  Stennel  v.  Hogt^p 
and  228.  note  (1).  Cro.  Eliz.  458. 
Corhyson  v.  Peanmu  Cro.  Jac.  44. 
France  v.  Tringer.  (m)  The  reasoa 
why  it  is  necessary  to  aver,  that  the 


must  demur,  and  cannot  sign  judgment 
for  the  part  unanswered.  5  Bing.  N.  C. 
247.  Woodj9.  Farr.  See  9  Mees.,&  W. 
458.     ParraU  v.  GoddardJ] 

(I)  2  Wils.  318.  Gates  v.  Bayley. 
2  Camp.  175.  Monprivate  v.  Smith  and 
another.  [See  further,  10  Bing.  S5. 
Stammers  v.  Yearsky.  1  Bing.  N.  C.  72. 
Bush  V.  Parker.  1  Tyr.  &  Gr.  869. 
Porter  v.  Izod.  1  Mees.  &  W.  881.  S.  C] 

(m)  These  positions,  viz.  that  for  want 
of  an  averment  of  the  cattle  being  levant 
and  couchant,  a  plea  of  common  is  bad 
on  general  demurrer ;  and  that  the  want 
of  such  averment  is  aided  after  verdict 
by  the  statute  of  jeofails  ;  cannot,  it  b 
apprehended,  both  stand  good.  The 
omission  of  a  material  and  traversable 
averment  may,  indeed,  be  aided  after 
verdict ;  but  then  it  is  at  common  law, 
where  the  fact  omitted  to  be  averred  is 
a  necessary  part  of  the  issue,  which  is 
not  the  case  here.  See  post.  228  a. 
note.  No  case  can  be  put  in  which  the 
statutes  of  jeofails  have  been  held  to  aid 
the  total  omission  of  a  material  aver« 


ment,  except  such  as  are  expressly 
mentioned  in  the  statutes,  among  which 
this  is  not ;  indeed  it  has  been  recently 
held,  in  several  cases,  that  such  an 
omission  is  not  aided  after  verdict; 
1  M.  &  S.  284.  Jackson  v.  Pesked, 
SM.  &S.110.  Cookv.  Cox.  4B.&A. 
655.  Butt  V.  Howard;  and  in  these 
cases  no  attempt  was  made  to  argue 
that  the  omission  was  aided  by  the 
statutes  of  jeofails.  It  is,  however,  per- 
fectly clear  that  the  cases  above  cited 
by  the  learned  seijeant  establish  the 
point,  that  the  want  of  an  averment  of 
levancy  and  couchancy  is  aided  after 
verdict  by  the  statutes  of  jeofails,  and 
the  expression  **  for  it  shall  be  intended** 
is  frequently  used:  but,  with  submission, 
the  reason  is  bad :  it  applies  to  omis* 
sions  aided  after  verdict  at  common 
law,  which  are  aided  by  intendment ; 
but  it  does  not  apply  to  omissions  aided 
by  the  statutes  of  jeofails,  which  do  not 
operate  by  intendment  but  by  positive 
enactment,  that  the  omission  of  mat- 
ters of  fornif  and  certain  specified  mat- 
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eattle  -were  levant  and  couchant,  is, 
because  leyancy  and  couchancy  is  the 
measure  of  that  kind  of  common  which 
is  claimed  by  the  plea.  1  Saund.  352. 
PoUer  v.  North.  2  Saund.  327.  Hashing 
T.  RgMiHs.  5  Term  Rep.  48.  Seholes  v. 
ffaiyreaves.  Common  appurtenant  to 
kad  is  either^  common  without  number, 
as  it  is  termed,  or  limited  to  a  certain 
oamber  of  cattle.  By  common  with- 
out number,  is  not  meant  common  for 
toy  naoiber  of  beasts,  which  the  com- 
Bioner  shall  think  fit  to  put  into  the 
eommoD,  but  it  is  limited  to  his  own 
comwumabie  eattU  levant  and  couchant 
upon  his  lands  ;  (by  which  is  to  be  un- 
dentood  as  many  cattle  as  the  land  of 
tke  oommoDer  can  keep  and  maintain  in 
tJie  winter ;  2  Brownl.  101.  Patriot  v. 
Lnere,  1  Vent.  54.  Leech  v.  WiMsley. 
5  Term  Rep.  48.  Seholes  v.  Har- 
grumes  ^)  (it)  and  as  it  is  uncertain  how 
many  in  number  these  may  be,  there 
being  in  some  years  more  than  in 
others,  it  is  therefore  called  common 
'^leidtovt    number,"    as    contradistin- 


guished from  common  limited  to  a  cer- 
tain number ;  but  still  it  is  a  common 
certain  in  its  nature.  Therefore  a  plea, 
prescribing  for  common  appurtenant 
to  land  for  commonable  cattle,  without 
saying  levant  and  coucliant,  is  bad.  Post. 
343.  Mellor  v.  Spateman.  3  Wils.  274. 
For  it  shall  be  intended  common  with- 
out number,  according  to  the  import 
of  the  words  without  any  limitation 
whatsoever;  for  there  is  nothing  to 
limit  it  when  it  is  not  said  for  cattle 
levant  and  coucliant.  1  Roll.  Abr. 
398.  pi.  3.  Hard.  117,  1 18.  Chichley^ 
case ;  and  see  Mellor  r.  Spateman, 
post.  346.  note  (1).  8  Term  Rep.  396. 
Benson  v.  Chester.  From  hence  it  fol- 
lows, that  where  the  common  is  limited 
to  a  certain  number,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  aver  that  they  were  levant  and  cou- 
chant;  1  Roll.  Abr.  401.  pi.  3.  Cro. 
Jac.  27.  2  Mod.  185.  1  Ld.  Raym.  726. 
Richards  v.  Squibb;  because  it  is  no 
prejudice  to  the  owner  of  the  soil,  as 
the  number  is  ascertained. 


tefs  of  substance,  shall  be  aided.  The 
truth  seems  to  be  discovered  by  an  ex-* 
pessionused  by  the  court  in  Cro.  Eliz. 
♦58.  Corbtfson  ▼.  Pearson,  "  yet  now 
it  shall  be  taken  to  be  good  enough, 
sad  to  be  holpen  by  intendment,  when 
it  is  said,  that  he  put  them  in  utendo 
timmMxia  sua  prtsdicta,  that  it  was  at 
9iiefa  a  time  as  the  common  is  to  be 
Ked,  and  with  such  beasts  as  are  there 
to  urn  Ae  common"  In  other  words, 
that  the  common  allegation  that  the  de- 
feiNlaiit  put  his  said  cattle  into  the  said 
piaee  inwkich,  &c.  to  use  his  common 
there,  cwen  if  the  words  *^  being  his 
conuDoiiable  cattle,  levant  and  couchant, 
&e.^  be  omitted,  shall  be  considered  an 
arefineDt,  though  an  informal  one,  that 
the  catde  were  such  as  came  within 
VOL.1. 


the  prescription,  t.  e.  levant  and  couch- 
ant If  this  be  a  right  view  of  the  case, 
the  omission  will  be  strictly  one  which 
is  aided  by  the  statutes  of  jeofails,  but 
it  will  not  render  the  plea  bad  on  genC' 
ral  demurrer.  If,  however,  there  be 
no  averment,  that  the  cattle  were  put 
in  to  use  the  common,  or  to  that  effect, 
it  will  follow  that  the  plea  will  be  bad 
both  on  ^en^a/ demurrer  and  in  arrest 
of  judgment  or  on  error.  [See  5  A.  &  £. 
762.  Manning  y,  Wasdale."] 

(n)  1  B.  &  A.  706. .  Cheesman  v. 
Hardham.  1  Selwyn's  Ni.  Pri.  428. 
Bogers  v.  Benstead.  [6  M.  &  S.  47. 
Doidge  v.  Carpenter.  2  Moo.  &.  R. 
205.  Whiteloche  v.  Hutchinson.  See 
also  the  notes  to  Mellor  v.  Spateman^ 
p.  346,  et  seq."] 
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Birks  versus  Trippet. 


Case  6. 


Same  prece- 
dent, 1  Mod. 
£nt.  165.  b. 
See  2  Saund. 
61^,127.: 

Case  upon  an 
award. 
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Birks  against  Trippet. 
McL  18  Car.  IL  Eegis.  BolL  111. 

K)rA*Aire,lTDE  it  remembered  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in 
to  wit.  J  J3  Easter  term  laat  past,   before  our  lord  the 
king  at  Westminster^  came  John  Birks,  by  Emanuel  Scorah 
his  attorney,  and  brought  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
king,  then  there,  his  certain  bill  against  Burrawes  Trippet^ 
gentleman,  one  of  the  clerks  of  Sir  Robert  Henley,  knight, 
chief  clerk  of  our  smd  lord  the  king,  assigned  to  inrol  pleas 
in  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself, 
present  here  iu  court  in  his  proper  person,  of  a  plea  of  trespass 
upon  the  case,  and  there  are  pledges  for  the  prosecution,  to 
wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe  ;  which  said  bill  follows  in 
these  words,  to  wit ;  Yorkshire,  to  wit,  John  Birks  C(»nplain8 
of  Burroioes  Trippet,  gentleman,  one  of  the  clerks  of  Sir 
Robert  Henley,  knight,  chief  clerk  of  our  said  lord  the  king, 
assigned  to  inrol  pleas  in  the  said  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
king,  before  the  king  himself,  present  here  in  court  in  his 
proper  person ;  for  that  whereas  divers  quarrels,  discords  and 
disputes  had  arisen,  and  were  depending,  between  him  the 
said  John  and  the  said  Burrotves;  and  in  order  to  make  an 
end  and  final  determination  thereof,  and  of  all  other  causes 
of  action  then  depending  between  them,  as  well  the  sslAJohn 
as  the  said  Burrowes,  on  the  14th  day  of  April,  iu  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1666,  at  Doncaster,  in  the  said  county,  submitted 
themselves  to  stand  to  the  arbitration,  order,  and  final  judg- 
ment of  one  Francis  Barker,  indiiFcrently  elected  an  arbitrator 
between  them,  to  arbitrate,  order,  and  finally  award,  of,  upon 
and  concerning  the  premises.     And  the  said  Burrotces  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  year  aforesaid  at  Doncaster 
aforesaid,  in  the  s^d  county,  in  consideration  of  the  said  sub- 
mission, and  in  consideration  that  the  said  John  had  then 
and  there  faithfully  promised  the  said  Burrowes  to  pay  to  the 
said  Burrowes  40/.  of  lawful  money  of  England,  whenever 
after  he  should  be  thereto  required  by  him  the  said  Burrotves^ 
if  he  the  said  John  should  not  perform  and  fulfil  all  and  singu- 
lar those  things,  which  the  said  arbitrator  should  so  arbitrate, 
order,  and  finally  award,  on  Ins  part,  to  be  performed  and 
fulfilled,  of  and  upon  the  premises,  undertook,  and  then  and 
there  faithfully  promised  the  said  John,  that,  if  he  the  said 
Burrowes  should  not  perform  and  fulfil  aU  and  singular  those 
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things,  which  the  said  arbitrator  should  arbitrate  and  adjudge,  Birks  v. 
<m  his  part  to  be  performed  and  fulfilled,  then  he  the  said  Trippbt. 
Bwrrcwes  wotdd  well  and  truly  pay  and  satisfy  to  the  said  ' 

Mm  40/.  of  lawful  money  of  England^  whenever  after  he  should 
be  thereto  required.     And  the  said  John  in  fact  says,  that  the 
3ud  arbitrator  did  take  upon  himself  the  trouble  of  arbitrat- 
ii^  ordering,  and  awarding  between  them  the  said  John  and 
Bwrrowesy  of  and  concerning  the  premises  so  as  aforesaid  sub- 
mitted to  his  award,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  21st  day 
of  the  eame  month  of  April,  in  the  sidd  year  of  our  Lord 
1666,  at  Doncaster  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county,  did  arbitrate, 
ofdiov  and  adjudge  between  them,  in  manner  and  form  fol- 
lowing, that  is  to  say ;  first,  that  the  ^<3iBurro^8  should  pay 
to  the  eaid  John  the  sum  of  lOs.  for  and  in  consideration  of 
certain  damages,  which  the  said  John  had  sustained  in  an 
action  of  trespass  and  assault ;  and  also  20^.  more  for  the  said 
/oAn'a  having  kept  and  depastured  a  certain  horse  of  the  said 
Bwrowei;  and  further,  the  said  arbitrator  did  arbitrate, 
Wilder,  and  award,  that  the  said  Burrowes  should  pay  to  the 
sid  John  another  10^.  for  the  said  John^e  having  kept  certain 
beaate^  and  for  keeping  and  applying  medicines  to  two  young 
boDocks  of  the  said  Burrowes  ;  and  also  the  further  sum  of  47. 
towards  his  the  said  John  Birks^Q  costs  expended  in  law  about 
fvers    differences  had  between  them:    which   said  sums, 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  6/.  the  said  arbitrator  did  arbitrate 
and  award  the  said  Burrowes  to  pay  to  the  said  John,  upon 
the  23d  day  of  the  same  month  oi  April,  at  the  mansion- 
Ikoose  of  Henry  Jenkinson,  in  the  parish  of  Hansworth,  in  the 
aaid  oonn^  of  York  ;  and  that,  upon  the  receipt  of  the  said 
6Z,,  general  releases  imder  the  hands  and  seals  of  them,  and 
tach  of  them,  should  be  mutually  given  and  delivered  from 
the  beginning  of  the  world  until  the  said  23d  day  oi  April,  in 
the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1666.   And  also  that  the  said  Bur- 
rmtes   should  deliver  to  the  «ud  John  a  certain  fine  con- 
eernoDg  and  belonging  to  the  said  John  Birks,  and  one  John 
Marrioty  late  of  the  parish  of  Hansworth  aforesaid,  in  the 
wA  county.     And  also  the  said  arbitrator,  in  order  to  make 
peace,  and  to  determine  the  said  disputes  and  differences, 
and  oat  of  regard  to  the  quiet  of  the  said  John  and  Burrowes, 
did  farther  arbitrate,  order,  and  award,  that  the  said  John, 
from  the  date  of  the  said  releases,  should  cease  and  desist  from 
an  farther  prosecution  at  the  general  sessions  of  the  peace 
agunst  the  said  Burrowes.    And  the  said  John  in  fact  says, 
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Plea. 


*  that  although  the  sud  John  did  well  and  faithfully  perform 
and  fulfil  all  and  singular  the  premises  specified  in  the  above 
award,  on  the  part  of  him  the  said  John  to  be  performed  and 
fulfilled,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  award; 
yet  the  said  John  in  fact  says,  that  the  said  Bvrrowes  hath  not 
paid  the  said  62.  to  the  said  John  Birks  upon  the  said  23d  day 
of  April,  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1666,  at  or  in  the  sadd 
mansion-house  of  him  the  said  Henry  Jenkinson,  or  any 
where  else,  nor  delivered  the  said  fine  to  the  said  John,  ac- 
cording to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  sdd  award  (although  the 
said  Burrowes  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  day  of  Aprils  in 
the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1666,  at  Doncaster  aforesaid,  was 
thereto  required).  Nevertheless  the  said  Burrowes,  not  re- 
garding his  said  promise  and  undertaking,  in  form  aforesaid 
made,  but  contriving  and  fraudulently  intending,  in  that  be- 
half, craftily  and  subtily  to  deceive  and  defraud  him  the  sud 
John  Birks  of  the  said  40/.  hath  not  yet  piud  the  same  to  the 
said  John  according  to  the  said  promise  and  undertaking,  nor 
hath  hitherto  made  the  said  John  any  satisfaction  for  the 
same ;  wherefore  the  said  John  says,  diat  he  is  injured  and 
hath  sustained  damage  to  the  yalue  of  1002^  and  therefore  he 
brings  his  suit,  &c. 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Tuesday  next  after  three 
weeks  of  St  Michael,  in  this  same  term,  to  which  day  the 
said  Burrowes  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then  to 
answer,  &c.  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  come  as 
well  the  said  John  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  said  Burrowes 
in  his  proper  person;  and  the  said  Burrowes  defends  the 
wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.  and  says,  that  the  said  John  Birks 
ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  hk  said  action  thereof  against 
him,  because  he  says,  that  true  it  is  that  he  the  said  Burrowes 
and  the  said  John  Birks  did  submit  themselves  to  stand  to  tlie 
award,  order,  and  final  judgment  of  the  said  Francis  Barker, 
an  arbitrator,  between  them  indifferently  elected  to  arbitrate, 
order,  and  finally  award,  of  and  concerning  the  premises ; 
and  that  he  the  said  Burrowes  thereupon  undertook  to  per- 
form and  fulfil  all  and  every  thing,  which  the  said  arbitrator 
should  adjudge  and  award  on  the  part  of  him  the  said 
Burrowes  to  be  performed  and  fulfilled,  as  the  said  John  doth 
above  allege ;  but  the  said  Burrowes  further  says,  that  after 
the  T^ftlfing  of  the  said  submission,  and  also  after  the  said 
promise  and  undertaking  of  him  the  said  Burrowes,  and  be- 
fore the  said  arbitrator  made  any  award  or  fiijial  judgment 
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between  him  the  said  Burrawes  and  the  said  John  Birksy  to  Birks  v. 
wit,  on  the  20th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1666,  Trippkt. 
at  Doncaster  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county  of  York,  the  said  ' 
John  was  indebted  to  the  said  Burrawes  in  4/.  of  lawful 
money  of  England,  as  well  for  fees  by  him  the  said  John  to 
the  said  Burrowes,  as  attorney  of  and  for  him  the  said  John, 
before  and  at  that  time  due,  owing  and  unpaid ;  as  for  divers 
soms  of  money  before  that  time  expended  and  laid  out  by  the 
add  Bwrrowes  for  the  sidd  John,  at  his  instance  and  request: 
of  which  said  debt  of  4£  so  as  aforesaid  due  and  owing  to  [  31  ] 
the  said  Burrawes  by  the  said  John  the  said  arbitrator  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at 
Dmeaster  aforesaid,  had  notice.  And  the  said  Burrawes 
then  and  there  made  appear  to  the  said  arbitrator,  that  the 
aud  4L  was  justly  owing  to  the  said  Burrawes,  and  ought  to 
have  been  paid  by  the  said  John  ;  and  he  the  said  Burrawes 
then  and  there  requested  the  said  arbitrator  to  make  an  al- 
lowance for  the  same  to  the  said  Burrawes  by  the  award 
of  him  the  sidd  arbitrator,  to  be  made  between  him  the  said 
Bvrrawes  and  the  said  Johju  And  the  said  Burrawes  further 
ays,  that  the  said  arbitrator  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said 
2l8t  day  of  April,  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  at  Doncaster 
aforesaid,  made  his  said  award  between  him  the  said  Burrawes 
and  the  siud  John,  without  taking  into  his  consideration,  or 
making  any  allowance  to  the  said  Burrawes  for  his  said  debt 
of  4iL  so  being  due  and  unpaid  to  the  said  Burratoes  by  the 
Slid  John  as  aforesaid,  notwithstanding  the  said  notice  and 
jffoof  thereof  so  as  aforesaid  given,  and  made  to  the  said 
arhttrator  by  the  said  Burrawes.  And  this  he  the  said 
Burrawes  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment 
if  the  said  John  ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action 
upon  the  sidd  written  award,  in  manner  and  form  aforesud 
made,  against  him  the  said  Burrawes,  &c. 

To  dns  there  was  a  demurrer  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  now  here, 
is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the 
premises,  a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our 
lord  the  king,  at  Westminster,  until  day  next 

after  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the 

premises,  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  now 
bore,  is  ihenof  not  yet,  &c. 

s  3 
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Case  6.  Bilks  versus  Trippet. 


ac.  2  Kcb.  Jk  SSUMPSIT.  The  plaintiff  declares,  that  there  were 
126. 1  SuL  £\^  divers  differences  between  the  pl^tiff  and  defendant; 
Assumpsit  on  a  and  for  the  determining  thereof,  they  submitted  themsdyes 
a^ateralsimi  to  the  award  of  onc  Barker f  an  arbitrator,  indifferently 
on  request:  an  choscn  between  them  to  arbitrate,  ordain,  and  finally  adjudge 
IS  necessary  be-  of  and  upon  the  premises ;  and  that  the  defendant,  in  con- 
fiire  action        sidcration  of  the  submission,  and  in  consideration  that  the 

brought,  and 

the  declaration  plaintiff  had  promised  the  said  defendant  to  pay  him  402. 

•po^^*'  uest  whensoever  he  should  be  requested,  if  the  plaintiff  should 
not  perform  the  award  to  be  made  on  his  part,  undertook 
and  promised  the  plaintiff  that  if  the  defendant  should  not 
perform  the  award  to  be  made  on  his  part,  then  the  said  de- 
fendant would  well  and  faithfully  pay  40/.  to  the  said  plaintiff, 
when  he  should  be  thereunto  requested.     The  plaintiff  avers 
that  the  arbitrator  made  his  award,  and  thereby  awarded 
that  the  defendant  shoidd  pay  to  the  plaintiff  10^.  in  con- 
sideration of  damages  in  an  action  of  battery,  and  20^.  more 
for  curing  a  horse,  and  10^.  more  for  curing  an  ox,  and  4/. 
more  for  the  plaintiff's  expences  in  law,  and  that  upon  pay- 
ment of  the  said  sums  amounting  to  ^L  they  should  give  to 
each  other  general  rele^es,  and  that  the  defendant  should 
deliver  a  fine  to  the  plaintiff.    And  the  phdntiff  avers  that  the 
defendant  hath  not  paid  the  62.  nor  delivered  the  fine  accord- 
ing to  the  award ;  yet  the  said  defendant  not  regarding  his 
promise,  but  intending  to  defraud  the  plaintiff  of  the  said 
402.  had  not  paid  the  said  40/.  to  the  plaintiff  according  to 
his  promise,  nor  contented  him  for  the  same,  and  bo  con- 
cludes the  action  to  his  damage,  &c.  without  alleging  any 
demand  of  the  4021  —  The  defendant  pleads  in  bar,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  indebted  to  him  being  an  attorney  in  4/.  for  fees 
and  expences,  and  before  the  making  of  the  award  he  gave 
notice  thereof  to  the  arbitrator,  and  offered  to  make  it  appear 
to  him,  and  prayed  he  would  allow  it  in  his  award ;  but  the 
arbitrator  made  his  award  without  any  allowance  or  con- 
sideration had  of  the  said  47.  notwithstanding  such  notice  and 
proof.     And  this,  &c.     Wherefore,  &c.     Upon  which  the 
plaintiff  demurred  in  law. 

And  it  was  argued  by  Lindsey^  of  counsel  with  the  plaintiff, 
that  the  plea  was  bad,  because  the  submission  was  not  con- 
ditional with  an  ita  quod,  &c.;  for  if  it  had  beea  so,  perhaps 
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tbe  artntrator  could  not  make  hiB  award  of  part  of  the  dif« 
ferenoesy  if  be  had  notice  of  more,  as  Baspole^B  case,  8  Co.  98. 
Cio.  Jac  355.*  Dyer,  216.  242.  But  it  appears  by  some  of 
tbe  said  books,  that  if  the  submission  be  not  conditional,  then 
the  arbitrators  may  make  their  award  of  parcel,  although 
they  haye  notice  of  more,  and  the  award  shall  be  good  for 
enoh  paroeL  (1)    But  he  said,  that  admitting  the  submission 
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•  Omdade  v. 
Cooke. 


(1)  See  also  the  same  diversities  in 
1  RolL  Abr.  256,  pi.  7,  8,  9.  Cra 
Jsc  200.  Jiiddleton  v.  Weeks.  Cro. 
Eliz.  839.  Bisden  v.  IngleL  But  these 
nice  distinctions  are  now  disregarded, 
courts  of  justice  being  at  present  more 
liberal  in  the  construction  of  awards 
than  formerly.  And  therefore  an  award 
may  be  good,  though  made  of  less  than 
9  contained  in  the  submission;  as  if 
the  aobmission  be  of  all  actions,  tres. 
demands,  and  controversies,  and 


the  award  be  made  of  some  only,  the 
award  is  good;  for  no  more  shall  be 
presumed  to  have  been  made  known  to 
the  arbitrator;  but  if  in  fact  other 
causes  of  action  in  being  were  made 
known  to  the  arbitrator,  then  such 
award  would  be  bad,  as  well  where  the 
submission  is  conditioned  with  an  ita 
guodi  as  where  it  is  absolute.  1  Burr. 
277.  Hawkins  v.  Colelough*  1  Bac, 
Abr.  141  (a). 


(0)  [It  basbeenheld  that  a  submission 
to  arbitration  is  to  be  regarded  as  a 
eootract  founded  on  the  consideration 
of  a  final  and  valid  determination  of  all 
the  matters  submitted ;  and  therefore, 
that  if  anj  part  of  the  object  of  arbitra- 
tioo  ^Is,  either  by  the  omission  of  the 
arbitrator  to  award  upon  it,  or  by  its 
being  ill^al,  or  by  reason  of  any  other 
cause  of  failure,  the  whole  submission  is 
void.  SB.  &C.  255.  BiddeOy.  Dowse. 
3Ru8S.Cban.Cas.494.  Tumerv.  Turner. 
9B.  &  C.  659.  Marsh  r.  Wood.  2  Cr.. 
Mees. &R. S67.  TkarpsY. Cok.  1  Mees. 
&  W.  531.  S.  C.  in  error.  4  Mylne  k  Cr. 
ISa  Bowes  y.  Femie.  See  2  Dow.  & 
L  148.  In  re  Warner.  Still,  it  seems, 
there  is  no  positive  rule  of  law  making 
it  Decenary  for  the  validity  of  the  award 
that  it  should  decide  all  the  matters 
ID  dispute.  The  necessity,  when  it  exists, 
arises  from  the  contract  of  the  parties 
eootamed  in  the  submission ;  whether  it 
esistB  or  not,  is  a  mere  question  of  con- 
stmction. ;  In  ordinary  cases,  this  ques- 
tion is  resolved  in  the  affirmative.  But 
the  submission  may  be  so  framed  as  to 
TOU  I, 


admit  of  a  construction  in  the  negative; 
viz.  that,  though  the  parties  have  given 
the  power  to  the  arbitrator  to  dispose  of 
all  matters,  yet  they  have  not  made  it  a 
condition  that  all  matters  should  be 
disposed  of  by  him.  S  Mees.  &  W.  199. 
Wrightson  v.  Bytoater. 

Generally  speaking,  however],  if  it 
appear  on  the  face  of  the  award,  that 
other  matters  were  submitted  besides 
those)  determined  by  the  arbitrator,  the 
court  will  not  enforce  performance  of 
the  award  by  attachment ;  7  East,  81. 
BandaU  v.  BandaU ;  but  will  set  the 
award  aside.  2  B.  Moore,  723.  Winter 
V.  Munton.  [3  Bing.  N.C.  874.  In  re 
Bider.  So  if  the  objection  do  not 
appear  upon  the  face  of  the  award,  but 
be  disclosed  upon  affidavit ;  4  Bing. 
N.  C.  37.  Stone  v.  Pkillips.  8  A.  &  E. 
290.  Boss  V.  Boards;  though  in  such 
case,  the  award  cannot  be  impeached, 
on  this  ground,  in  shewing  cause  against 
an  attachment;  6  T.  R.  161.  Holland 
V.  Brooks.  2  A.  &  E.  52.  Macarthur  v. 
Campbell;  nor  on  a  motion  to  set  aside 
a  judgment  on  the  award.  8  A .  &  E.  235, 
•b  4 
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Birks  versus  Trippet. 


B1RK8  V.      had  been  conditional  with  an  ita  quod^  yet  this  is  a  good 

Tbippet.      award,  for  he  hath  awarded  general  releases  from  both  par* 

v        '    ties ;  and  although  the  defendant  had  notified  his  debt  to  the 


Doe  y.  Homer.1  But  the  objection  may 
be  pleaded  as  a  defence;  16 East,  58. 
Mitchell  Y,  Stavely;  or  shewn  in  evi- 
dence, if  the  award  be  givei^  in  evidence 
without  being  pleaded.  8  East,  445. 
Ingram  v.  MUnes.  In  answer,  it  may 
be  shewn  that  the  arbitrator  had  no 
notice  of  the  other  matters ;  and  he  may 
be  called  ta  prove  this.  4  T.  R;  146. 
Ravee  v.  Farmer,  Where  the  submis- 
sion is  of  all  controversies  up  to  a  par- 
ticular day,  and  an  award  is  made  on  a 
previous  day,  unless  it  be  shewn  spe- 
cially to  the  couVt  that  a  difference  did 
arise  between  those  days,  the  award  will 
not  be  set  aside.  Caldwell  on  Arbitra- 
tion^  102.  citing  Rol.  Arbitration,  M  5. 
Cro.  Eliz.  858.  Barnes  v.  GreenweU. 
Cro.  Car.  216.  Ward  v.  Vhcom,  See 
post,  234.  n.  (2). 

[The  principle  that  the  arbitrator, 
however  general  his  authority,  is  not 
bound  to  award  on  any  matter  not 
brought  to  his  notice,  seems  to  have  been 
once  extended  even  to  a  case  where  the 
submission  itself  places  the  very  point  in 
view.  Thusin2Cr.&Mees.722.  JWft- 
bin  V.  Lord  Anglesey.  S.  C.  10  Bing.  568. 
an  action  of  trespass  was  referred  to  an 
arbitrator,  the  costs  to  abide  the  event : 
The  defendant  had  pleaded  the  general 
issue,  and  several  special  pleas,  on  which 
issues  had  been  joined :  The  arbitrator 
aTParded  in  favour  of  the  defendant  on 
the  general  issue^  but  took  no  notice  of 
the  other  issues :  And  it  was  held,  that 
as  the  finding  on  them  was  materia! 
only  with  respect  to  the  costs,  the  award 
ought  not  to  be  set  aside  for  this  omis- 
sion, unless  the  arbitrator  were  distinctly 
requested  to  award  on  those  issues. 
But  this  decision  has  been  overruled ; 
and  it  is  now  settled,  that  where  the 
costs  of  the  cause  are  to  abide  the  event 
of  the  award,  the  arbitrator  is  bound  to 
ac^udicate  on  all  the  issues  in  the  ac- 


tion, whether  raised  on  different  counts 
or  different  pleas ;  10  Bing.  507.  Nor- 
ris    V.    DanieL      5  Mees.   &  W.  50. 
Gitbome  v.  HarL     8  A.  &  E.  246. 
Wykes  V.  Shipion.    5  Dowl.  442.  Hunt 
V.   Hunt.     9  Dowl.  1052.  England  v. 
Davison.     10  M.  &  W.  550.  Bourke  v. 
Lloyd,     4M.  &  Gr.  Sin.lMaloney  v. 
Stockley.     11  M.  &  W.  477.   Pearson 
V.  Archbold.     I  Dowl.  k  L.  236.  Lund 
V.  Hudson.   Ibid.  691.  Brooks  v.  Par- 
sons;   though  where  the  costs  of  the 
reference  and  award  only  are  to  abide 
the  event  of  the  awards  it  has  been  held 
that  the  arbitrator  is  not  bound  to  find 
on  each  issue,  unless  terms  are  intro- 
duced into  the  rule  of  reference,  to  shew 
that  he  is  bound  so  to  find.    4  Mees.  & 
W.  432.  Duckworth  v.  Harrison.     10 
M.  &  W.  550.  Bourke  y.  Lloyd.     So 
where  an  ejectment  having  been  brought 
on  two  demises,  all  matters  in  difference 
in  the  cause  were  referred  by  a  judge's 
order,  which  directedx  that  the  costs  of 
the  suit  and  of  the  reference  should 
abide  the  event  of  the  award,  it  was  held, 
that  an  award  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff 
was  bad,  for  not  stating  on  which  de- 
mise he  was  entitled.     8  A.  &  £•  2S5. 
Doe  V.  Homer.    2  Dowl.  N.  S,  694. 
Doe  V.  Hillen.  But  the  arbitrator  need 
not  adjudicate  in  terms  on  each  issue ; 
for  it  is  sufficient  if  he  so  expresses  him- 
self that  it  is  plain  how  he  means  the 
verdict  or  decision  to  be.     9  Mees.  & 
W.  60.      5  Dowl.  442.   Hunt  v.  Hunt. 
The  courts  are  astute  to  find  anawers 
to  any  objection,  on  the  ground  of  in- 
consistency or  repugnancy,  as  to   the 
finding  on  several  issues  under  such 
circumstances.     See  10  A.  &  E.  527. 
Duke  of  Beaufort  v.  Welch.    7  Mees. 
&  W.  134.     Williams  v.  MoulsdeUe. 
9  Mees.  Se  W.  60.  Cooper  v.  Langelon, 
lOMees.  &W.  785.  S.  C.  in  Cam.  Scacc.^ 
The  award  is  bad,  if  made  of  matters 
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arbitrator,  yet  the  arbitrator  was  not  bound  to  allow  it ;  for 
perhaps  he  did  not  deem  it  to  be  a  just  debt,  and  therefore 
did  not  allow  it ;  and  the  arbitrator  was  the  judge  of  it ;  and 
here  he  has  given  his  judgment  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  re- 
leased bj  the  defendant ;  and  so  he  has  made  his  award  thereof, 
and  of  all  other  differences  whatsoever.  And  of  such  opinion 
was  the  court,  (b) 


BiRKS  V. 

Trippet. 


not  within  the  submission;  II  East, 
\%^  Fishers.  PivMey  ;  but  if  part  of 
the  matteTs  be  within  the  submission 
and  part  not,  it  is  good  for  so  much  as 
is  withiQ  the  submission.  8  East,  445. 
Ingram  v.  MUnes.  [3  B.  &  Ad.  295. 
Manser  ^.Heaeer.  But  see  post  Vol.  II. 
29S.   Pope    V.  BreU^    and    the  notes 

tliere.] 

If  all  matters  in  difference  be  referred, 
ifter  an  award  made  in  favor  of  one 
partf,  >  the  other  party  cannot  set  off  a 
dahn  which  he  has  neglected  to  bring 
forward  before  the  arbitrator;  but  is 
concluded  by  such  award.  15  East, 
215.  Smith  v.  Johnson.  [(But  see 
5  Bing.  129.  Thorpe  v.  Cooper ,  per 
Beti  C.  J.}  So,  if  a  claim  is  within 
the  scope  of  the  reference  of  all  matters 
in  difference  in  a  particular  cause,  it  is 
the  doty  of  the  claimant  to  bring  it 
before  the  arbitrator,  if  he  means  to 
iuist  on  it  as  a  matter  in  difference ; 
and  he  cannot  afterwards  make  it  the 
rabject  of  a  fresh  action.  9  B.  &  C.  780. 
Dmmn  v.  Murray.  Consequently,  if,  on 
a  lefeience  of  all  matters  in  difference, 
a  daim  is  once  presented  to  the  arbi- 
traikor,  he  is  not  justified  in  passing  it 
bj,  as  a  matter  not  in  difference,  not- 
vitbstanding  it  be  conceded  by  the 
party  against  whom  it  is  claimed;  but 
he  is  bound  to  consider  it  in  making 
hb  award;  for  it  could  not  be  enforced 
by  any  subsequent  proceeding  if  the 
award  stood.  1  B.&  Ad.  723.  In  re 
RcbeonS^ 

(6)  [This  opinion  of  the  court  was 
Koognized  and  acted  upon  in  2  B.  & 
Ad.  528.  Wharton  t.  King^  as  an  au* 


thority  to  shew  that,  by  an  award  of  ge- 
neral releases,  the  arbitrator  must  be 
deemed  to  have  taken  into  consideration 
matters  in  difference  submitted  and  made 
known  to  him,  although  not  nientioned 
specifically  in  his  award.  And  it  should 
seem,  that  even  where  there  is  no  award 
of  general  releases,  the  silence  of  the 
award  as  to  some  of  the  matters  sub- 
mitted and  brought  before  the  arbitra- 
tor does  not,  per  se^  prevent  it  from 
being  a  sufiicient  exercise  of  the  autho- 
rity vested  in  him  by  the  submission. 
An  award  is  good^  notwithstanding  the 
arbitrator  has  not  made  a  distinct  adju- 
dication on  each  or  any  of  the  several 
distinct  matters  submitted  to  him,  pro- 
vided it  does  not  appear  that  he  has  ex- 
cluded any.  1  B.  &  A.  106.  Gray  v. 
Gwennap,  6  Bing.  225.  Hayllar  v. 
EUis.  S  B.  &  Ad.  493.  In  re  GiUon. 
3  Bing.  N.  C.  219.  Day  v.  Bonnin. 
9  A.  &  E.  522.  In  re  Brown.  9  Mees. 
&  W.  293.  Dunn  v.  Warlters.  1  Dowl. 
N.  S.  327.  Wyatt  v.  CumelL  Post 
327.  Vealev.  Warner,  note  (2).  Where, 
however,  an  arbitrator  to  whom  all 
matters  in  difference  in  an  ejectment 
cause  were  referred,  awarded  "  of  and 
"  concerning  the  matters  referred,"  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion <<  of  a  certain  part  of  the  lands  sought 
"  to  be  recovered,"  which  he  set  out  by 
boundaries,  and  concluded  his  award 
without  any  further  adjudication,  it  was 
held  bad,  for  want  of  any  decision  as  to 
the  residue.  8  A.  &  E.  235.  Doe  v. 
Homer.  See  also  5  Dowl.  127.  Gyde 
V.  Boucher.2 


38  b  Birks  verms  Trippet. 

BiRKs  V.         Saunders,  of  counsel  with  the  defendant,  said,  that  he  would 
Trippet.     j^^^  maintain  the  plea.     But  he  took  an  objection  to  the  de- 
'  daration,  that  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration  had  not  laid  any 

request  of  the  penalty  of  402^     For  the  declaration  is,  that  the 
defendant  promised  to  pay  40?.  upon  request,  if  he  did  not 
perform  the  award ;  and  the  request  is  material ;  for  he  took 
Where  a  mere    a  difference  between  a  mere  duty  and  a  collateral  sum.    For 
to iwpaid upon  where  a  mere  duty  is  promised  to  be  paid  upon  request ;  as 
request,  there     if  in  consideration  of  all  monies  lent  to  the  defendant,  he  pro- 
requestt  but      niiscd  to  pay  them  again  upon  request,  no  actual  request  is 
where  a  coUa-    ncccssary,  but  the  bringing  of  the  action  is  a  sufficient  re- 
prombed  to  be    quost ;  but  Otherwise  it  is  upon  a  promise  to  pay  a  collateral 
paid  upon  re-     gm^  j^^^  request ;  for  there  an  actual  request  ought  to  be  made 
must  be  an        before  the  action  brought.  Cro.  Jac.  183.  Selman  v.  Kinff.  523. 
actual  request.    Huiy^fVade.     639.  Waters  v.  Bridges.     Now  here  the  pro- 
mise of  payment  of  the  40/.  upon  request  is  collateral,  and  is 
a  penalty,  and  not  a  precedent  duty,  and  therefore  there  ought 
to  have  been  a  request  before  the  action  brought,     .^d  so 
was  the  opinion  of  the  whole  court     And  Twysden  justice 
interrupted  Saunders,  and  said  to  him,  what  makes  you  labour 
so  ?   The  court  is  of  your  opinion,  and  the  matter  clear.    And 
thereupon  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendant,  that  the 
plaiQtiff  should  take  nothing  by  his  bilL  (2) 

(2)  So  is  Yelv.  66*     The  case  cf  the  arises  until  a  request  be  made.     The 

Innkeeper.    2  Babt.  229.      Harrison  omissionof  averring  a  special  requestor 

V.  Mitford.    3  Bulst     298.     Peck   v.  notice,  where  by  law  they  are  necessary, 

Meihold.     S.  C.   Sir  Will.  Jones,  85.  is  matter  of  substance,   and  may    be 

Ibid.  56.  Lowe  v.  Kirby.    2  Roll.  Rep.  taken  advantage  of  on  a  general  demur- 

62.  Hill  V.  Wood.    Latch,  209.  Alcoch  rer ;  5  Tenn  Rep.  409.  Bach  v.  Owen; 

V.    Blqfield.     3  Leon.  73.   Banks    v.  and  is  not  aided  af^er  verdrct ;  3  Bulst. 

Thwaiies.  Ibid.20a  Estriggey.  Oioles.  299.     Doug.  679.  3d  edit.  RusJUon  v. 

Cro.  Car.  384<.   Vivian  v.  Shipping,  (c)  Aspinall;  and  the  general  averment  of 

For  the  request  is  parcel  of  the  con-  licet  scepius  requisitus  will  not  be  suiiici- 

tract,  and  must  be  proved;  and  no  action  ent  1  Str.  88.  WaUisv.  Scott,  (d)    As 


(c)  [See  further  as  to  this  distinction,  supply  the  place  of  a  demand.  2  B.  &  C. 

6  M.  &  S.  9.    Sicklemore  v.   Thisdeton.  682.   Simpson  v.  Routh.'] 

3  B.  &  Ad.   911.    Gihhs  v.  Southam.  (d)  See  BotodellY.  Parsons.  10  East, 

3  Mees.  &  W.  254.  Radford  v.  Smith.  359.  contra.     That  case  was  an  action 

9  A.  &  £.  298.  Batson  v.  Spearman.  In  of  assumpsit^  in  which  there  were  seve- 

a  case  where  a  demand  is  necessary  to  ral  special  counts.     The  first  stated  a 

give  a  right  of  action,  a  tender  by .  the  promise  by  the  defendant  to  delircr  to 

other  party  will  not,  generally  speaking,  the  plaintiff  certain  hay,  when  he  skauid 
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Ae  bringing  of  an  action  is  a  sufficient 
request  in  all  those  cases  where  the  mo- 
nej  la  due  and  payable  immediately  by 
the  agreement,  therefore  a  tender  of  the 
money  e^er  aeiion  brought  is  too  late, 
&e.;  and  the  plaintiff  may  reply  that 
be  sued  out  a  writ,  and  no  tender  was 
made  before  that  time,  (e)  For  the  de- 
fesdant  must  be  always  ready  to  pay, 
and  state  that  cireumstance  in  his  plea 
of  tender.  If  the  plaintiff  can  falsify 
the  plea,  he  avoids  it ;  as  where  the  de- 
feodant  has  been  ai  any  time  requested 
to  pay,  dther  before  or  after  the  ten- 


der, and  neglected  or  refused  so  to  do, 
that  avoids  all  tenders  made  both  be- 
fore and  after  such  request;  and  the 
plaintiff  may  state  it  in  his  replication. 
2  Salk.  622.  GiUe  v.  HaH.  S.  C.  1 
Ld.  Raym.  254.  Carth.  413.  12  Mod. 
152.  2  Salk.  62S.  Stoeatland  v.  Squire, 
S.  C.  10  Mod.  81.  1  Lutw.  227. 
Johnson  v.  Mapletoft.  Willes's  Rep. 
632.  Haldenby  r.  Tuke.  8  Term  Rep. 
629.  Brigge  v.  Calverly.  See  also 
8  East,  168.  Hume  v.  Peploe.  (/) 
Formerly  pleas  of  tender  were  consi- 
dered in  the  light  of  dilatory  pleas,  and 


le  Aereunio  afterwards  requested:  and 
srerred  that  the  defendant  did  not  de- 
Bver  it,  aUhough  he  was  requested  by  the 
fUantiff  90  to  dOf  but  that,  on  the  con- 
trary, he  afterwards  sold  and  disposed 
of  it  to  other  persons,  without  the  con- 
sent and  against  the  will  of  the  plain- 
tiff. The  second  count  stated  the  same 
promiae,  and  averred  that  the  plaintiff 
^M  request  the  defendant  to  deliver  the 
hnofj  jet  that  the  defendant  did  not, 
abhov^h  duly  requested,  deliver  it. 
There  were  other  similar  counts.  After 
jadgment  by  default,  it  was  moved  in 
arrest  of  final  judgment,  that  the  re- 
qaests  were  bad,  not  being  laid  with  time 
and  place.  But  the  court  held  that  the 
allegation  in  the  first  count,  of  the  de- 
foadaDt's  selling  and  disposing  of  the 
hay,  rendered  it  unnecessary  to  state 
soy  request  (See  also  5  B  &  A.  712. 
Jmmy  v.  Broderiek.  1  Dowl.  &Ry.361. 
S.  C.)  And  that  the  want  of  time  and 
place  in  the  second  count  was  matter 
of  qiedal  demurrer  only.  As  to.  cases 
where  the  bringing  the  action  is  a  suffi- 
dent  demand,  see  post  2  Saund.  63  d, 

(e)  But  a  replication  that  the  plaintiff 
had,  before  tender^  instructed  his  attor- 
ney to  sue  out  a  writ,  and  that  the  at- 
torney had,  before  tender,  applied  for 
sBch  writ,  which  was  afterwards  sued 
oat,  is  not  good.     8  Term  Rep.  629. 

TOL.I. 


Briggs  v.  Calverly.  &  Taunt  307. 
Moffat  V.  Parsons,  1  Marsh.  55,  S.  C. 
[It  may  be  observed  that  the  replication 
of  a  writ  sued  out  was  only  necessary 
when  the  plea  alleged  the  tender  to  have 
been  made  <<  before  the  exhibiting  of 
« the  bill."  See  post  Vol.  II.  p.  1  d,  note 
(I).  But  as  the  tender  must  now,  in  all 
cases,  be  pleaded  to  have  been  made 
^'before  the  commencement  of  this  suit," 
the  proper  course  is  to  traverse  the  ten- 
der, and  not  to  reply  the  prior  issuing 
of  the  writ] 

(/)  In  which  case  it  was  held  that  the 
acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  having 
dishonored  it  when  due,  cannot  plead 
a  subsequent  tender  of  the  amount, 
charges,  and  interest,  before  action 
brought  [Nor  can  he  plead  that,  after 
the  bill  became  due^  he  tendered  the 
amount,  with  interest,  and  that  he  hath 
always,  firom  the  time  when  the  bill  be- 
came duCf  been  ready  to  pay  the  plaintiff 
the  amount,  with  interest  The  plea 
ought  to  state,  not  only  that  the  de- 
fendant was  ready  to  pay  on  the  day  of 
pigment,  but  that  he  tendered  on  that 
day.  2  Mees.  &  W.  223.  Poole  v.  Turn- 
bridge.  For  when  a  party  accepts  a  ne- 
gotiable bill,  he  binds  himself  to  pay  the 
amount,  without  notice,  to  whomsoever 
may  happen  to  be  the  holder,  and  on 
the  precise  day  when  it  becomes  due. 
*E  6 
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coDstraed  with  the  same  strictnesB. 
Therefore  it  was  held,  that  a  tender 
must  be  pleaded  within  four  days,  and 
cannot  be  pleaded  after  a  general  im- 
parlance. But  of  late  years  this  strict- 
ness has  been  relaxed;  and  the  rule  now 
is,  that  a  tender  need  not  be  pleaded 
within  four  days ;  may  be  after  an  im- 
parlance ;  is  an  issuable  plea  within  the 
terms  of  pleading  ismahly  under  a 
judge's  order;  and  is  in  short  looked 
upon  as  a  fair  and  honest  plea  to  the 
merits  of  the  action.  1  Burr.  59.  KieU 
fffick  V.  Maidman.  1  H.  Black.  369. 
.  Noone  v.  Smith,  2  Saund.  2  a,  in  the 
notes.  The  action  of  assumpsit  being 
to  recover  damages  against  the  defen- 
dant for  tiie  non-performance  of  his  pro- 
mise^ a  tender  cannot  in  this  action  be 
pleaded  in  bar  of  the  damages^  for 
that  would  be  to  preclude  the  plaintiff 
from  recovering  his  debt^  which  cannot 


be;  for  the  debtor  must  nevertheless  pay 
the  debt    Therefore  the  form  of  the 
plea  in  that  case  is  to  confess  the  da- 
mages due,  and  bring  the  money  into 
court,  and  pray  judgment  oi further  da^ 
mageSf  such  as  interest  and  the  costs  of 
bringing  the  action.    But  in  debt^  as 
the  judgment  is  to  recover  the  debt^  and 
damages  are  merely  ancillary,  being  only 
for  the  detention  and«delay  of  the  debt, 
the  proper  form  is  to  plead  a  tender  in 
bar  of  the  damages ;  but  still  the  tender 
is  no  bar  to  the  action  in  debt  any 
more  than  in  assumpsit.    2  Salk.  62S. 
Giles  v.  Hartis.     1  Ld.  Raym.  254. 
12  Mod.  152,  153.  In  this  plea  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  state  that  the  defendant  is, 
and  always  has  been,  ready  to  pay^  but 
he  must  also  say  that  he  tendered  and 
offered  to  pay.    2  Wils.  74.  French  v. 
Watson,  (g)    An  idea  seemed  once  to 
prevail,  that  if  the  plaintiff  did  not  ad- 


2  Mees.  &  W.  225.]  A  plea  of  tender  is 
applicable  only  to  cases  where  the  party 
pleading  has  never  been  guilty  of  any 
breach  of  his  contract.  Fer  Lord  Bllen^ 
boroughy  8  East.  170.  It  has,  never- 
theless, been  held,  that  the  drawer  or 
indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange  may 
plead  a  tender  made  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  notice  of  dishonor.  5  Taunt. 
240.  Walher  v.  Barnes.  1  Marsh.  36. 
S.  C.  [However,  where,  to  a  declara- 
tion against  the  indorser  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, the  defendant  pleaded  that  the 
action  was  commenced  before  a  reason- 
able time  for  the  payment  of  the  bill  by 
the  defendant  had  elapsed  after  notice 
of  dishonor,  the  plea  was  held  bad;  and 
the  court  appeared  to  doubt  the  au- 
thority of  Walher  v.  Barnes.  1  Cr. 
Mees.  &  R.  870.  Siggers  v.  Lewis.']  In 
Bivers  v.  Griffiths^  5B.&  A.  630.,  the 
plaintiff  replied  a  previous  demand  of 
the  sum  tendered,  on  which  the  defen- 
dant took  issue,  and  on  the  trial  it  was 
held  by  Abbott  C.  J.,  and  confirmed 
afterwards  by  the  court,  that  proof  of  a 
demand  of  a  larger  sum  did  not  support 


this  issue ;  a  demand  of  the  precise  sum 
tendered  must  be  proved.  [So  a  repli* 
cation  that  the  sum  tendered  was  part  of 
a  larger  sum  due,  which  larger  sum  was 
demanded  before  the  tender,  is  bad; 
8  Q.  B.  915.  Brandon  v.  Newingtofu 

3  G.  &  D.  194.  S.  C.    11 M.  &  W.  356. 
Hesheth  v.  FawceU  (contra,  9  M.  &  W. 
838.  Tyler  v.  Bland) ;  though  it  seems 
to  be  good,  if  it  shews  that  the  sum  ten- 
dered was  part  of  a  larger  sum   due 
upon  one  entire  contract,  as  a  bill  or 
note ;  for  then  it  appears  that  the  party 
pleading  the  tender  has  been  guilty  of  a 
breach  of  hb  contract.  11  M.  &  W.  356. 
7  M.  &  W.  147.  Cotton  v.  Godwin.  Post, 
33/.  n.  (/).    If  the  defendant  has  made 
a  tender  of  a  larger  sum  than  the  actual 
debt,  the  tender  is  good ;  and  he  may 
plead  it  as  a  tender  of  the  less  sum. 

4  B.  &  Ad.  546.  Bean  v.  James.  And 
in  such  a  case,  if  the  plaintiff  means  to 
rely  on  a  subsequent  demand  of  the  suna 
tendered,  he  must,  it  should  seem,  reply 
specially.    Ibid.] 

(g)  So  the  person  pleading  a  tender 
must  prove  an  actual  offer  of  the  money 
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nit  the  tender,  he  could  not  take  the  Le  Grew  v.  Cook,  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  Rep. 

monej  out  of  court     2  Ld.  Raym.  774.  332.,  where  the   plaintiff  replied    an 

BurUm  T.  SotOer.      1  Ld.  Raym.  643.  original,  and  took  the   money  out  of 

HarneY.Ltwm.     But  in  the  case  of  court,  it  was  held  that  the   plaintiff 


produoed,  or  that  the  production  was 
dispensed  with  by  the  creditor.  10  East, 
101.  Thomas  y.  Evans.    2  M.  &  S.  86. 
Bead    v.   Gddring.    5  Taunt.    307. 
Md^iEi  T.  Parsons.    1  Marsh.  55.  S.  C. 
[As  to  what  will  amount  to  such  dis- 
peosation,  see  further,  1  Cr.&  Mees.  748. 
Rtay  T.  Wkiie.      1  Bing.  N.  C.   253. 
FmeA  v.  BrooJL     3  C.  &  P.  342.  Lea- 
Atrdaie  ▼.  SweepsUme.    2  C.  &  P.  77. 
HanUmg  v.  Davies.     7  B.  Moore  59. 
Kfmts  T.  Amold.2     In  Moffat  v.  Par- 
mms  it  was  held,  that  a  tender  made  to 
aa  agent  authorized  to  receive  the  money 
is  a  good  tender  to  the  principal..   See 
also  1  Camp.  477«  Goodlandv.Bletaith, 
[Moo.  &  M.  238.  WHmoU  r.  SmUk.  1 
Mees.  h  W.  310.  Kirton  v.  BraithwaiU. 
S.  P.  1  C.  &  P-  365.  Blow  V.  JBiw- 
«rlf.]   The  bank  restriction  acts  did  not 
make  bank  notes  a  legal  tender.  2  Bos. 
h  PolL  526.  Grigby  v.  Oahes.     But  a. 
tender  in  bank  notes  was  held  good,  if 
not  objected  to  at  the  time  on  that  ac- 
count. 3Term  Rep.  554.  Wright  v.  Read. 
per  Builer  J.     So,  a  tender  in  country 
bank  notes.      See  Loehytr  v.  Jones, 
Peake's  NL  Pri.  Cases,  239.  note,  and 
the  other    cases    in    the    same    note. 
[2Cr.  &  Jerv.  15.  Polglass  v.  Oliver. 
By    Stat.  56  G.  3.  c.  68.    the    tender 
mst  be  in  gold  if  above  40f.    But  by 
suiL  3  &  4  W.4.  c.  98.  s.6.  notes  of 
the  Bank  of  England  payable  to  the 
better  on  demand,  are  a  legal  tender 
far  any  sum  above  5Lf  except  at  the 
Bank  itself  and  its  branches.]     Tender 
of  a  larger  sum  demanding  change  is 
Mt  good.     3  Camp*  70.   Batterbee  v. 
Davis.     6   Taunt.  336.   RoUnson  v. 
Coohs.  llC.&F.S94f.Bhwy.Russell: 
Unleas  the  creditor,  without  objecting 


to  give  change,  refuses  to  take  the 
money,  on  the  ground  that  he  claims 
more.  5  Dowl.  &  R.  289.  Cadman  v. 
Lubbock.  8  Mees.  &  W.  298.  Richards 
son  v.  Jackson.  Nor  is  a  tender  good, 
when  a  stamped  receipt  is  demanded ; 
for  the  debtor  ought,  according  to  stat. 
43  G.  3.  c.  126.,  to  bring  a  receipt 
with  him  and  require  the  creditor  to 
sign  it,  and  to  pay  the  amount  of  the 
stamp.  1  C.  &  P.  257.  Laing  v.  Meader. 
(But  see  8  Dowl.  442.  Jones  v.  Arthur.) 
The  Stamp  Act  having  been  repealed 
as  to  sums  under  5/.,  it  has  been  doubted 
whether  a  tender  of  a  debt  under  that 
amount  would  be  invalidated  by  a  de- 
mand of  a  receipt  8  Mees.  &  W.  299.] 
Nor  is  a  tender  good  when  a  receipt  in  full 
is  demanded.  Peake's  Ni.  Pri.  Cases,  238. 
Cole  v. Blake.  5Esp.48.  GlascoUy.Day. 
2  Camp.  21.  Huxham  v.  Smith.  [1  C. 
&  P.  419.  Griffith  v.  Hodges.  Nor  when 
the  tender  is  clogged  with  a  condition 
that  it  shall  be  accepted  as  all  that  is 
due.  2  C.  &  P.  50.  Cheminant  v.  Thorn- 
ton. Ibid.  51.  note.  Peacock  v.  Dicker- 
son.  6  C.  &  P.  237.  Mitchell  v.  King. 
7 C.&  V.  112.  Gordon Y. Cox.  8C.&P. 
259-  Sutton  v.  Hawkins.  Ibid.  61.  Jen- 
nings V.  Major.  (But  see  8  C.  &  P.  752. 
RMnson  v.  Ferreday,)  3  Bing.  304. 
Strong  v.  Harvey.  See  further,  as  to 
what  are  and  what  are  not  conditional 
tenders,  2  Dowl.  &  R.  305.  Brady  v. 
Jones.  8  C.  &  P.  573.  Hastings  v. 
Thorley.  5  Mees.  &  W.  306.  Be- 
vans  V.  Rees.  1  Q.  B,  409.  Henwood  v. 
Oliver.  The  question  whether  a  tender 
is  conditional  or  not,  is  not  necessarily 
for  the  judge ;  in  some  cases  it  may  be 
left  to  the  jury.  7  A.  &  E.  80.  Eck- 
stein V.  Reynolds.'] 
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might  do  so.  (h)  Indeed  if  the  plaintiff 
permit  the  money  to  remain  in  court, 
and  a  verdict  pass  for  the  defendant^ 
the  court  will  lay  hold  of  it  to  secure 
the  defendant's  costs,  (t)  Lord  Holt 
is  said  to  have  been  of  opinion,  that  a 
tender  could  not  be  pleaded  to  a  count 
upon  a  quantum  meruiL  1  Ld.  Raym. 
255.  Giles  v.  ffartis.  But  the  con- 
trary has  been  since  settled  upon  de- 
murrer. 1  Str.  576.  Johnson  v.  Lan'- 
caster,  (k)  A  tender  may  also  be 
pleaded  to  the  whole  declaration,  though 
the  usual  practice  was  to  plead  it  to  a 


particular  count  only,  if  there  were 
more  than  one  in  the  declaration.  (/) 
But  the  defendant  will  not  be  permitted 
to  plead  double,  first,  non  assumpsit  to 
the  whole  declaration,  and  secondly,  a 
plea  of  tender.  3  Wils.  145.  IhW" 
geUl  V.  Bowman.  4  Term  Rep.  194'. 
MacleUan  v.  Howard,  (m)  If  the  de- 
fendant has  never  had  an  opportunity 
to  make  a  tender,  or  has  neglected  to 
make  one,  he  may  however  relieve  him- 
self by  paying  the  debt  into  court  after 
the  action  brought,  together  with  the 
costs  of  the  action  up  to  that  time,  (n) 


(A)  Where  in  an  action  of  debt  for 
double  value,  with  a  second  count  for 
the  single  rent,  the  defendant  pleaded 
a  tender  to  the  second  count,  and  the 
plaintiff  took  the  money  out  of  court, 
it  was  held  that  he  might  still  proceed 
on  the  first  count  10  East,  48.  JRi^al 
V.  Rich. 

(i)  After  a  plea  of  tender  it  was  said 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  nonsuited, 
but  it  was  the  practice  to  nonsuit  him 
if  he  could  not  make  out  his  case  after 
paying  money  into  court.  Tidd,  646. 
895.  And  see  1  Camp.  327.  Harding 
V.  Spicevy  and  the  learned  note  of  the 
reporter  there.  [But  it  has  been  since 
held  that  the  plaintiff  may  be  nonsuited 
in  either  case.  3  Bing.  290.  Anderson 
V.  Shaw.     11  Moore,  44.  S.  C] 

(K)  Tender  piay  be  pleaded  in  an 
action  of  covenant  for  payment  of  rent 
7  Taunt  486.  Johnson  v.  Clay.  1  B. 
Moore,  200.  S.  C.  And  a  replication 
of  a  subsequent  demand  is  not  proved 
by  the  mere  fact  of  bringing  the  action. 
Ibid.  [(But  see  2  Mees.  &  W.  225, 226.) 
A  tender,  however,  cannot  be  pleaded 
to  a  count  for  unliquidated  damages  in 
respect  of  a  breach  of  an  agreement  to 
keep  premises  in  repair.  2  A.  &  £• 
82.  Dearie  v.  Barrett. 
'    (I)  [To  the  general  counts  in  as* 


sumpsit  the  defendant  may  well  plead, 
as  to  a  certain  sum,  parcel  of  the  sums 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  a  tender, 
and  as  to  the  residue,  payment,  without 
averring  that  the  payment  of  the  one 
sum  was  made  before  the  other  was 
tendered.     5  A.  &  E.  222.    Jones   v. 
Owen.  6Nev.&M.620.    But  it  never- 
theless may  be  doubted,  whether  a  plea 
to  part  of  an  entire  claim,  e.  g.  a  sum 
due  on  a  promissory  note,  of  a  tender 
of  that   part  only,  is   good,  without 
shewing  in  the  same  plea,  in  some  way, 
that  it  was  all  that  was  due  at  the  time. 
See  7  Mees.  &  W.  150.    Cotton  v.  Gorf- 
win.  2  Cr.  Mees.  &  R.  570.  Jourdain  v. 
Johnson.    9  Mees.  &  W.  338.  Tyler  v. 
Bland.2 

(m)  Nor  a  tender  and  alien  enemy. 
10  East,  326.  Shombech  v.  De  la  Cour. 
Nor  non  est  factum  and  a  tender. 
5  Term  Rep.  97.  Jenkins  v.  Bdwards. 
4  Taunt  459.  Orgill  v.  Kempshead. 

(n)  The  stat  43  G.  3.  c.  46.  b.  S., 
which  gives  the  defendant  costs,  where 
the  plaintiff  arrests  him  without  proba- 
ble cause  for  a  greater  sum  than  is 
afterwards  recovered^  does  not  apply  to 
cases  where  the  defendant  pays  money 
into  court,  which  the  plaintiff  takes  out 
and  abandons  any  further  demand^ 
although  the  sum  paid  in  be  less  than 
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And  in  case  the  plaintiff  refuses  to  ac- 

oepi  the  mooey,   he   proceeds  at  his 

peril  insomnch  that  if,  at  the  trials  he 

be  nonsuited,  or  the  jury  shall  not  give 

Im  a  sum  exceeding  the  money  paid 

into  court,  lie  will  be  obliged  to  pay 

the  costs  of  the  action :  though  he  is 

still  entitled   to   take  the  money  out  of 

coort  as  well  in  this  case,  as  on  a  plea 

of  tender :    for   the  defendant  in  both 

cases  admits,   that    the  plaintiff  has  a 

cause  of  «actioii   to  the  amount  of  the 

money  tendered     or  paid   into  court. 

2  Salk.  597.  Elliot  v.  CdOmo.  Ibid.  596. 

Qng^%    case.      5    Burr.    2639.   Bur- 

Ttrngk  V.  Skinner.      2  Term  Rep.  648. 

}kkolm  ▼.  FtUlarUmt  per  .&tf/2er  jus- 


tice. 1  Term  Rep.  465.  Cox  y«  Parry. 
2  Str.  1027.  Cox  v.  Bolnngon.  S.  C. 
Cas.  Temp.  Hard.  206.  See  2  H. 
Black.  S74k  GuUeridge  v.  Smith. 
2  Term  Rep.  275.  WaOiins  v.  Towers. 
Peake's  Ni.  Pri.  Cases,  15.  2  East, 
128.  Yate  v.  WiUan.  1  Bos.  &  Pull. 
264.  JRibbans  v.  Cricketi.  6  East, 
564.  Clarke  v.  Grey.  —  The  practice  of 
paying  money  into  court  is  not  of  long 
standing.  The  first  motion  of  the  kind 
was  made  by  Serjeant  Levinz  m  the 
reign  of  Charles  the  Second,  when 
Kdynge  was  chief  justice  of  the  K.  B. 
1  Ld.  Raym.  255.  Giles  v.  Hariis. 
2Str.787.  White  y.  Woodhause.  (o)  So 
with  respect  to  the  manner  o{pleadiny 


tint  for  which   the  defendant  was  ar- 
rested.  1  Smith,  428.  Clarke  v.  Fisher. 
2  Smith,  667.     Unihwaite  v.  BilUngs. 
10  East,  50^.     Cammack  v.   Gregory. 
IS  East,    90.      Houveroy    v.   Ale/son. 
IB.&B.  66.     JButler  v.  Brown.      [2 
B.&C:711-  I>avey  v.  Rentan.    2Cr. 
k}iess^S79.  Bower.  Modes.']  For  the 
void  *'  recover  **  in  the  statute  means  a 
ntOTery  by  judgment    [And  the  New 
Allies  of  pleading,  HiL  4  W.  4.,  which 
£rect  the  payment  to  be  pleaded  and 
rqdied  (seep.  S3  A,  note),  have  made  no 
difference  in   this   respect     2  A.  &  E. 
21.    Bnoks  V.  Rigby.  2  Nev.  &  M.  S. 
^C]     But  where  an  attorney  brings 
an  action  for  his  bill,  and  arrests  the 
defendant  for  more  than  is  found  to  be 
doe  on  taxation  without  probable  cause, 
the  ease  is  within  the  statute ;  and  if  it 
were  not,  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of 
it»  sammary  jurisdiction  over  its  own 
officers,  would  enforce  the  payment  of 
the   defendant's  costs.     5B.&A.  661. 
Robinson  v.Elsam.  [But  see  1 M ees.  & 
W.  722.  Watkins  v.  Mahon.    5  Mees. 
&  W.  479.  Robinson  v.  PawelV\      So, 
where  a  verdict  was  taken  subject  to  a 
reference,  and  the  arbitrator  awarded  a 
less  sum  than  that  for  which  the  de- 


fendant was  arrested,  the  case  was  held 
to  be  within  the  statute.  Neale  v.  Por^ 
ter.  K.B.  T.T.  44 G.  ».  MS.  Tidd,  998. 
See  also  1  B.  Moore,  92.  Silversides  v. 
Bowky.  1  B.  &  B.  278.  Payne  v. 
Acton.  [2  Cr.  &  Mees.  S41.  Summers 
V.  Grosvenor.  5  Dowl.  130.  Jones  v. 
John.  Secusy  where  the  reference  takes 
place  before  the  cause  comes  on  for 
trial,  so  that  there  is  no  verdict.  3  B.  & 
C.  491.  Keener. Deble.  5I>.&I#383. 
S.C.  2  A.  &  E.  445.  Holder  v.  RaitL 
See  6  B.  &  C.  193.  Thompson  v.  Atkin- 
son.] The  defendant's  paying  money 
into  court  does  not  preclude  him  from 
entering  a  suggestion  on  the  roll,  to 
deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  costs  under 
Stat.  39  &  40  G.  3.  c.  104.  s.  12.  (Lon- 
don Court  of  Requests  Act).  5  M.  &  S. 
196.  Jordan  v.  Strong.  [1  Mees.  &  W. 
580.  Bernard  v.  Turner.  9  Mees.  &  W. 
3.  Jorden  v.  Berwick.  But  see  3  Bing. 
289.  Waistelly.  Atkinson.  2Cr.  Mees. 
&  R.  252.  Tarrant  v.  Morgan.] 

(o)  [By  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  4  W.  4. 
Pleading.  No.  18.,  no  rule  or  judge's 
order  to  pay  money  into  court  shall  be 
necessary,  except  under  the  stat  3  & 
4  W.  4.  c.  42.  s.  21.  Before  that  sta- 
tutCi  thel  general  rule  was,  that  money 
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the  Statute  of  LimitatumSf  there  is  this  consideration  is  executedy  as  in  assumptit 
difference  to  be  observed.  Where  there  for  money  lent,  goods  sold  and  deliver- 
is  a  precedent  debt  or  duty,  and  the    ed,  and  the  like,  the  manner  of  pleading 


might  be  paid  into  court,  where  the 
action  was  brought  for  a  sum  certain 
or  capable  of  being  ascertained  by 
computation ;  but  not  in  an  action  for 
general  damages.  2  Burr.  1120.  HaUH 
V.  E.  L  Comp.  8  Term  Rep.  4.?.  Salt 
V.  SalL  For  instances  of  the  application 
of  the  rule^  and  also  for  cases  specially 
provided  for  by  acts  of  parliament,  see 
Tidd,  9th  ed.  p.  619,  et  seq.  And  now 
by  the  above  statute,  [s.  21.,  the  de^ 
fendant,  by  leave  of  court  or  a  judge, 
may  pay  money  into  court,  in  all  personal 
actions  (except  actions  for  assault  and 
battery,  false  imprisonment,  libel,  slan- 
der, malicious  arrest  or  prosecution, 
criminal  conversation,  or  debauching  of 
the  plaintiff's  daughter  or  servant).  In 
replevin,  a  defendant  may  pay  money 
into  court  as  to  a  part  of  the  distress, 
and  avow  as  to  the  residue.  2  Gale  & 
D.  112.  Lambert  Y,  JBqnDorth* 

By  Rules  T.T.  1  V.  "when  money  is 
paid  into  court,  such  payment  shall  be 
plea#d  in  all  cases,  and  as  near  as  may 
be  in  the  following  form,  mutatis  mtu 
tandis  :  — 


"C.D.1 

ats    y 

A.  B    J 


The day  of . 

The  defendant  by his 

attorney  [^otj  •  in  person,  &c.']  says  [or, 
in  case  it  be  pleaded  eu  to  part  only^  add 

*  as  to /.  being  part  of  the  sum  in  the 

declaration,'  or  * count  mentioned' 

or  <  as  to  the  residue  of  the    sum  of 

/.']  that  the  plaintiffought  not  further 

to  maintain  his  action,  because  the  de- 
fendant now  brings  into  court  the  sum 

of 1,  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff; 

and  the  defendant  further  says,  that  the 
plaintiff  has  not  sustained  damages  [or, 
in  actions  of  debt,  <  that  he  never  was 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff*]  to  a  greater 
amount  than  the  said  sum  of  &c.  in  re-* 
pect  of  the  cause  of  action  in  the  decla- 


ration mentioned  [pr^  *  in  the  introduc- 
tory part  of  this  plea  mentioned ']  :  and 
this  he  is  ready  to  verify  :  wherefore  he 
prays  judgment,  if  the  plaintiff  ought 
further  to  maintaiii  his  action  thereof.*' 

"  The  plaintiff,  after  delivery  of  a 
plea  of  payment  of  money  into  court, 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  reply  to  the  same, 
by  accepting  the  sum  so  paid  into  court 
in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the 
cause  of  action  in  respect  of  which  it 
has  been  paid  in,  and  he  shall  be  at 
liberty  in  that  case  to  tax  his  costs  of 
suit ;  and  in  case  of  non-payment  tlicreof 
within  forty-eight  hours,  to  sign  judg- 
ment for  his  costs  of  suit  so  taxed ;  or 
the  plaintiff  may  reply,  *  that  he  has  sus- 
tained damages  [or^  *  that  the  defendant 
was  and  is  indebted  to  him,'  as  the  case 
may  6e]  to  a  greater  amount  than  the 
said  sum ; '  and  in  the  event  of  an  issue 
thereon  being  found  for  the  defendant, 
the  defendant  shall  be  entitled  to  judg- 
ment and  his  costs  of  suit" 

These  rules  were  substituted  for  the 
17th  and  19th  of  the  Rules  of  Pleading 
H.  T.  4  W.  4.,  and  differ  from  them  only  in 
the  forms  given  for  the  plea  and  replica- 
tion. The  form  given  for  the  plea  by 
the  earlier  rule  was  as  follows :  — 

au!']  The  — day  of . 

A.  B.  J  The  defendant  by his  at- 
torney [or,  *  in  person,  &c*3  says,  that  the 
plaintiffought  not  further  to  maintain  his 
action,  because  the  defendant  nqw^  brings 
into  -court  the  sura  of  — -^  ready  to  be 
paid  to  the  plaintiff.  And  the  defendant 
further  says  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  sus- 
tained damages  \ory  in  actions  of  debt, 
'  that  he  is  not  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  *3 
to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum, 
*&c.in  respect  of  the  cause  of  action  in  the 
declaration  mentioned.    And  this  he    is 
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the  statute  Is,  that  the  defendant  did 
noi promise  within  six  years;  because 
the  debt   and  promise   existed  at  the 


same  instant,  and  the  statute  begins  to 
run  from  that  time;  but  where  the 
promise  is  to  pay  a  collateral  sum,  or  to 


ready  to  verify;  wherefore  he  prays 
judgment  if  the  plaintiff  ought  further 
to  maintain  his  action." 

It  will  be  observed  that  these  forms 
ior  the  plea  differ  in  two  respects ;  1.  the 
eailter  form  addresses  itself  to  the  whole 
declaration,  whereas  the  latel*  furnishes 
a  fonn  also  for  a  plea  to  part  only :  2. 
the  earlier  form,  as  applicable  to  actions 
of  debt,  negatives  any  greater  amount 
by  way  of  nil  dtbety  the  later  by  way  of 
wotquam  indebitatus. 

Even  while  the  earlier  rule  was  in 
opefation,  there  had  been  a  judicial  re- 
eommendation  to  the  pleader,  first  to 
exhaust  all  his  defences  to  the  other 
portions  of  the  demand,  and  then  to 
jAesd  the  payment  into  court  to  the  re- 
adue.  2  Cr.  Mees.  &  R.  77.  119.  But  if 
the  prescribed  form  of  plea  was  adopted, 
thoogh  there  were  other  pleas  to  par- 
tiealar  portions  of  the  demand,  the  plea 
of  payment  into  court  was  treated  as  a 
pla  to  the  whole  declaration.  3  Mees. 
&  W.492. 

The  eariier  form  is  inconsistent  with 
aaotber  rale  of  court,  viz.  that  the  plea 
of  mi  debet  shall  not  be  allowed  in  any 
action.  And  even  the  altered  form  given 
by  the  role  of  1  Vict,  is  inapplicable 
to  a  connt  on  a  bill  or  note ;  as  to  which, 
by  the  New  Rules,  a  plea  of  nunquam 
imdfb^  is  no  plea.  Where,  therefore,  to 
a  eount  in  debt  on  a  bill  or  note,  the 
deCmdant  pleads  a  payment  into  court 
of  the  ftiU  amount,  the  concluding  aver- 
ment of  nunquctm  indeb.  must,  it  should 
^eem,  generally  speaking,  be  regarded 
»  surplusage.  A  plea  of  payment  into 
ttmat  of  a  less  sum  than  the  amount  of 
the  bill  or  note  would  be  bad  on  special,  if 
»ot  on  general,  demurrer ;  6  Mees.  &  W. 
281.  Armfitld  v.  Burgin;  for  the  defend- 
TOL.I. 


ant  ought  to  shew  some  answer  as  to 
part,  and  plead  the  payment  into  court 
as  to  the  residue ;  in  which  case,  also,  the 
concluding  averment  of  nunquam  indeb, 
would  become  surplusage.  The  mere 
plea  of  payment  into  court  of  a  less  sum 
than  the  amount  of  the  bill  or  note 
would,  it  should  seem,  be  ill  in  assumpsit 
as  well  as  in  debt;  because  the  plea 
admits  the  larger  ascertained  sum  to  be 
primd  facie  due ;  but  the  part  paid  does 
not  satisfy  the  whole  of  that  sum ;  and 
the  plea  contains  no  answer  as  to  the  re- 
mainder ;  for  it  cannot  be  considered  in 
the  nature  of  a  plea  of  non  assumpsit  as 
to  the  residue  not  paid  into  court,  since, 
by  the  New  Rules,  non  assumpsit  is  no 
plea  to  an  action  on  a  bill  or  note.  2Cr. 
Mees.  &  R.  570.  Jourdain  v.  Johnson, 
Again,  where  the  declaration  contains  a 
count  on  a  bill  or  note,  and  also  the 
general  counts,  a  plea  of  payment  into 
court,  to  the  whole  declaration,  of  a 
sum  larger  than  the  amount  of  the  bill 
or  note,  (but  less  than  the  sum  claimed 
by  the  declaration,)  appears  to  be  ill ;  for 
so  much  as  would  cover  that  amount 
is  not  necessarily  to  be  ascribed  to  the 
bill  or  note.  2Cr.  Mees.  &  R.570,571.  6 
Mees.  &  W.  281.  But  with  respect  to 
a  declaration  in  assumpsit^  containing 
only  the  general  indebitatus  counts,  it 
has  been  laid  down  that  as,  on  the  one 
hand,  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  prove 
himself  entiUed  to  the  precise  sums  al- 
leged, so,  on  the  other  hand,  the  defend- 
ant, by  pleading  payment  into  court  on 
such  a  declaration,  does  not  admit  that 
BJiy precise  sum  was  ever  due  to  the  plain- 
tiff; and  therefore  that  he  may  well  plead 
a  payment  into  court  of  a  less  sum  ad- 
dressed to  the  greater  sum  claimed  by 
the  declaration,  or  to  a  part  of  that  sum 
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do  a  collateral  thing  upon  request,  so 
that  the  request  is  parcel  of  the  agree- 
ment, the  plea  is  not  that  he  did  not 


promise  within  six  years.  For  though 
the  promise  were  made  upwards  of  six 
years  before  the  commencement  of  the 


exceeding  the  amount  paid  into  court 
2  Cr,  Mees.  &  R.  569y  57a  Nor  is  it  ne- 
cessary to  specify  how  much  is  paid  in 
on  the  one  count  or  claim,  and  how  much 
on  the  other ;  for  it  is  now  fully  estab- 
lished, that  where  there  are  several 
counts  for  several  causes  of  action,  or 
several  breaches  are  assigned  in  co- 
venant, the  defendant  may  plead  pay- 
ment into  court  of  one  entire  sum, 
generally,  on  all  the  counts  or  breaches, 
or  on  a  particular  parcel  of  the  several 
sums  claimed  or  breaches ;  2  Cr.  Mees, 
&  R.  569.  1  Mees.  &  W.  188.  MarshaU 
V.  Whiteside;  as  he  may  in  the  case  of 
a  plea  of  tender,  or  payment  before  action 
brought ;  7  A.  &  E.  164.  Mitchell  v. 
7<9tm/ey.  (overruling  Mee  v.  Tbm/tiwon, 
4  A.  &  £.  262.  and  in  effect,  it  should 
seem,  Lorymer  v.  VizeUy  3  Bing.  N.  C. 
427.  4  Scott,  190.  S.C.).  6  Bing.  N.C. 
37.  Beedey  v.  DoUey.  8  Scott,  243. 
S.  C. ;  or  in  the  case  of  a  set-off.  4 Mees. 
&  W.  186.    Notl  V.  Dames. 

It  may  be  here  mentioned,  that  in 
a  case  which  occurred  before  the  al- 
teration of  the  prescribed  form,  where 
in  debt  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill 
for  70/.,  the  defendant  pleaded  pay- 
ment into  court  of  5/.,  with  the  con- 
cluding averment  of  nil  debet;  on 
which  the  plaintiff  took  issue  and  pro- 
ceeded to  trial ;  it  was  held,  that  it  was 
competent  to  the  defendant  to  make  any 
defence  applicable  to  the  plea  of  nil 
etebety  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto, 
though  the  plea  would  have  been  ill  on 
special  demurrer.  3  Bing.  N.  C.  824. 
Finleyson  v.  M'Kenzie.  5  Scott,  20. 
S.C. 

Where  the  money  has  been  paid  in, 
under  a  judge's  order,  before  declaration, 


it  is  a  good  plea,  it  should  seem,  to  plead 
such  payment  according  to  the  truth,  and 
no  damages  ultra.  6  DowL  487.  Ed- 
wards V.  Price.  But  the  New  Rules  do  not 
apply  to  payment  of  money  into  court, 
under  stat  4  &  5  Ann.  c.  16«  s.  1 3.,  of  the 
principal  and  interest  due  on  a  bond  with 
the  costs.  And  therefore  such  payment 
cannot  hepleadedto  an  action  on  the  bond. 
9  Mees.  &  W.  383.  England  v.  Watson. 

The  plea  must,  in  dl  cases,  conclude 
with  a  prayer  of  judgment  to  the  further 
maintepance  of  the  action ;   otherwise 
it  is  bad  on  special  demurrer.  2Cr.Mees.         ' 
&  R.  75.  Shartnan  v.  Stevenson. 

The  plaintiff,  in  an  action  of  debt, 
may  reply  (according  to  the  earlier  rule 
of  court,  that  the  defendant  is  indebted 
to  him,  and  according  to  the  later)  that 
the  defendant  was  and  is  indebted  to 
him  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said 
sum.  And  a  replication  that  the  de- 
fendant was  indebted  to  him  has  been 
held  bad  on  special  demurrer.  1  Q.  B. 
188.  FaithfuU  v.  Ashley.  One  reason 
assigned  for  this  decision  was,  that  the 
replication  does  not  carry  on  the  decla- 
ration, which  alleges  that  an  action  has 
accrued,  and  the  money  has  not  been 
paid.  But  it  should  seem  that  the  state- 
ment of  the  breach  in  the  declaration  is 
mere  form.  See  1  Mees.  &  W.  364, 365. 
Goodchild  v.  Pledgsy  per  Parke  B. 

Where  in  assumpsit  on  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, and  the  common  counts,  the 
defendant  pleaded  a  special  plea  to  a 
certain  sum,  parcel  of  the  sums  in  the 
declaration  mentioned;  and  as  to  another 
sum,  parcel  &c,  payment  into  court,  and 
no  damages  ultra  in  respect  of  that  sum  ; 
and  as  to  the  residue,  fton  assumpsit^ 
and  the  plaintiff  replied,  traversing  the 
special  plea  and  joining  issue  on  nan 
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actioDy  still  tbe  cause  of  action  may 
kre  accrued  within  that  time,  and 
tbe  plea  of  the  statute  would  be  no 


bar,  and  consequently  be  bad.  But  if 
the  cause  of  action  really  accrued  up* 
wards  of  six  years  before  the  action 


assmw^uii,  but  took  no  notice  of  the 
payment  into  court ;  it  was  held,  after 
a  Terdict  for  the  plaintiff,  on  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment  on  the  ground  that 
tliere  was  a  discontinuance  on  the  record, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  then  to 
eater  a  noUe  prosequi;  and  by  this 
Deans  the  record  would  be  rectified. 
2  Cr.  Mees.  &  R.  457.  Fallows  y.Bird. 
Where  a  defendant  paid  money  into 
eooit.  in  an  action  for  an  illegal  distress, 
and  the  plaintiff  replied  damages  uliraf 
on  which  issue  the  defendant  succeeded, 
it  was  held  that  he  was  not  entitled  to 
doable  costs  under  stat  1 1  G.  2.  c.  10. 
s.  21.  9  Mees.  &  W.  431.  Handcock  v. 
Fouikes,  (As  to  the  allowance  now  sub- 
stituted for  double  costs,  see  stat  5&6 
TicL  c  97.  s.  1  &  2.) 

It  has  been  held  (as  in  the  case  of  a 
pka  of  tender,  ani^,  p.  33/  note  (2),  that 
the  defendant  cannot  plead  double, — 
fat,  payment  into  court,  and  secondly, 
a  plea  in  denial  of  the  cause  of  action  to 
which  the  payment  into  court  is  ad- 
'  dressed ;  because,  while  the  second  plea 
raoains  undisposed  of  upon  the  record, 
the  ]daintiff  cannot  sign  the  judgment 
to  which  the  rule  of  court  entitles  him,  in 
cne  he  accepts  the  sum  paid  into  court, 
aad  the  defendant  does  not  pay  the  taxed 
costs.  1  Man.  &Gr.24*2.  Thompson  v. 
.^dbon.  1  Scott,  N.C.  157.S.C.  Hence  it 
foDowB,  that  if  the  plea  of  payment  into 
cosit  be  addressed  to  the  whole  declarfr- 
tioo,  there  cannot,  properly,  be  any  other 
plea.  If,  however,  the  plaintiff  suffers 
other  pleas  to  remain  on  the  record,  upon 
vhicb  issues  are  joined,  he  must  take 
the  consequences;  and  it  will  be  the 
daty  of  the  jury  and  the  judge  to  try 
eieh  issue  by  itself;  for  each  plea  must 
he  regarded  as  if  it  were  the  sole  plea 


on  the  record.  3  Mees.  &  W.  486- 
Fischer  v.Aide.  Ibid.  495,  Twemlow  v. 
Ashey.  Where,  indeed,  in  such  a  case, 
instead  of  joining  issue  on  the  pleas, 
the  plaintiff  replies  only  to  the  plea  of 
payment  into  court,  by  accepting  the 
sum  paid  into  court  in  satisfaction  of 
the  whole  demand  pursuant  to  the 
Rule,  it  is  not  altogether  clear  what  t 
the  position  of  the  parties  is.  In  a 
case  where  the  defendant  pleaded  to 
a  declaration  in  assumpsit  for  30^,  1st, 
payment  into  court  of  27/.  4«.  4df.  ad- 
dressed to  the  whole  declaration,  pur- 
suing the  form  given  by  the  rule  of 
4  W.  4. ;  2dly,  except  as  to  the  sum  paid 
into  court,  non  assumpsit ;  3dly,  as  to 
10/1,  payment  before  action  brought; 
4thly,  except  as  to  the  sum  paid  into 
court,  a  set-off;  and  the  plaintiff  replied, 
in  the  form  given  by  the  Rule,  that  he 
accepted  the  money  paid  into  court, 
and  was  satisfied  ;  and  took  the  money 
out  of  court,  and  taxed  his  costs  ;  it  was 
held  that  the  defendant  could  not  sign 
judgment  of  non  pros,  for  want  of  a 
replication  to  the  other  pleas ;  2  Cr. 
Mees.  &  R.  118.  Coates  v.  Stevens; 
though  such  a  judgment  would  have 
been  regular,  if  the  plea  of  payment 
into  court  had  applied  to  part  of  the  de- 
claration only.  5  Dowl.  676.  Topham 
v.Kidmore.  2  Mees.  &  W.  202.  Goodee 
V.  Goldsmith.  3  Mees.  &  W.  497.  Em- 
mott  V.  Standen,  It  may,  perhaps,  admit 
of  doubt,  whether  the  course  pursued  • 
by  the  plaintiff  in  Coates  v.  Stevens,  in 
taxing  his  costs,  upon  taking  the  money 
out  of  court,  while  the  other  bars  re- 
mained undisposed  of  on  the  record,  is 
warranted  by  any  principle;  (see  7 
Dowl.  786.  Burden  \.  Flower ;)  the 
general  rule  being,  that  costs  cannot  be 
F  2 
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brought,  then  the  form  of  the  plea 
would  be,  thai  the  cause  of  action  did 
not  accrtte  within  six  yearst  &c.  Sir 
W.  Jones,  194^  Shutford  v.  Percawe. 
S.  C.  Cro.  Car.  1S9.     Godb.  4S7.    Sir 


W.  Jones,  329.  Pecke  v.  Ambler,  1 
Lev.  48.  WM  v.  Martin.  1  Mod. 
89.  Buckler  v.  Moore.  3  Burr.  1281. 
So  in  every  case,  where  the  consider- 
ation of   the    promise    is    executory. 


taxed  on  any  part  of  the  record  until 
final  judgment  be  given  on  the  whole. 

A  plea  of  tender  or  payment  into 
court  to  a  count  setting  forth  a  special 
contract,  admits  the  contract  as  alleged; 
and  further,  that  the  plaintiff  is,  to  some 

%  extent,  entitled  to  recover  on  all  the 
breaches  declared  on.  8  A.  &  £.  144. 
Wright  v.  Goddard.  Therefore  it  is, 
so  far,  a  waiver  of  an  objection  that  the 
action  is  brought  too  soon.  3  A.  &  E. 
396.  Harrison  v.  Douglas.  But  though 
it  is  an  acknowledgment  by  the  de- 
fendant of  the  contract  alleged,  it  does 
not  preclude  him  from  taking  any  ob- 
jection limiting  the  operation  of  the 
contract,  in  order  to  bar  the  plaintiff 
from  recovering  more  than  he  has  paid 
into  court :  and  therefore  the  defendant 
may  plead  the  Statute  of  Limitations  to 

.  part  of  the  claim  on  the  contract,  and 
payment  into  court  to  the  residue.  5 
B.  Sc  Adol.  499.  Reid  v.  Dickons.  In  a 
case  before  the  New  Rules,  where  two 
breaches  were  assigned  in  one  count  on 
a  contract,  and  the  defendant  paid 
money  into  court  upon  one  of  them,  it 
was  held  that  he  thereby  admitted  the 
whole  contract  as  set  forth  in  that  count 
1  B.  &  C.  3.  Dyer  v.  Ashton.  But  it  is 
said  that,  in  this  respect,  the  plea  of 
payment  into  court  is  distinguished  from 
the  old  payment  of  money  into  court ; 

•  and  it  has  been  held  accordingly,  that 
if  there  is  a  plea  of  payment  into  court 
as  to  a  breach  of  one  part  of  the  entire 
contract  alleged,  and  a  plea  of  non 
assumpsit  as  to  the  residue,  the  former 
plea  is  not  such  an  admission  by  the 
defendant  of  the  whole  contract  as  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict  on  the 


latter  plea ;  for  that  each  plea  must  be 
taken  separately,  and  as  if  it  were  the  sole 
plea  on  the  record.  3  Mees.  &  W.  4-97. 
(see  supra).  With  respect  to  the  effect 
of  payment  into  court,  when  pleaded  to 
the  general  indebitatus  counts,  it  is  now 
considered  that  the  defendant  thereby 
admits  no  more  than  that  there  is  a 
cause  of  action  upon  contract,  according 
to  the  declaration,  but  contends  that 
his  liability  thereon  does  not  exceed  the 
amount  paid  in.  And  it  lies  upon  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  aliunde  some  contract 
or  contracts  by  which  he  is  entitled, 
under  such  a  form  of  declaration,  to  re- 
cover a  larger  amount  from  the  de- 
fendant 5Mee8.&  W.94.jrtn^Aiiffiv. 
Robins,  (overruling  expressly  Walker 
V.  Rawsony  1  Moo.  &  R.  250.  and  the 
dicta  of  Littledale  and  Parke  Js.  in 
Meager  v.  Smithy  4  B.  &  AdoL  673. 
and,  in  effect,  Ravenscroft  v.  Wiscy  1  Cr. 
Mees.  &  R.  203.,  which  last  case,  however, 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  cited.)  6 
Mees.  &  W.  9.      Stapleton  v.  NowelL 

1  Man.  &  Gr.  873.     Archer  v.  English. 

2  Scott,  N.C.  156.  S.C.  1  Q.  B.  154.. 
Steavenson  v.  Corporation  rf  Berwick. 
See  also  5  DowL438.  Booth  v.  Howard. 
Therefore  the  plea,  when  pleaded  by  two 
defendants  to  the  indebitatus  counts,  does 
not  admit  the  defendants'  joint  liability 
to  any  greater  amount  than  the  sum  paid 
in,  although  the  plaintiff  gives  evidence 
aliunde  to  fix  one  of  the  defendants  with 
liability  to  a  greater  amount  6  Mees. 
&  W.  9.  1  Man.  &  Gr.  873.  In  an  action 
of  tortf  the  plea  of  payment  into  court 
admits  the  cause  of  action  as  alleged. 
9  C.  &  P.  771.  Lloyd  v.  Walkey.  But 
see  8  C.  &  P.  569.  Cook  y^.  Harile.'l 
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the  plea   mast  say  that  the  cause  of     G&uld  v.  Johnson.  S.  C.  2  Ld.  Raym. 
action  did  not  accrue,  &c.  2  Salk.  422.     838.  (p) 


(/y)  And  that  form  of  pleading  is  pre-     Z^ord  ElUmborough   C.J.      And   see 
ferable,  being  applicable  to  all  cases.    2  Saund.  6S  h.  in  notes.* 
16  East,  421.  Leaper  v.  TaUan,  per 


Jones  versus  Pope.  T  S4  1 

Trin.  18  Car.  XL  Regis.  Roll  213.  '     ^^'  '^' 

€49  of  ^KMoi,!  T%E  it  remembered  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in 
^  -"-^  the  term  of  St  Michael  last  past,  before 
our  lord  the  king,  at  the  city  of  Oxford,  in  the  coimty  of  Ox- 
ford,  came  Richard  Jones,  esq.  by  John  Savage,  his  attorney, 
sod  brought  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  then 
diere,  his  certain  bill  against  John  Pope,  late  one  of  the  sheriffs 
of  the  said  city  of  Bristol,  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c. 
of  a  plea  of  debt ;  and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit, 
John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe,  which  said  bill  follows  in  these 
words,  to  wit:  City  of  Bristol,  to  wit,  Richard  Jones,  esq.   Declaration  in 
e(»npiains  of  John  Pope,  late  one  of  the  sheriffs  of  the  said    ®  '  **°  escape, 
dtj  of  Bristol,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  maEr- 
dtalaea  of  our  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  of  a  plea 
that  he  render  to  him  1007£  Os.  6d  of  lawful  money  of  Eng- 
land, which  he  owes  to,  and  unjustly  detains  from,  him ;  for  Plaintiff  sued 
that  whereas  the  said  Richard  Janes,  on  the  15th  day  of  June,  ^pill^*^^^"^. 
in  the  year  of  our  lord  1654,  prosecuted  out  of  the  court  of  the  f«e.  against  one 
late  Oliver,  pretended  Protector  of  England,  before  the  pre- 
tended Protector  himself,  in  the  then  upper  bench,  (the  same 
conrt  then  being  at  fFestminster,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,) 
a  certain  writ  *  of  the  said  pretended  Protector  of  testatum  •  See  post,  ss. 
capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  directed  to  the  then  sheriffs  of  the  directed  to  the 
dty  of  Bristol,  reciting  that  whereas  he  had  lately  conunanded     *''  '  ®     • 
his  sheriff  of  Gloucestershire,  that  he  should  take  Fabian  Hill, 
otherwise  called  Fabian  Hill  of  the  city  of  Bristol  mercer,  if  he 
diould  be  found  in  his  bailiwick,  and  him  should  safely  keep, 
80  that  he  should  have  his  body  before  the  said  pretended 
Pnjtector  in  the  then  upper  bench  at  Westminster,  on  Tuesday 
next  afiter  three  weeks  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  to  satisfy  the  said 
Richard  Jones  of  the  said  1000/.  debt,  and  also  of  the  said 
7t  Ox.  6dL  for  his  damages,  which  he  had  sustained  as  well 
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[35] 
Detiendant  and 
oneT.B.  being 
slitfrifTs  of  B. 
arrested  the 
•aid  H.  and 
bad  him  in 
execution, 


unti!  they  to- 
luntarily  per- 
mitted him  to 
escape. 


on  occasion  of  the  detention  of  that  debt,  as  for  his  costs 
and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf  expended, 
whereof  the  said  Fabian  Hill  was  convicted,  as  by  the  record 
thereof  in  the  same  court  did  more  fully  appear :  and  his  sdd 
slieriff  of  GUmcestershire  on  that  day  returned,  that  the  said 
Fabian  was  not  found  in  his  bailiwick ;  whereupon,  on  the  be- 
half of  the  said  Richard,  it  was  sufficiently  testified  in  the  said 
court  that  the  said  Fabian  did  lurk  and  run  up  and  down  in 
the  county  of  the  city  of  Bristol;  and  therefore  the  said  pre- 
tended Protector  commanded  the  then  sheriffs  of  the  said  city 
of  Bristol,  that  they  should  take  the  said  Fabian  if  he  should 
be  found  in  their  bailiwick,  and  should  safely  keep  him,  so 
that  they  should  hare  his  body  before  the  pretended  Protector 
in  the  upper  bench  aforesaid,  at  Wsstminster,  on  Saturday  next 
after  one  month  of  St.  Michael,  to  satisfy  the  said  Richard  of 
the  debt  and  damages  aforesaid ;  by  virtue  of  which  said  writ, 
the  said  John  Pope  and  one  Thonuis  Bull,  then  being  sheriff 
of  the  said  city,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  day  of  August, 
in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  the  city  of  Bristol  aforesaid,  took  and 
arrested  the  said  Fabian  Hill  in  execution  for  the  debt  and 
damages  aforesaid,  and  him  the  said  Fabian  Hill  then  and 
there  had  and  detained  in  prison  there  in  their  custody  in 
execution  for  the  said  debt  and  damages,  until  they  the  said 
John  Pope  and  Thomas  Bull  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  let  day 
of  September,  in  the  year  aforesaid  (the  said  John  Pope  and 
Thomas  Bull  then  and  there  being  sheriffs  of  the  said  city),  at 
the  said  city  of  Bristol,  in  the  county  of  the  said  city5  without 
the  leave  and  against  the  will  of  the  said  Richard  Jones,  volun'^ 
tarily  (1)  permitted  the  said  Fabian  Hill  to  escape,  and  go  at 


(1)  The  word  voluntarily ^  though 
generally  used  in  the  declaration  in  an 
action  for  a  voluntary  escape,  is  held 
to  be  superfluous,  and  not  necessary  to 
the  action.  The  proper  place  is,  to  set 
it  forth  in  the  replication;  therefore, 
under  a  declaration  or  count,  alleging 
the  escape  to  be  voluntary,  the  plaintiff 
is  at  liberty  to  give  a  negligent  escape  in 
evidence ;  and  the  defendant  may  plead 
thereto  that  he  took  the  prisoner  on  a 
fresh  pursuit,  without  traversing  the 
voluntary  escape.  And  if  the  truth 
were,  that  the  defendant  did  retake 
him  on  fresh  pursuit,  he  is  now  bound 


to  plead  it,  and  cannot  give  it  in  evi- 
dence on  nil  debet.    For  by  the  statute 
8  &  9  Will.  S.  c  27.  s.  6.   no   retaking 
on  fresh  pursuit  shall  be  given  in  evi- 
dence, on  the  trial  of  any  issue  in  any 
action  of  escape,  unless  the  same  be 
specially  pleaded ;  nor  shall  any  special 
plea  be  allowed  without  an  oath  by  the 
defendant,  that  the   prisoner   escaped 
without  his  knowledge;    Latch,    200^ 
201.  Harvey  v.  Sir  G.  Reynold.    I  Vent. 
211,  217.      Sir  Ralph  Bovy'a    case. 
2  Term  Rep.  126.  Bonafous  v.  TVcdker  ; 
notwithstanding  it  seems  to  be   holden 
in  Cro.  Jac.  657.     Whiting  v.  ReyneU 
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large  wherever  he  would,  the  said  Bichard  Janes  then  and  yet 
sdll  not  being  satisfied  of  the  said  debt  and  damages.  And 
the  said  Bichard  Jones  in  fact  says,  that  the  said  Thomas  Bull 
ftfterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  day  of  AprU^  in  the  16th  year 


Jokes  v. 
Pope. 

' . 

T.  B.  died. 


that  a  traverse  of  the  voluntary  escape 
b  necessary.    Debt  lies  by  the  statute 

1  R.  2:  cu  l£.(a)  as  well  where  the  es- 
cape is  Diligent,  as  where  it  is  volun* 
tarj.  2  Str.  873.  Stonehouse  v.  MuUins. 

2  IL  Black.  108.  11%  11&  Alseptv, 
Eyla,  If  the  sheriff,  &c  where  the 
escape  is  a  negligent  one,  retake  upon 
liesh  pursuit  before  an  action  is  brought 
for  the  escape,  he  shall  be  excused. 
S  Rep.  52.  b.  Bidgeway%  case.  S.  C. 
Moor.  660.  Sir.  W.  Jones,  145.  Harveg 
T.  BegnelL  1  RolL  Abr.  808.  (e)  pi.  1. 
1  Sid.  33a  AQanson  v.  Butler.  But  it 
i$  otherwise,  if  the  action  is  brought 
before  the  retaking.  1  Roll.  Abr.  808. 
pL  2.  Sir  W.  Jones,  145.  But  if  it  be 
a  voimUary  escape,  the  sheriff  cannot 
retake  him ;  and  is  subject  to  an  action 
for  a  false  imprisonment,  if  he  does. 
1  Sid.  330.  1  Show.  174.  Buxton  v. 
Home.  Barn.  373.  S.  C.  Vin.  Abr. 
Escape,  93.  pL  7-  5  Term  Rep.  25. 
AikmsoH  T.  Jameson.  The  plaintiff, 
howerer,  in  both  cases,  may  retake  him 
bj  a  new  capias  ad  satisfaciendum. 
I  Sid.  350.  1  Show.  177.  Buxton  v. 
Borne.  1  Vent  4.  Anon.  Ibid.  269. 
James 'T.  Pdrce.  1  Lev.  211.  AUanson 
i.BuSler.  2^oA.lS^ Basset y.SaUer. 
Sr  T.  Jones,  21.  Alien  v.  Vinter.  Or 
\t  may  have  an  action  of  debt,  or  a 
mrefadaSf  against  the  defendant  upon 
tke  former  judgment.  1  Vent.  269. 
Sir.  T.  Jones,  21.  2  Lutw.  1264  — 
1266.  SudaU  v.  Wytkam.  And  now, 
hj  the  above  statute  8  &  9  W.  3.  c  27. 


s.  ?•,  if  any  prisoner  in  execution  shall 
escape  by  any  ways  or  means  how- 
soever, Uie  plaintiff  may  retake  him 
by  a  new  capias,  or  capias  ad  satisfaci- 
endum,  or  sue  forth  any  other  kind  of 
execution  on  the  judgment,  as  if  he  had 
never  been  in  execution.  So  if  the 
prisoner  returns  to  prison  after  a  volun- 
tary escape,  the  plaintiff  may  admit  him 
to  be  in  execution ;  and  if  he  be  turned 
over  to  the  new  sheriff,  &c  and  after- 
wards escape,  may  bring  an  action 
against  the  new  sheriff  for  the  escape ; 
1  Vent  269.  James  v.  Peirce  ;  in  which 
Hob.  202.  Sheriff  of  Essex'^CBBtyUiWiei 
contrary,  b  denied.  2  Lev.  109.  Lenthal 
V.  Lenthal.  Ibid.  132.  James  v.  Peirce. 
— -  But  if  the  prisoner  be  permitted  to 
go  out  of  prison  with  the  consent  of  the 
plaintiff,  neither  the  sheriff  nor  the 
plaintiff  can  afterwards  retake  him ;  for 
he  is  thereby  discharged  from  the  judg- 
ment Therefore,  if  debt,  or  a  scire 
facias,  be  afterwards  brought  upon  the 
judgment,  or  if  it  be  pleaded  as  a  sub- 
sisting debt,  the  defendant  may  plead 
that  he  was  discharged  out  of  custody 
by  the  plaintiff's  consent  Or  if  he  be 
afterwards  taken  in  execution,  the  court 
will  upon  motion  set  aside  the  execu- 
tion, and  discharge  him  out  of  custody. 
1  Show.  177.  Buxton  Y.  Borne.  2  Mod. 
136.  Basset  v.  Salter.  4  Burr.  2482. 
Vtgers  v.  Aldrich.  1  Term  Rep.  557. 
Jacques  v.  Withg.  6  Term  Rep.  525, 
526.  Clark  v.  Clement,  (b)  1  Bos.  Sc 
Pull.  Rep.  242.     Da  Costa  v.  Dams. 


(a)  [But  now,  by  stat  5  &  6  Vict 
e.  98.  s.  31.,  an  action  of  debt  will  not 
Ge  for  an  escape.      See  post,  p.  38. 


(6)  In  this  case  it  was  held,  that 

where  the  plaintiff  had  discharged  out  of 

custody  one  defendant  taken  on  a  joint 

ca.  sa.y  upon  an  undertaking  to  render 
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of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  the  said  city  of 
Bristol^  in  the  county  of  the  said  city,  died ;  whereby  an  action 
has  accrued  to  the  said  Richard  Jones  to  demand  and  have  of 
and  from  the  said  John  Pope  the  said  \001L  Os.  6(Lj  yet  the 


And  an  agreement  by  the  defendant, 
on  bis  being  discharged  out  of  custody 
with  the  plaintiff's  consent,  that  the 
judgment  should  be  revived,  is  held  to 
be  void.  Barnes,  205.  Thompson  v. 
Bristow.  But  it  is  said,  that  the  plain- 
tiff's consent  must  be  previous  to  the 
escape ;  for  a  subsequent  assent  by  him 
is  no  bar  to  debt,  or  a  scire  facictSf  upon 
the  judgment.  1  Salk.  27 !•  ScoU  v. 
Peacock,  It  has  been  held,  that  in 
case    of  a  negligent  escape,  a  volun-' 


tary  return  of  the  prisoner  into  prison 
before  action  brought  is  tantamount 
to  a  retaking  on  fresh  pursuit 
Com.  Rep.  55^,  Chamber*  v.  Gambier. 
2  Term  Rep.  129.  Bonafous  v.  Walker. 
2  Black.  1050.  (c)  With  respect 
to  what  shall  constitute  an  escape,  it 
has  been  adjudged,  that  if  a  per- 
son taken  in  execution  is  at  large  for 
ever  so  short  a  time,  as  well  before 
as  after  the  return  of  the  writ,  it  is  an 
escape,  {d)    But  in  arrest  upon  mesne 


himself  on  a  given  day,  if  he  did  not  in 
the  mean  time  pay  the  debt ;  he  could 
not  afterwards  take  the  other  defend- 
ant, or  retake  the  defendant  who  had 
been  discharged.  But  the  discharge 
must  be  by  consent  of  the  plaintiff;  for 
where  two  defendants  were  in  custody, 
and  one  of  them  was  discharged  under 
an  Insolvent  Act,  the  other  was  held  not 
to  be  entitled  to  his  discharge.  5  East. 
14*7.  Nadiny.  Battie.  Neither  after  dis- 
charging the  defendant  out  of  custody 
under  a  ecu  so,  on  an  undertaking  to  pay 
at  a  future  day,  can  the  plaintiff,  in  the 
event  of  his  failing  to  pay,  sue  out  ajieri 
facias ;  7  Term  Rep.  420-  Tanner  v. 
Hague  ;  nor  take  him  again  on  a  second 
CO.  «a.,  even  if  it  were  expressly  agreed 
that  he  should  be  at  liberty  to  do  so. 
2  East,  243.    Blackburn  v.  Stupari. 

(c)  But  the  plea  must  shew  a  deten- 
tion of  the  prisoner  down  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  or  a  legal 
discharge  from  such  detention.  1  Bos. 
&  Pull.  413.  Griffiths  V.  Elsies.  11  East 
406.  Ckambers  v.  Jones.  [And  it  must 
also,  it  should  seem,  aver  that  the  de- 
fendant had  no  notice  of  the  escape 
before  the  return ;  or  that  he  did  not 


know  where  to  retake  the  prisoner 
during  his  absence ;  or  must  state  some 
excuse  for  not  having  made  fresh  pur- 
suit 5  Bing.  N.C.  45S.  Davis  y.Chap^ 
man.  As  to  a  plea  that  the  prison- 
er's return  was  fraudulently  prevented 
by  the  plaintiff,  see  10  A.  &  £.  516. 
Mfirry  v.  Chapman.  It  is  a  good  de- 
fence, that  the  escape  was  by  the  fraud 
and  covin  of  the  party  really  interested 
in  the  judgment  Moo.  &  M.  269. 
Hiscocks  v.  Jones."} 

(d)  Even  if  he  be  in  company  with 
and  under  the  control  of  a  follower  of 
the  sheriff's  officer,  before  he  be  taken 
to  prison.  1  Bos.  &  PulL  24.  Benton 
v.  Sutton.  But  it  is  no  escape,  if  the 
prisoner  be  taken  to  a  lock-up  house. 
4  Taunt  608.  Houlditch  v.  Birch.  If 
the  sheriff  discharge  a  prisoner  taken  on 
a  ca.  sa.  on  payment  of  debt  and  costs, 
he  b  liable  for  an  escape,  at  all  events 
unless  he  immediately  pay  over  the 
money  to  the  plaintiff.  14  East,  469. 
Slackfordr.  Austen.  [4  B  &  C.  SI.  33. 
Crozer  v.  Pilling.  Again,  it  is  no  good 
plea,  in  an  action  for  an  escape  of  a. 
person  taken  in  execution,  to  plead  that 
the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  did,  as  such 
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said  John  Pope  (although  often  required)  has  not  yet  paid  the 
said  1007/.  0«.  6d.  to  the  said  Richard  JoneSj  but  to  pay  the 
atme  to  him  has  hitherto  altogether  refused^  and  still  refuses ; 
to  the  damage  of  the  said  Richard  of  40/.  And  therefore  he 
brings  suit,  &C. 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  Friday  next  after  the  morrow  Imparlance, 
of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  the 
said  John  Pope  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then 


proee$s  (e),  it  is  sufficient  if  the  sheriff 
brings  in  the  body  on  the  day  of  the 
Tetam;  and  therefore,  in  actions  for 
escape  on  process  of  execution,  the 
form  hn  ^ad  largum  ire  permisity" 
bat  on  mesne  process  **  ad  largum  ire 
**permisity  etnon  comperuit  ad  diem." 
2  Black.  1049,  1050.  Hawkins  v. 
Phmer.  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  35.  Pariente  v. 
Plvmbtree,  Ibid.  246.  AUinghamy, 
Flower.    2  Saund.  61  c.  n.  4.  (/)   And 


therefore  if  the  sheriff,  without  the 
plaintiff's  consent,  suffer  a  person  ar- 
rested upon  mesne  process  to  go  at 
large^  upon  an  undertaking  to  appear, 
instead  of  taking  a  bail  bond,  and  bail 
above  is  not  duly  put  in^  it  is  an  escape : 
and  the  court  will  not  relieve  the  sheriff 
by  permitting  him  to  put  in  and  justify 
bail  afterwards.  7  Term  Rep.  109. 
FuUer  v.  Prest.  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  225. 
Webb  V.  Matthew,  (ff)    And  if  the  offi- 


attorney,  require  and  license  the  gaoler 
to  discharge  the  prisoner:  the  plea 
ought  to  shew,  either  that  the  plaintiff 
had  given  express  authority  for  the  dis- 
chaige,  or  that  the  amount  for  which 
the  execution  issued  had  been  paid  to 
bim  or  bis  attorney.  11  A.  &  £.  829. 
Satory  y.  CA^mait.]  So  the  sheriff  is 
liabie  for  an  escape,  where  he  discharges 
the  defendant,  a  bankrupt,  on  production 
of  his  certificate.  4  Taunt.  631.  Sher- 
wood  V.  Benson.  And  in  general,  every 
escape  which  does  not  arise  from  the 
act  of  God,  or  the  king's  enemies,  is,  in 
ontstmction  of  law,  a  negligent  escape. 
2  H.  BL  108.  Alsept  v.  Eyles.  4  Term 
Rep.  789.  Elliot  v.  Duke  of  Norfolk. 
[It  is  a  good  defence  for  the  sheriff  or 
gaoler  that  he  discharged  the  prisoner 
from  custody  by  virtue  of  an  order  of  the 
Inadveot  Debtors'  Court ;  and  he  need 
not  shew  that  the  proceedings  on  which 
the  Older  was  grounded  were  properly 
taken.  2  B.  &  Adol.  598.  Sqffery  v. 
Jomes.} 


(e)  An  attachment  for  nonpayment 
of  money  is  considered  as  mesne  process 
within  this  rule.  2  B.  &  A.  56.  Lewis 
v.  Moreland. 

(f)  [This  distinction  has  ceased  to  be 
of  much  importance ;  for  no  arrest  can 
now  be  made  on  mesne  process  unless 
by  a  capias  issued  under  stat  1  &  2  Vict, 
c.  1 10.  s.  3.,  returnable  immediately  after 
the  execution  ihereofy  and  requiring  the 
sheriff  to  keep  the  defendant  safely  un- 
til he  shall  have  given  bail  or  made  de- 
posit, or  be  by  other  lawful  means  dis- 
charged from  custody.  And  the  law 
always  has  been,  that  the  sheriff  is 
bound  to  keep  in  arctd  custodid  pri- 
soners in  his  custody  on  mesne  process 
after  the  return  of  the  writ^  and  before 
they  are  charged  in  execution.  4  Mees. 
&  W.  145.   Williams  v.  Mostyn.^ 

(g)  2Smith's  Rep.  52.  Parkerv.  Eng- 
land. 2  Marsh.  261.  Bum  v.  Sheriff  of 
Middlesex.  6  Taunt  554.  S.  C.  reported 
by  the  names  of  Bim  v.  Bond.  4  M. 
&  S.  397.  Moses  v.  Norris. 
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Jones  verstu  Pope. 


Jones  v. 
Pope. 


Plea,  that  the 
cause  of  action 
did  not  accrue 
within  six  year?. 


[86] 


Special  de- 
murrer. 


to  answer^  &c.  (before  which  day  the  said  plaint  was  adjourned, 
hj  the  writ  of  our  lord  the  king  of  common  adjournment 
before  our  said  lord  the  king,  to  Westminster  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex^  before  our  said  lord  the  king  at  West- 
minster aforesaid  comes  as  well  the  said  Richard  Jones  by  his 
said  attorney,  as  the  'ssud  John  Pope  by  Robert  Powlet  his 
attorney.  And  the  said  John  defends  the  wrong  and  injury 
when,  &c ;  and  says,  that  the  said  Richard  ought  not  to  have 
or  muntain  his  siud  action  thereof  against  him,  because  he 
says,  that  the  said  bill  of  the  said  Richard  was  first  exhibited 
in  court  here  against  him  the  said  John  Pope  on  the  21st  day 
of  November,  in  the  17th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord 
the  now  king,  and  that,  since  the  cause  of  the  said  action 
accrued,  six  years  and  more  have  elapsed  before  the  day  of 
exhibiting  the  said  bill  of  the  said  Richard  And  this  he  is 
ready  to  verify.  Wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said 
Richard  ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof 
against  him,  &c 

Demurrer  in  the  usual  form. — And  for  causes  of  demurrer 
in  law  upon  the  said  plea,  the  said  Richard,  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  shews  to 
the  court  here  these  causes  following ;  that  is  to  say :  That  it 
does  not  appear  by  the  said  plea  whether  the  said  bill  of  the 
said  Richard  was  exhibited  before  the  said  20th  day  of  iVo- 
vember  in  the  said  plea  of  the  said  John  mentioned,  or  not ; 
and  also  for  tnat  the  said  John  does  not  shew  in  and  by  his 
said  plea  at  what  time  the  cause  of  the  said  action  did  accrue  ; 
and  also  for  that  the  said  plea  of  the  said  John  is  not  su£Scient 
in  matter  and  form. 

John  HaggcLt. 


cer  be  obliged  to  pay  the  creditor 
himself,  he  cannot  recover  back  the 
money  from  the  debtor.  8  East,  171. 
Pitcher  V.  Bailey.  Indeed  this  case 
differs  from  the  voluntary  escape  of  a 
person  in  execution  in  this  respect,  that 


here  the  sheriff  may  retake  him  before 
the  return  of  the  writ,  without  being 
liable  to  an  action  for  false  imprison* 
ment.  2  Term  Rep.  172.  176,  177. 
Atkinson  v.  Matteson.  (A) 


(h)  [This  distinction,  as  well  aa  that 
before  mentioned  in  note  (/),  and  for 
the  same  reason,  appears  to  be  now  of 
little  importance.]  The  marshal  may 
retake  a  bankrupt  who  has  escaped^ 


and  has  surrendered  under  his  comnUs* 
sion,  and  received  the  protection  oF 
6  6. 4.  c.  16.  s.  117. ;  that  clause  apply. 
ing  only  to  the  creditors  of  the  bankrupt* 
1  B.  &  A.  308.  Anderson  v.  Hampion. 
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Joinder  in  demuirer.  Jonbs  v. 

But  because  the  court  of  our  siud  lord  the  king,  now  here.        Pope. 
b  not  yet  adviaed  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  * 

(UBea,  a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  sidd  parties,  before  our  C<«*>n«*ncc- 
the  king  at  Westminster^  until  Tuesday  next  after  three 
weeks  of  St  Michael^  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the 
premises,  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  is 
thereof  not  yet,  &c. 


D 


Jones  versus  Pope.  q^^  7^ 

EBT  on  escape.  —  The  plaintiif  declares  that  he,  on  the       C  SJ  ] 
14th  of  June  1654,  prosecuted,  out  of  the  then  court  of  so6. 2  Keb.  93.' 
fhe  upper  bench,  a  writ  of  testatum  capias  ad  satisfaciendum^  Debt  f*^^^* 
agunst  one  Fabian  Hilly  ^ected  to  the  sheriffs  of  the  city  of  cape  of  one  in 
Bristoly  whereby   the   sheriffs  were   commanded  that  they  ^^^Jbe^sS? 
should  take  the  said  Fabian  Hilly  to  have  his  body  before  tuteof  Limita- 
tfae  late  pretended  Protector  Oliver y  &c.  in  the  upper  bench  j^i,  Jf\g, 
%X  Westminster,  on  Saturday  next  after  one  month  of  St  Mi-^  In  this  action  it 
chaely  to  satisfy  the  plaintiff  of  lOOOt  debt  and  7t  6d.  costs,  2,©^  SatAe^ 
by  force  of  which  writ  the  defendant  and  one  Thomas  Bully  PjjjS*'^.'^ 
then  sheriffs  of  the  said  city  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  lOth  ment,  and 
of  Jtiffusty  in  the  year  abovesaid,  within  the  same  city,  took  ^^^^^  ^ 
the  said  Fabian  Hill  in  execution  for  the  debt  and  costs  afore-  virtue  of  trhicb 
aid,  and  had  him  in  their  custody  until  afterwards,  to  wit,  ^^^l^ 
OQ  the  first  of  Septembery  in  the  year  1654  aforesaid,  the  said 
now  defendant  and  the  sidd  Bully  being  then  sheriffs,  let  the 
mdHiU  at  large,  and  suffered  him  to  escape,  the  plaintiff  not 
being  satisfied  his  debt  and  costs,  and  that  afterwards  BuU 
£ed,  whereby  an  action  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to  demand 
and  have  Ins  debt  of  the  defendant,  being  the  surviving  sheriff^ 

(1)  And  so  are  the  precedents.  Lib.  able  authority.    2  Inst  Cler.  344.  346. 

FlacllS.  pL9.    122.  pi.  82,  S3.     150.  5th  edit    Lill.    Ent  151.  156.  187* 

pL  80.    Tlds  book  is  sometimes  called  2  Saund.  98.  (t) 
Tiont/Mcm's  Entries,  and  is  of  consider- 


(1)  [As  to  the  necessary  analogous  See  also    1  Cr.  &  M.  393.  Blower  v. 

avcnnents,  where  the  prisoner  has  es-  HolUsy  where  the  escape  was  under  an 

eaped  from  custody  under  an  attachment  attachment  for  non-payment  of  costs 

for  the  non-performance  of  an  award,  under  a  decree  in  equity.} 
see  8  B.  &  C.  124.  Brazier  v.  Jones. 


37.  Jones  versus  Pope. 

Jones  v,     yet  the  siud,  &c.     The  defendant  pleads  in  bar,  that  the 
Pope.        plamtiflfs  bill  was  exhibited  against  him  on  the  2l8t  o(  No- 
'  vembeTy  in  the  17th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  now  king,  and  that 

since  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  six  years  and  more  were 
elapsed  before  the  day  of  the  exhibiting  of  the  said  bilL  Ana 
this,  &C.  Wherefore,  &c.  Upon  which  plea  the  plaintiff 
demurred  in  law. 

And  Jones  of  counsel  with  the  plaintiff  argued  against  the 
plea,  that  an  action  of  debt  for  an  escape  is  not  within  the 
statute  of  limitations  of  21  Jac,  I.  c.  16.     For  the  words  of  the 
[  38  ]       statute  are :  "  All  actions  of  debt,  grounded  upon  any  lend- 
^^  ing,  or  contract,  without  specialty,  all  actions  of  debt  for 
"  arrearages  of  rent,  shall  be  brought  within  six  years,"  &c. 
But  he  said,  that  an  action  of  debt  on  an  escape  is  not  within 
the  statute,  for  two  reasons.     First,  because  the  action  is  not 
♦  See2Saund.    funded  upon  «ny  lending  or  contract* ;  and  the  statute  does 
64.    Hodaden    not  limit  all  actious  of  debt  generally,  but  only  actions  of  debt 
&P.*M'todebt  founded  upon  a  lending  or  contract  without  specialty;  and 
on  ao  award,      this  is  a  debt  Created  by  the  law  without  any  lending  or  con- 
tract, and  therefore  is  not  limited  or  restrained  by  the  statute. 
Secondly,  he  said,  that  the  action  of  debt  on  an  escape  is 
founded  upon  a  specialty,  namely,  upon  statute  law,  and  so 
out  of  the  statute  of  limitations.    For  at  common  law  no  action 
of  debt  lay  against  a  gaoler  for  an  escape  out  of  execution^  but 
only  an  action  upon  the  case,  as  appears  in  2  Inst  382.  (2). 

(2)  In  which  case  the  creditor  might  his  election  ;  if  he  adopts   the  action 

recover  damages  for  the  officer's  mis-  of  debt,  it  is  said,  that  he  is  entitled  to 

conduct ;  but  still  an  action  lay  against  recover  the  whole  debt,  and  sheriff's 

the  original  debtor.     But  the  statutes  poundage;  2 Term  Rep.  129.  Bontifaus 

of  West.  2.  and  1  R.  2.  c.  12.  gave  an  v.    Walker  per  Buller  justice.     2  H. 

action  of  debt   against   the  sheriff  or  Black.  113.   Alsept  y.  Eyles.    2  Black. 

gaoler  to  recover  at  once  the  sum  for  Rep.  104'8.     Hawkins  v.  Planter  (A) ; 

which  the  prisoner  was  charged  in  ex-  but  if  he  brings  an  action  upon  the  case, 

ecution.     These  being  affirmative  sta-  he  will  recover  such  damages  as  the  jury 

tutes  do  not  take  away  the  common  law  are  inclined  to  give.    2  Term  Rep.  132. 

remedy ;  so  that  the  creditor  has  still  Bonafous  v.  Walker  (/) ;   and  in  this 


(A)  [2  Chitt  Rep.  454<.   Robertson  execution ;  and  therefore  the  court  will 

V.  TaylorJ]  not  stay  the  proceedings  on  payment  of 

(/)  So  in  an  action  for  an  escape  on  the  sum  sworn  to  and  costs;  for  perhaps 

mesne  process ;  which  must  be  brought  the  jury  may  be  satisfied  that  a  larger 

in  case,  as  the  statutes  of  West.  2.  and  sum   is  due,  and  give  the  plaintiff  da- 

1  R.  2.  apply  only  to  escapes  out  of  mages  accordingly.     2  Anst.  522.     Ga^ 
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Then  the  statute  of  1  Ric.  2.  c.  12.  ^ves  to  creditors  an  ac- 
tion of  debt  against  the  warden  of  the  Fleet  upon  an  escape 
out  of  execution,  and  the  statute  by  construction  extends  to 
all  other  gaolers  and  sheriffs.  And  so  the  statute  is  a  speci- 
dty,  upon  which  the  action  is  founded ;  and  therefore  it  is 
clearly  out  of  the  words  and  intention  of  the  statute  of  lii^ta- 
tions,  which  only  limits  actions  of  debt  without  specialty. 
And  he  further  said,  that  although  the  words  of  the  statute  of 
limitations  are  general,  as  to  the  limitation  of  all  actions  of 
debt  for  arrearages  of  rent,  yet  it  had  been  adjudged  that  an 
action  of  debt  for  the  arrearages  of  rent  reserved  by  indenture 
was  not  within  the  intention  of  the  said  statute.  Huttan^e 
Bep.  109.  Freeman  and  Staci^%  case.  And  so,  he  said,  it  had 
been  adjudged  upon  the  statute  of  2  &  3  Ed,  6.  c.  13.  of  tithes, 
that  an  action  brought  upon  that  statute  was  not  within  the 
statute  of  limitations,  because  it  was  founded  upon  a  specialty, 
namely,  the  act  oi  Edw.  6.  (7ro.C7ar.513.,  15  Car.  1.  Tahry 
and  Jac1aotC%  case.  And  therefore  he  concluded  the  plea 
was  bad. 


Jones  v. 
Pope. 


Debt  on  statute 
Ed.  6.  of  tithes, 
not  within  the 
Statute  of  Limi- 
tations.    S.P. 
2Ld.  Raym. 
1502.  arg. 
Warren  v.  Con- 
sett,  (n) 


aetioD  the  defendant  is  at  liberty  to  law,  as  because  the  words  of  the  statute 
piead  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  as  well  are  '<  all  actions  upon  the  case^  &c. 
because  the  action  lay  at  the  common     1  Sid.  306.  (m) 


hd  V.  Perekard,  [For  the  reason  above 
stated  with  respect  to  mesne  process, 
it  shoakl  seem  that  debt  cannot  be  sup- 
ported foranescapeunder  an  attachment 
for  non-payment  of  costs  under  a  decree 
IB  equity.  1  Cr.  &  M.  393.  And 
now  by  sUt.  5&6  Vict  c.  98.  s.  31. 
*^  if  any  debtor  in  execution  shall  escape 
**  out  of  legal  custody,  after  the  passing 
"  of  thin  act,  the  sheriff,  bailiff,  or  other 
''person  having  the  custody  of  such 
**  debtor,  shall  be  liable  only  to  an  ac- 
**  tion  upon  the  case  for  damages  sus- 
''tained  by  the  person  or  persons  at 
''whose  suit  such  debtor  was  taken 
*'  or  imprisoned,  and  shall  not  be 
**  BaUe  to  any  action  of  debt  in  con- 
*^  seqaence  of  such  escape."  The  she- 
riff b  not  liable  upon  an  escape  on 
laesae  process  for  the  whole  debt,  but 
only  for  such  damages  as  the  plaintiff 
e*M  shew  he  has  actually  sustained. 
1  M.  a  Rob.  227.      Scoa  v.  ffenley. 


And  it  has  lately  been  decided,  upon 
consideration,  that  no  action  at  all  can 
be  maintained  for  such  an  escape,  unless 
the  plaintiff  has  sustained  actual  damage 
or  delay  of  his  suit  thereby.  4  Mees.  & 
W.  145.   Williams  v.  Mostyn.^ 

(m)  The  nominal  plaintiff  in  ejectment 
in  whose  name  the  mesne  profits  have 
been  recovered,  may  sue  for  an  escape 
of  the  defendant  in  execution  for  such 
mesne  profits.  2  M.  &  S.  473.  Doe  v. 
Jones. 

(n)  But  now  by  statute  53  G.  3. 
c.  127.  s.  5.  "  No  action  shall  be 
"  brought  for  the  recovery  of  any  pe- 
'*  nalty  for  the  not  setting  out  tithes ; 
<<  nor  any  suit  instituted  in  any  court  of 
"  equity,  or  in  any  ecclesiastical  court, 
"  to  recover  the  value  of  any  tithes,  un- 
'<  less  such  action  shall  be  brought,  or 
*'  such  suit  commenced  within  six  years 
"  from  the  time  when  such  tithes  be- 
"  came  due." 
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Jones  versiis  Pope. 


Jones  o. 
Pope. 


•&P.  2Ld. 
Raym.  1502. 


Saunders  i  contra.  And  that  the  plea  was  good.  And  he 
said,  that  the  actbn  of  debt  upon  an  escape  was  within  the 
statute  of  limitations,  because,  although  it  is  not  founded 
upon  a  lending  or  contract  properly,  yet  the  law  has  made  a 
contract,  and  the  statute  intends  to  limit  all  actions  of  debt 
founded  upon  a  contract  without  specialty,  and  has  not  dis- 
tinguished between  contracts  in  law  and  in  fact,  but  includes 
alL  And  he  farther  said,  that  the  action  is  not  only  founded 
upon  the  statute  of  1  Ric.  2.  but  upon  the  escape,  which  is  a 
naked  matter  of  fact:  for  though  the  statute  and  also  the 
judgment  and  writ  of  execution  are  of  record,  and  so  special- 
ties, yet  the  escape,  upon  which  the  action  is  founded,  is  a 
mere  matter  of  fact.  For  if  the  action  were  founded  upon  a 
record,  the  defendant  could  not  plead  nil  debet;  for  this  is  no 
plea  to  a  specialty;  but  without  doubt  the  defendant  can 
plead  nil  debet*  And  so  it  seemed  to  him  that  the  plea  was 
good  (3). 


(3)  Where  the  specialty  or  record 
is  but  inducement  to  the  action,  and 
matter  of  fact  is  the  foundation  of  it, 
nil  debet  is  a  good  plea ;  as  in  debt  for 
rent  by  indenture^  or  for  an  escape,  or 
on  a  devastavit,  the  indenture  or  judg- 
ment is  but  inducement,  and  the  arrears 
of  rent,  the  escape,  and  devastavit  are 
the  foundations  of  the  action.  But  on 
the  other  hand,  where  the  action  is 
grounded  upon  a  record  or  specialty, 


nil  debet  is  no  plea ;  Hard.  S32.  3  Lev. 
170.  Tyndal  v.  Hutchinson.  Gilb. 
C.B.  61.  3d  edit  2  Ld.  Raym.  1500. 
Warren  v.  ConsetL  S.  C.  2  Str.  778. 
8  Mod.  107. ;  though  facts  are  mixed 
with  it ;  as  in  an  action  by  the  assignee 
of  the  sheriff  upon  a  bail  bond,  nil 
debet  is  no  plea.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1503. 
2  Str.  780.  5  Burr.  2586.  Hart  v. 
Weston.  See  Willes's  Rep.  127-  Morse 
V.  James,  (o) 


(o)  But  in  such  a  case,  if  the  plain- 
tiff do  not  demur,  but  take  issue  on  the 
plea,  he  must  prove  his  whole  declar- 
ation, and  the  defendant  will  be  let  into 
any  defence  which  he  may  have  on  the 
merits.  5  Esp.  36.  Rawlins  Y.Danvers; 
and  the  same  observation  applies  to 
actions  on  replevin  bonds.  [This  doctrine 
appears  to  have  been  recognized  as  ap. 
plicable  to  the  plea  of  nil  debet  since 
the  New  Rules,  i7. 4  W.  4.  Pleading.  IL 
3  Ring.  N.  C.  824.  Finkysan  v. 
M'Kenzie.  By  No.  2.  of  these  Rules, 
the  plea  of  nil  dleie^  shall  not  be  allowed 


in  any  action.  By  No.  3.,  in  actions 
of  debt  on  simple  contract,  other  than 
on  bills  and  notes,  the  defendant  may 
plead  nunquam  indebitatus.  And  by 
No.  4.,  is  other  actions  of  debt,  in 
which  the  plea  of  nil  deb^  has  been 
hitherto  allowed,  the  defendant  shall 
deny  specifically  some  particular  matter 
of  fact  alleged  in  the  declaration,  or 
plead  specially  in  confession  and  avoid- 
ance. The  prohibition  of  the  plea  of 
nil  debet  by  No.  2.  of  these  rules  is  not 
confined  to  actions  of  debt  on  contract. 
3  Mees  &  W.  154.  Spencer  v.  Swanneli. 
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Bat  for  the  reasons  of  JofMs^  the  court  held  the  plea  bad, 
and  that  the  action  was  not  within  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Then  Saunders  moved  an  exception  to  the  declaration,  that 
the  {daintiff  has  only  shewn  that  he  had  sued  a  writ  of  execu- 
tiooy  by  which  HiU  was  taken,  and  escaped ;  but  he  has  not 
shewn  that  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  any  judgment,  as  he 
ought :  because  the  defendant  might  have  pleaded  nul  tiel  re^ 
card  to  the  judgment,  if  the  plaintiff  had  set  it  out,  as  appears 
In  doctor  Drurj/^^  case,  8  Rep.  142.  but  by  this  declaration 
the  defendant  is  ousted  of  such  a  plea.  And  suppose  the 
judgment  had  afterwards,  and  before  the  bringing  of  this  ac- 
don,  been  reversed,  the  action  would  have  been  gone,  as  ap- 
pears by  the  same  bookf.  And  here  it  ought  to  be  presumed 
that  tbere  was  a  writ  of  execution  without  any  judgment ; 
and  if  so,  though  the  sheriff  would  be  excused  for  executing 
the  writ,  because  he  is  not  to  examine  the  act  of  the  court, 
and  perhaps  would  be  fined  for  the  escape,  as  a  contempt  to 
the  court,  in  not  obeying  the  process  of  the  court,  and  doing 


Jones  v. 
Pope. 


Exception  to 
the  declaration 
that  it  has  not 
set  forth  any 
judgment. 


If  the  judgment 
be  reversed,  the 
action  of  escape 
is  gone. 

t 142ft.  She- 
riff bound  to 
execute  erro- 
neous process. 

[  39] 


Bat  as  the  stat.  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  4-2.,  which 
empowered  the  judges  to  frame  the 
rales,  coDtains  a  provision  (s.  1.)  '^  that 
**  no  such  role  shall  have  the  effect  of 
^  depriving  any  person  of  the  power  of 
'  pleading  the  general  issue  and  giving 

*  the  special  matter  in  evidence  in  any 
^  ease  wherein  he  is  now,  or  hereafter 
"  shall  be^  entitled  todo  so  by  virtue  of  any 
"^  Act  of  Parliament  now  or  hereafter  to 

*  be  in  force,"  it  has  been  held  that  the 
defendant  may  still  plead  nii  debei  in  an 
action  of  debt  on  a  penal  statute,  (as  in 
debt  on  the  stat  2  &  3  Edw.  6.  c  13. 
for  not  setting  out  tithes^)  inasmuch  as 
the  itat.  21  Jac  1.  c  4.  s.  4.  enacts  that 
in  penal  actions  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  defendants  to  plead  the  general  issue, 
that  thej  are  not  guilty,  or  that  they  owe 
Botking,  and  to  give  in  evidence  under 
those  pleas  any  matter,  which,  if  pleaded^ 
wtMdd  have  been  sufficient  in  law  to 
Aacharge  the  defendant  from  the  suit. 
3  Mecs.  &  W.  154.  And  it  has  been 
ftutber  held,  that  the  statute  of  James 
^vplies  to  penal  actions  given  by  stdfse- 


quent  statutes ;  and  therefore  that  nil 
debet  is  still  a  good  plea  to  an  action  of 
debt  on  stat  11  G.  2.  c.  19.  s.  4.  for  the 
double  value  of  goods  fraudulently  re- 
moved to  prevent  a  distress,  and  puts 
all  the  facts  in  issue.  4  Mees.  h  W.  375. 
Jones  y.  Williams.  An  action  for  pound 
breach,  brought  under  the  stat  2  W.  & 
M.  sess.  1.  c  5.  s.  4.  to  recover  treble 
damages  and  costs,  is  not  a  penal  action 
within  the  statute  of  James.  1  Carr. 
&  M.  266.  Castleman  v.  JETtdb,  co. 
ram  Coleridge  J.  By  stat  5  &  6  Vict 
c  97*  s.  3.  *'  so  much  of  any  clause  or 
**  provision  in  any  Act  or  Acts,  com- 
"  monly  called  Public,  Local  and  Per- 
<'  sonal,  or  Local  and  Personal,  or  in 
*<  any  act  or  acts  of  a  local  and  per- 
<'  sonal  nature,  whereby  any  party  or 
''  parties  are  entitled  or  permitted  to 
*<  plead  the  general  issue  only,  and  to 
**  give  any  special  matter  in  evidence 
*^  without  specially  pleading  the  same> 
<<  shall  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  re* 
«  pealed."] 
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his  duty  ;  yet  the  party  cannot  bring  an  action  of  debt  against 
him  for  the  escape,  because  there  was  no  debt  due  to  the 
plaintiff,  nor  any  duty  to  him.  And  of  such  opinion  was  all 
the  court  (4).  But  then  the  plaintiff  prayed  to  discontinue 
his  action,  which  was  granted  to  him  upon  payment  of 
costs,  &c. 


(4)  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  shew 
the  whole  record;  it  is  sufficient  to 
begin  with  the  judgment,  <<  Qiu>d  cum 
"  recuperassei  ;  "  for  it  is  but  conveyance 
to  the  action.  Cro.  Eliz.  877-  pi*  3. 
Eden  v.  Lloyd^  where  the  want  of 
reciting  the  whole  record  was  assign- 
ed for  error.  2  Salk.  565.  Wakes  v. 
Briggs*  (p)  And  in  an  action  against 
the  marshal  or  warden  of  the  Fleet  for 
an  escape,  it  must  appear  that  the  com' 
miimefU  is  of  record.  Therefore,  where  it 
was  laid  that  the  prisoner,  being  brought 
before  Sir  W.  C.  one  of  the  justices  of 
our  lord  the  Icing  at  his  chambers,  was 
there  committed  to  the  custody  of  the 


marshal  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  it 
was  held  ill  on  special  demurrer ;  for  the 
prisoner  is  not  in  point  of  law  in  the 
marshal's  custody  until  the  commitment 
is  entered  on  record ;  nor  can  the  court 
take  notice  that  Sir  W.  C.  had  any 
power  to  commit  him,  he  being  styled 
only  one  of  the  justices  of  the  king, 
which  every  common  justice  of  the  peace 
is.  2Str.  1226.  Wightman  y.  Mullens. 
See  on  this  head  Turner  v.  Eylesy  3  Bos. 
8c  Pull.  456.  as  to  an  action  of  escape 
against  the  marshal  or  warden  of  the 
Fleet,  out  of  execution  ;  and  Wigley  v. 
Jones^  5  East,  Rep.  440.  as  to  an  action 
of  escape  on  mesne  process,  (q) 


(p)  But  care  must  be  taken  to  state 
the  record  correctly:  for  where  in  an 
action*  for  a  false  return  to  &  JL  fa. 
against  bail,  the  declaration  stated  that 
the  plaintiffs  by  the  judgment  of  the 
court  recovered  agtlnai  the  bail ;  and  the 
evidence  adduced  was  the  set.  fa.  roll, 
which  concluded  in  the  common  form, 
that  the  plaintiffs  should  have  execution 
against  the  bail:  the  variance  was  held 


to  be  fatal.  11  East,  516.  Phillipson 
V.  Mangles. 

(q)  The  omission  to  aver  that  the 
commitment  is  of  record,  is  matter  of 
special  demurrer  only.  2  B.  Moore, 
561.  Bams  v.  Eyles. 

Respecting  the  evidence  necessary 
to  support  an  action  of  escape^  see 
2  Saund.  150,  et  seq. 
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Barker  4r  Ux.  versvs  Thorold.  Case  8. 

Trin.  18  &  19  Car.  IL  Reg.  Roll  1692. 

1  |BE  it  remembered,  that  on  Monday  (1)  next  after       [  40  ] 
-*-^  the  Morrow  of  the  Ascension  of  our  Lord,  in  ^™®  P'^®^ 
Eatter  tenn  last  past,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster  Ent.  63. 
came  Richard  Barker,  doctor  of  physic,  and  Theodosia  his 
wife,  by  Andrew  Baker  their  attorney,  and  brought  here  into 
the  oourt  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  then  there,  his  certain  bill 
against  Anthony  Thorold,  esquire,  othendse  called  Anthony 
Tboroldj  of  Marstone,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  esquire,  in 
the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c  in  a  plea  of  breach  of  co-  Dedantlon  in 
Tenant,  and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecuting,  to  wit,  John  «<»*«"*»*• 
Doe  and  Richard  Roe,  which  said  bill  follows  in  these  words, 
to  wit :  London,  to  wit,  Richard  Barker,  doctor  of  physic, 
sad  Theodosia,  his  wife,  complain  o(  Anthony  Thorold,  esquire, 

(1)  This  memorandum  yaries,  in  the  term;  and  consequently  it  would 
stating  that  the  action  was  conunenced  appear  that  the  action  was  brought  be- 
on  tk  particular  day  in  term  instead  of  fore  there  was  any  cause  of  action. 
the  term  generally.  The  former  is  called  The  memorandum  most  be  on  some  par- 
a  ipcdal  memorandom,  and  is  necessary  ticular  day  subsequent  to  the  cause  of 
whea  the  cause  of  action  arises  within  action,  and  the  declaration  must  also  be ' 
ike  term  in  which  the  plaintiff  declares :  entitled  of  the  same  day.  See  2  Saund. 
for  if  the  memorandum  be  of  the  term  1  c.  note,  (a) 
genefally,  it  relates  to  the  first  day  of 


(a)  [The  entry  of  proceedings  under  entitled  of  the  day  of  the  month  and 

a  memorandum  is  now  disused.  (See  year  on  which  it  is  filed  or  delivered. 

poet.  VoL  IL^hetseq.  notes  to  MeUor  Reg.  Gen.  M.  T.  S  W.  4.  No.  15.] 
▼-  VFoft^r.)      And   the   declaration   is 

VOL.  I.  G 
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setting  forth 
the  articles. 


[41  ] 


Reciting  that 
Sir  Bethel 
Wrajr  wasa 
lunatic; 


that  the  custody 
of  his  person 
and  esute  was 
granted  to 
Jc^n  Cowper. 


Otherwise  called  Anthony  JTwroldf  of  Marstone^  in  the  county 
of  Lincoln^  esquire,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of 
the  marshalsea  of  our  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself^ 
in  a  plea  of  breach  of  coyenant ;  for  that  whereas  by  certain 
articles  of  agreement  tripartite,  indented,  had,  made  and 
agreed  upon,  the  29th  day  of  AprUy  in  the  17th  year  of  the 
reign  of  his  present  majesty,  at  London^  to  wit,  in  the  parish 
of  St.  Mary-le-BoWi  in  the  ward  of  Cheap,  between  the  said 
Anthony i  by  the  name  of  Anthony  Thorold,  of  Marstaney  in 
the  county  of  Lincoln,  esquire,  of  the  first  part,  one  John 
Cotoper,  esquire,  by  the  name  of  John  Cowper,  of  St.  Martin 
in  the  Fields,  esquire,  of  the  second  part,  and  them  the  sud 
Richard  and  Theodosia,  by  the  name  of  Richard  Barker,  of 
Barbacon,  Lorulon,  doctor  of  physic,  and  Theodosia  his  wife, 
of  the  third  part,  (one  part  of  which  said  articles,  sealed  with 
the  seals  of  the  said  Anthony  and  John  Cowper,  they  the  said 
Richard  BJid  Theodosia  bring  here  into  court,  the  date  whereof 
is  the  same  day  and  year,)  reciting,  that  whereas  Bethel  fVray, 
gent,  now  Sir  Bethel  Wray,  baronet,  by  an  inquisition,  bear*, 
ing  date  on  the  23d  day  of  December,  in  the  15th  year  of  the 
reign  of  his  said  present  majesty,  had  been  found  a  lunatic, 
and  not  of  sound  memory ;  and  the  custody  of  the  person  and 
estate  of  the  said  lunatic,  by  a  grant  under  the  great  seal  of 
England,  bearing  date  on  the  8th  day  of  January,  in  the  said 
16th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  said  present  majesty,  had  been 
committed  to  the  said  Richard  Barker  and  Theodosia  his  wife, 
one  of  the  sisters  of  the  said  lunatic,  as  by  the  record  thereof 
more  fully  appeared ;  and  whereas  the  said  John  Cowper,  on 
the  20th  day  of  December,  in  the  16th  year  of  the  reign  of  his 
said  present  majesty,  had  likewise  obtfdned  a  grant  of  the 
custody  of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  said  lunatic,  under  the 
great  seal,  and  several  articles  of  agreement  had  been  there- 
upon made  and  executed  between  the  said  Anthony  Thorold, 
who  married  GrisHd,  another  sister  of  the  said  lunatic^  and 
the  said  John  Cowper;  by  reason  whereof  great  disputes  had 
arisen  between  the  said  Richard  Barker  and  Theodosia  bis 
wife,  and  the  said  Anthony  Thorold  and  John  Cowper  ;  and  the 
receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  said  estate  had  been  obstructed,  and 
divers  suits  were  tiiereupon  likely  to  arise ;  therefore  to  the 
intent  that  all  questions,  disputes  and  differences  between  the 
said  parties,  might  be  composed  and  ended,  and  that  a  good 
understanding  and  friendship  might  be  established  and  cx>n* 
tinned  between  them,  it  was  mutually  covenanted,   agreed 
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and  oonduded  between  them  as  follows :  —  In  the  first  place.  Barker  r. 
tbt  the  several  articles  of  agreement  made  between  the  said  Thorold. 
Jxikimy  TharoU  and  John  Cowpery  bearing  date  on  the  21st  ' 

day  of  December  then  last  past^  a  true  copy  whereof  was  an- 
vasA  to  the  said  articles  brought  here  into  court,  and  every 
daose  and  matter  therein  mentioned  and  contained,  should 
be  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  and  were  by  the  said  recited 
articles  brought  here  into  court,  established,  ratified,   and 
cMifiimed.     Secondly,  that  in  consideration  of  the  labour  and 
charges  which  the  said  Anthony  Thorold  should  be  put  to,  in 
demising,  letting,  and  disposing  of  the  estate  of  the  said 
famatic  as  long  as  the  said  Sir  Bethel  Wray  should  continue 
a  Imtatic ;  and  also,  in  consideration  of  the  charges  which  h6 
would  be  put  to,  in  supporting  the  houses  and  keeping  up 
the  fisioes  of  the  park,  and  likewise  in  keeping  the  house 
at  GkntuHtrtky   together  with  the  outhouses,   gardens   and 
orchaids  thereto  belonging,  in  good  order  and  repair,  and  in 
dischai^g^ng  the  duties  and  taxes  which  were,  or  might  be, 
imposed  or  assessed  thereon,  the  said  Anthony  Thorold  should 
have  the  sole  government  and  disposal  of  the  said  houses,       [  4>2  ] 
gndens  and  orchards,  and  should  have  and  receive  to  his 
own  use,  during  the  limacy  of  the  said  Sir  Bethel  Wray^  as 
to  any  tiling  which  should  concern  the  said  Richard  and 
TKeodona  Barker ,  all  the  profits  and  emoluments  which,  in 
any  manner  howsoever,  should  lawfully  arise  out  of  the  park 
bdoBging  to  the  said  house,  and  also  out  of  thiee  closes  of 
meadow  or  pasture  called  the  Sands^  and  the  upper  and  lower 
B«£moare  thereto  adjoining,  and  containing  tbSrty-eight  acres, 
<7  tliereabonts.     Provided  always,  that  in  case  the  repairs 
of  the  said  houses  should  exceed  yearly  the  sum  of  15L  that 
aD  beyond  and  beddes  the  said  152.  a  year,  should  be  equally 
borne  between  the  said  Anthony  Thorold^  and  Richard  and 
Tkeoiotia  Barker.     Thirdly,  that  all  the  profits  and  emo- 
fannaitB  whatsoever  arising  out  of  the  estate  of  the  said  Sir 
BeAd  Wrayy  (the  sud  John  Cowper  being  first  satisfied  and 
paid  his  allowance  according  to  the  said  articles  annexed  to 
the  aud  articles  brought  here  into  court,  and  the  said  houses, 
gazdens,  orchards,  park,  and  doses,  likewise  excepted  as 
aforeaaid,)  should  be  equally  divided  between  the  said  An^ 
tiMy  Thorold  and  the  said  Richard  and  Theodosia  Barker; 
and  as  soon  as  the  manors,  lands,  and  tenements,  out  of  which 
the  said  profits  should  arise,  should  be  equally  and  indifierently 
valued  and  computed,  the  said  Anthony  Thorold  should  have 
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mentioned  to 
be  annexed  to 
the  articles  on 
whichthe  action 
is  brought. 
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to  his  own  use  and  behoof^  one  full  moiety  thereof  at  his 
own   particular  disposal  and  management,    and  the  other 
moiety  thereof  should  be  at  the  particular  disposal  and  ma- 
nagement of  them  the  said  Richard  and  Theodosia  Barhty  and 
to  their  own  use  and  behoof.     Fourthly,  that  the  said  Richard 
and  Theodosia  Barkery  within  the  term  next  foUovnng  after 
ascertaining  the  profits  of  the  moiety  of  the  said  estate  allotted 
to  them  as  aforesaid,  should  give  security  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, or  to  the.  keeper  of  the  great  seal  of  England,  for  the 
time  being,  for  their  accounting  for  so  much  of  the  profits  of 
the  said  estate  as  they  should  receive,  with  such  condition  as 
had  been  accustomed  in  cases  of  the  like  natmre ;  and  in  the 
mean  time  the  said  Anthony  Thorold  should  demise,  let  and 
dispose  of  all  the  said  estate,  rendering  a  just  account  to  the 
said  Richard  and  Theodosia  Barkery  as  by  the  said  articles  it 
doth  more  fully  appear.     The  tenor  of  which  said  articles 
made  between  the  said  John  Cowper  and  Anthony  Tkoroldy 
and  mentioned  to  be  annexed  to  the  said  articles  brought  here 
into  court,  follows  in  these  words :  "  Articles  of  agreement, 
'^  indented,  had,  liiade,  concluded,  and  agreed  upon  the  2l8t 
"  day  of  December,  in  the  16th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord 
"  Charles  the  Second  over  England,  &c.  and  in  the  year  of 
**  our  Lord  1664,  between  John  Cowper,  of  the  parish  of 
"  St  Martin  in  the  Fields,   esquire,  of  the  one  part,   and 
"  Anthony  Tkorold,  of  Marstone,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln, 
"  esquire,  of  the  other  part :  Whereas  the  custody  of  the  body 
'^  and  lands  of  Sir  Bethel  Wray,  baronet,  a  lunatic,  is  by  his 
"  majesty,  granted  unto  the  said  J.  Cowper:   And  whereas 
"  the   said  J.  Cowper  and  Anthony   Thorold,  who    married 
"  Grisilla,  one  of  the  sisters  of  the  said  Sir  Bethel  Wray,  are 
'^  fiilly  agreed  that  the  said  Anthony  Thorold  shall  have  the 
"  letting,  setting,  and  disposing  of  the  present  estate  of  the 
"  said  Sir  Bethel  Wray,  so  long  as  the  said  John  Cowper  shall 
'^  have  the  said  custody,  and  that  the  said  John  Cowper  shall 
*^  have  the  custody,  care  and  tuition  of  the  body  of  the  said 
"  Sir  Bethel  Wray ;  and  it  is  agreed  that  the  said  Anthony 
"  Thorold,  so  long  as  the  said  John  Cowper  shall  have  the 
^^  custody  of  the  said  Sir  Bethel  Wray,  shall  manage  the  said 
'^  estate,  and  shall  and  will  well  and  truly  pay  unto  the   said 
**  John  Cowper,  the  sum  of  400/.  by  the  year,  for  the  main- 
^^  tenance  and  education  of  the  said  Sir  Bethel  Wray,     in 
'^  manner  following ;  that  is  to  say,   two   hundred    pM>\mds 
"  upon  the  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Vii^u 
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"  Mary  next  eDSuing,  in  the  common  dining-hall  of  the    Barker  v. 

''Middle  Temple,  London;  and  the  rest  by  quarterly  pay-     Thorolp. 

**  ments  at  the  feast  of  St  John  Baptist y  St  Michael  the  Arch-  ' 

''  cm^  the  Birth  of  our  Lord^  and  the  Annunciation  of  the 

**  Blessed  Viigin  Mary,  at  the  place  aforesaid^  by  even  quar- 

^  teriy  payments  of  100/.  at  a  time ;  and  if  it  shall  happen 

"  that  the  said  Sir  Bethel  Wray  shall  die  before  the  quarter- 

'*<hy,  or  that  the  sidd  custody  shall  otherwise  determine, 

^  that  then  the  said  Anthony  Thorold  shall  pay  for  so  long  a 

"■  time  as  he  shall  keep  the  said  Sir  Bethel  Wray  after  any  of 

"  the  quarter  days,  so  much  pro  rata  for  that  time,  according 

^  to  the  rate  of  400^  by  the  year.     Item,  it  is  agreed,  that 

*^  that  the  said  Anthony  Thorold  shall  join  with  the  said  John 

*^  Cowpery  as  a  security  for  the  person  and  estate  of  the  said 

**  Sir  Bethel  Wray,  and  shall  from  time  to  time  give  such 

^' other  security  concerning  the  said  estate  as  he  shall  be 

*"  (Rdered  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  England,  or  keeper  of 

""  die  great  seal  of  England,  for  the  time  being ;  and  shall 

*^  also  account  for  the  estate  of  the  said  Sir  Bethel  Wray,  and 

^  free  and  discharge  the  said  John  Cowper,  his  heirs,  execu- 

**  Uas  and  administrators,  of  and  from  all  sum  and  sums  of 

'  money  that  he  shall  receive  out  of  the  said  estate,  except 

"^  die  said  sum  of  40021     And  the  said  Anthony  Thorold  doth 

*^  ooi?eiiaat  and  agree,  to  and  with  the  said  John  Cowper,  that 

""  he  win  manage  the  said  estate  for  the  best  advantage,  and 

**  that  no  waste  and  destruction  be  done  in  the  said  houses, 

^  wood,  and  premises,  but  that  constant  and  due  repairs  be 

*^  made ;  and  that  he  will  keep  up  the  said  park  stored  with       [  44  ] 

^  a  convenient  number  of  deer,  at  no  time  less  than  150. 

*^  And  further,  that  if  it  shall  happen,  that  Anne,  the  only 

''dao^ter  and  heir  of  Sir  John  Wray,  baronet,  deceased, 

**  dial!  die  during  the  said  custody,  whereby  a  greater  addi- 

^  tioQ  of  estate  will  fall  to  the  said  Sir  Bethel  Wray,  and  the 

**  attendance  upon  him  will  be  the  greater,  that  then  the  said 

'*  John  Cowper  shall  have  allowed  unto  him  by  the  said  An" 

^  tkny  Thorold,  the  sum  of  300/.  by  the  year,  over  and  above 

^  the  said  sum  of  400/.  for  the  mmntenance  and  education  of 

*^  the  said  Sir  Bethel  Wray,  to  be  paid  at  such  days,  and  in 

"*  ;foch  manner  as  the  said  sum  of  4002L  by  the  year  is  by  the 

**  aaid  articles  limited  and  appointed  to  be  paid     In  witness 

"*  whereof  the   said  parties  interchangeably  have  set  their 

*^  hands  and  seals  to  these  presents,  the  day  and  year  first 

"*  above  written."     And  they  the  said  Richard  and  Theodosia 
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Barker  v.   their  said  attomies :  whereupon  all  and  Bingular  the  premises 

Thorold.    being  seen,  and  by  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  now 

'  here,  more  fully  understood,  and  mature  deliberation  being 

thereof  had,  for  as  much  as  it  appears  to  the  court  of  our 

said  lord  the  king  now  here,  that  the  said  plea  by  the  said 

Anthony  Thorold^  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  above  plead- 

The  plea  in-      ed,  and  the  matter  in  the  same  contained  are  not  sufficient 

cien  j^  j^^  ^  ^^  ^j^^  ^^  Richard  Barker  and   Theodosia  from 

having  their  said  action  thereof  against  the  said  Anthony 

Hioroldy  thereupon  it  is  considered  that  the  sidd  Richard 

The  plaintiff     Barker  and  Theodosia  ought  to  recover  their  damages  against 

TO?er.  °  "^       the  said  Anthony  Thorold,  on  occasion  of  the  breach  of  cove* 

[  4>7  ]       uant ;  but  because  it  is  not  known  to  the  court  of  our  said 

lord  the  king  now  here,  what  damages  the  said  Richard  and 

Theodosia  have  sustained  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  the  sud 

AVrit  of  inquiry  covenant,  therefore  the  sheriffs  of  London  are  commanded 
that  they  diligently  inquire,  by  the  oath  of  twelve  good  and 
lawful  men  of  their  bailiwick,  what  damages  the  said  Richard 
and  Theodosia  have  sustained,  as  well  by  reason  of  the  breach 
of  the  said  covenant,  as  for  their  costs  and  charges  by  them 
about  their  suit  in  this  behalf  expended ;  and  that  they  return 
to  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster ,  on  Wednesday  next  alter 
fifteen  days  of  JEaster,  the  inquisition  which  they  should  take 
thereon,  under  their  seals,  and  the  seals  of  tbose  by  whose 
oath  they  shall  take  the  inquisition,  together  with  his  Majesty's 
writ  to  them  thereof  directed ;  the  same  day  is  given  to  the  said 
Richardsnd  T&e«fo«Ia  there,  &o.  At  which  day  at  Westmnsterj 
come  the  said  Richard  and  Theodosia  before  our  lord  the  king 
by  their  said  attorney ;  and  the  sheriffs  of  London,  namely.  Sir 
Robert  Viner,  knt.  and  bart  and  Sir  Joseph  Sheldon,  knt,  re- 
turned an  inquisition  taken  before  them  at  the  Guildhall  of  the 
city  of  London,  situate  in  the  parish  of  St.  Lawrence  in  the  Old 
Jury,  in  the  ward  of  Cheap,  on  the  21st  day  of  March  in  the 
19th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  present  majesty,  by  the  oath  of 
twelve  good,  &c.  by  virtue  of  his  majesty's  writ  to  them 
thereof  directed,  whereby  it  is  found  that  the  said  Richard  and 
Theodosia  have  sustained  damages  on  occasion  of  the  breach 
of  the  said  covenant,  besides  their  costs  and  charges  by  them 
about  their  suit  in  that  behalf  expended,  to  3182.  9».  9i 
and  for  those  costs  and  charges  to  265.  8dL  Therefore  it  is 
considered  that  the  said  Richard  Barker  and  Theodosia  his  wife 

Final  judg-        do  recovcr  against  the  said  Anthony  Thorold  their  said  damages 
by  the  said  inquisition  above  in  form  aforesaid  found,  and 


ment. 
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abo  20L  135.  4cL  of  increase  awarded  by  the  court  of  our  said  Barkbr  v. 

bttd  the  king  now  here,  to  the  said  Richard  and  JTieodosia,  Thorold. 

with  their  consent ;  which  said  damages,  in  the  whole,  amount  *'       *        ' 
to  ZZ9L  9s.  9dL  and  the  said  Anthony  in  mercy,  &c. 
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COVENANT.     The  plaintiffs  declare  that  by  articles  of  &c.  2  Kebie, 
agreement  tripartite  made  the  28th  of  April,  m  the  17th  pj^^^^  *°?^*- 
year  of  the  reign  of  the  now  king,  between  the  defendant  of  a  breach/^^ 
Ae  first  part,  JbAn  Ciniy«- of  the  second  part,  and  the  plaintiffs  ^^tdi^ 
of  the  third  part,  reciting  that  *  Sir  Bethel  Wray  was  found  out  of  the  pro- 
a  fainatic  by  inquisition,  and  that  the  custody  of  his  person  ^^iJ^J^^ 
and  estate  was  committed  to  the  plaintiffs,  (the  wife  being  aocounted  with 
tbe  cister  of  the  lunatic,)  and  the  said  John  Cowper  had  also  ^^  him  a^' 
obtained  a  grant  of  the  custody  of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  moiety.   Flea, 
flod  hmatic,  whereupon  several  articles  of  agreement  were  had  expended 
mide  between   Cowper  and  defendant,  who  had   married  isio^inrepairs 
Grinld  another  aster  of  the  lunatic,  and  thereupon  there  were  and  in  other  ne- 
diTOfs  difierences  between  them.     Therefore  to  the  end  that  '^T^'^?"' 

*nd  retained  the 

those  differences  should  cease,  it  was  agreed  between  the  parties  said  18002.  to* 
that  the  articles  of  Cowper  should  be  observed  and  performed,  JT^"  '■*^*^- 
and  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  his  labour  and  charges  The  plea  is 
in  letting  and  disposing  the  estate  of  the  lunatic,  and  in  «oth«^neoi»^ 
eoDsideiation  of  the  charges  of  repairs  and  taxes,  should  have  "sary  charges" 
mi  receive  to  his  own  use  the  profits  of  certain  paircels  of  ral^lmhJiS^ 
hud,  and  if  the  charges  should  exceed  16L  a^year,  they  should  ^°- 
be  equally  borne  by  the^phuntiffs  and  defendant,  and  that  all        '-        ^ 
the  profits  of  the  residue  of  the  land  (the  allowance  to  Cowper 
haa^  first  paid  and  satisfied)  should  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween tlie  plaintifib  and  defendant ;  and  as  soon  as  the  lands, 
out  of  'which  the  profits  accrued,  could  be  equally  and  indif- 
fexeady  estimated  and  computed,  the  defendant  should  have 
cfDe  moiety,  and  the  plaintifis  the  other,  to  their  own  use;  and 
that  the  plaintiffs,  within  one  term  next  after  the  ascertain- 
ment  of  the  moiety  of  the  profits  of  the  estate  as  aforesaid, 
ehoald  give  security  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  for  their  account 
of  90  much  of  the  profits  as  they  should  receive,  with  the 
usual  condition  in  such  cases.     The  plaintiffs  then  shewed  the 
articles  of  Cowper  in  Iubc  verbcL,  by  which  the  defendant  was 
to  pay   Cowper  400/.   a-year  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
lunatic :  and  if  the  daughter  of  Sir  John  Wray  shoidd  die. 


48  Barker  ^  Ux.  versus  ThoroldL 

Barker  v.    then  to  pay  Cawper  300il  a-year  more.     Then  the  plaintifi 
Thorold.    assigned  a  breach  that  the  defendant,  on  the  18th  of  Jtfay,  in 
'  the  18th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  now  king,  received  ISOOt 

out  of  the  profits  of  the  estate,  (the  allowance  to  Cawper  being 
paid,  and  the  charges  deducted  and  allowed  to  the  defendant 
according  to  the  articles,)  and  that  the  defendant  had  not 
rendered  an  account  to  the  plaintiffe  of  the  profits,  nor  paid 
the  moiety  of  the  said  1800/.  soreceiyed,  altlioughhehadbeen 
requested,  &c  The  defendant  pleads  in  bar,  and  confesses 
that  he  had  received  the  18002.  but  said  that  before  the 
receipt  of  the  said  18002L  he  had  expended  in  and  about  the 
repairs  of  the  premises,  and  other  necessary  charges,  the  sum  of 
1810/.  Wherefore  he  retained  the  1800/L  towards  satisfiaction 
of  the  18102L  by  him  so  expended^  and  by  reason  thereof  he 
had  not  rendered  any  account  to  the  plaintiffs ;  upon  which 
plea  the  plaintifl^  demurred  in  law. 

And  fVinninffton  for  the  plaintiff  argued  that  the  plea  was 
bad  for  two  causes.     First,  because  there  was  no  clause  in  the 
[  49  ]       articles  which  authorized  the  defendant  to  expend  more  than 
15/.  a-year  in  charges,  and  to  pay  Cowper  his  allowance ;  for 
if  the  charges  were  greater,  the  plaintifiswere  topayamoiety, 
and  therefore  the  defendant  is  not  bound  to  exrpend  it,  unless 
the  plaintiffs  will  pay  a  moiety.     And  secondly,  upon  which 
he  principally  relied,  that  the  plea  was  uncertain,  because  the 
defendant  said  he  had  expended  1810/.  towards  the  repairs, 
and  other  necessary  charges,  and  it  is  not  shewn  what  those 
necessary  charges  were,  so  that  it  may  appear  to  the  court 
whether  they  were  necessary  or  not.    And  for  this  uncertainty 
he  said  the  plea  was  bad.     And  so  was  the  opinion  of  the 
court  (1) 
Fintexoeption,       SaundcTs  of  counsel  with  the  defendant  took  an  exception 
wera  not  as-      to  the  declaration.     And  said,  that  there  were  two  br^ches 

(1)  So  is  2  Rep.  4.  a.  Manset^s  case,  ed  judge,  that  by  common  intent  is  to 
Latch,  16.  WUkinsofCs  case.  1  Lutw.  be  understood,  <<  that  when  words  are 
421,  422.  Parkes  r.Middleton.  Com.  <<  used,  which  will  bear  a  natural  sense, 
Dig.  Pleader  (£.  5.),  S92.  But  certainty  **  and  also  an  artificial  one,  or  one  to 
to  a  common  intent  is  sufficient,  that  is,  <<  be  made  out  by  argument,  or  infei^ 
what  upon  a  reasonable  construction  <<  ence,  the  natural  sense  shall  prevail ; 
may  be  called  certain  without  recurring  **  it  is  simply  a  rule  of  construction  and 
to  possible  facts ;  Co.  Litt.  SOS.  a. ;  and  "  not*of  addition  :  common  intent  can- 
by  Mr.  Justice  Butter  in  the  King  v,  <<  not  add  to  a  sentence  words  which 
L^fme  Regisy  DougL  15S.  Or,  as  it  is  «  are  omitted."  2  H.  Black.  580. 
expressed  elsewhere  by  the  same  learn-  Dovaston  v.  Payne. 
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udgoei,  namely,  the  not  rendering  of  an  account,  and  the  Barker  v. 
not  paying  of  a  moiety  of  the  1 800/.  Ab  to  the  not  rendering  Thorolo. 
of  the  account,  it  appeared  to  him  that  the  breach  was  not  * 

well  assigned,  because  it  did  not  appear  that  the  plaintiffs  had  ^defendant's 
ever  assigned  auditors  to  audit  the  account  of  the  defendant,  «»oux^^ 
and  therefore  the  defendant  could  not  make  any  account  for 
defiuilt  of  auditors;  and  the  defendant  was  not  compellable 
to  account  before  the  pl^tiffs ;   and  he  cited  the  books  *  Fitz.  Ac 
of  45  Ed.3.  14.  *.•      7  H.4.  14.  ft.f      34  H.  6.  43.b.t  nlS^A'cIimpt, 
4  £dw.  4.  6.  § ;  by  which  it  appears,  that  if  the  defendant  i^- 
of  his  own  accord  accounts  before  the  plaintiff  himself,  the  oom^  st. 
aeayont  will  be  good,  but  the  defendant  is  not  compellable  t  Fit*.  Baire, 
by  law  to  account  before  the  plaintiff  himself.    For  then  the  as.  Bro.  Ac- 
I^untiff  would  be  a  judge  in  his  own  cause,  and  for  this  reason  ^^^^^ 
he  held  the  declaration  bad  in  this  point.     And  as  to  pay-  comp^  75. 
ment  of  a  moiety  of  1800Z.,  he  said,  that  the  defendant  was  Second  exoep- 
not  bound  to  pay  it  before  the  lands  were  estimated  and  ascer-  averred  in  the 
tuned,  which  was  not  averred  to  be  done ;  because  by  the  ^J^^^*^* 
articles  the  plaintiffs  were  boimd  within  a  term  after  the  ascer-  estimated  and 
taimnent,  and  not  before,  to  give  security  to  the  Chancellor  •"^^^ai'**^- 
for  so  much  of  the  profits  as  they  should  receive.     And  here 
the  defendant  will  be  responsible  for  all  the  1800/.  to  the 
lunatic,  although  he  pays  a  moiety  of  it  to  the  plaintiff;  and 
jet  he  has  no  remedy  by  the  articles  to  compel  the  plaintiffs 
to  ^e  security  for  their  share  of  the  profits,  because  no  ascer- 
tainment is  made.     For  though  the  defendant  is  bound  to  pay 
immediately  upon  the  ascertainment  a  moiety  of  the  18002L 
profits,  and  the  plaintiffs  have  liberty  to  give  security  for  a 
term  after  the  ascertainment,  yet  the  defendant  was  not 
bound  to  pay  a  moiety  of  the  profits  before  the  ascertainment, 
moe  he  has  no  remedy  by  the  articles  to  compel  the  plaintiffs 
to  give  security.     And  therefore  the  ascertainment  ought  to 
precede  the  payment ;  and,  because  it  is  not  averred  that  there 
WIS  any  ascertainment,  he  concluded  the  declaration  bad  in 
this  point  alsa 

But  it  was  resolved  by  the  court  that  the  declaration  was  Both  objeetion* 
good  enough.     For  as  to  the  first  point  of  not  rendering  an  ^^'^ 
aooonnt,  it  was  answered,  that  perhaps  the  defendant  by  law       [  50  ] 
tt  not  compellable  to  aocoimt  before  the  plaintiffs  themselves ; 
bat  in  this  case,  it  is  not  the  law,  but  the  defendant  has  bound 
hinndf  by  his  own  deed  to  account  before  the  plaintiffs 
themselves,  to  which  he  was  not  compellable  by  law.     And  it 
appears  by  the  books  above  dted  that  such  account  before 
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Barker  v.    the  plaintiff  himself  is  good.     And  the  defendant  has  here 
Thorold.     covenanted  to  make  such  account,  and,  because  he  has  not 
'  made  such  account  with  the  plaintiffs,  he  has  broken  his 

covenant.  And,  as  to  the  second  point  of  the  non-payment 
of  a  moiety  of  the  \%QOl  it  was  answered  that  the  ascertain- 
ment was  good  enough,  by  the  averment  of  the  plaintiffs  that 
the  defendant  has  received  so  much  money ;  for  otherwise  the 
ascertainment  of  the  18002L  could  not  be  made.  And  the 
first  clause  of  the  covenant  was  that  the  profits  should  be 
equally  divided,  without  respect  to  aay  ascertainment  or 
estimate  whatsoever.  And  the  breach  was  without  question 
well  assigned  upon  that. — And  judgment  was  given  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  a  writ  of  inquiry  awarded. 


DE  '       C  51  ] 
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Trin.  19  Car.  IL  Reg.  Roll.  546. 

IT^E  it  remembered  that  heretofore^  to  wit,  in  Memonndum. 
-'-'  Haster  term  last  past,  before  our  lord  the  king 
atfFestmnHer, came  George  Gainsford,  hj James LanelnssLttOT' 
nejr,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king, 
then  there,  his  certain  bill  against  David  Griffith,  otherwise 
called  David  Griffith,  of  Westminster,  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
dkseiy  yictualler,  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c.  of  a  plea 
of  debt,  and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit,  John  Doe 
mid  Itichard  Roe,  which  said  bill  follows  in  these  words,  to 
wit :  George  Gamsford  compkdns  of  David  Griffith,  otherwise  Deolantion. 
called  David  Griffith,  of  Westminster,  in  the  county  of  Mid'- 
dJLatXy  Tictualler,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the 
BiarBliBlsea  of  our  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  of  a 
]dea  that  he  render  to  him  lOOJl  of  lawful  money  of  England, 
which  he  owes  to,  and  unjustly  detaios  from,  him ;  for  that 
whereas  the  said  David,  on  the  18th  day  of  October,  in  the 
16th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  scad  lord  the  now  king,  at  Lan^ 
don  aforeeaid,  to  wit,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  le  Bow,  in  the 
ward  of  Cheap,  by  his  certain  writing  obligatory  sealed  with 
the  seal  of  the  said  David,  and  to  the  court  of  our  said  lord 
the  king  now  here  shewn,  the  date  whereof  is  the  same  day 
and  year,  acknowledged  himself  to  be  held  and  firmly  botmd 
to  tl^said  GearffemiheGSdd  100/.  to  be  paid  to  the  said  George 
when  he  should  be  thereunto  requested ;  yet  the  said  David 
(although  often  requested)  has  not  yet  paid  the  said  100/.  to 
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Gainsford 

V. 

Griffith. 


Oyor  of  the 
eoncUtioii, 


which  11  for 
the  perform- 
ance of  oove- 
nants  in  en  in- 
denture of  a*- 
flignment. 


the  said  George^  but  to  pay  the  same  to  him  has  hitherto  alto- 
gether refused,  and  still  refuses,  to  the  damage  of  the  said 
George  of  40/.,  and  therefore  he  brings  his  suit,  &c 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  Friday  next  after  the  Morrow 
of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  the  add 
David  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then  to  answer, 
&c  before  our  lord  the  king  at  fFesiminster,  comes  as  well  the 
said  George  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  said^2>at;uf  Griffith^  by 
Thomas  Aram^  his  attorney ;  and  the  said  David  defends  the 
wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.  and  prays  oyer  of  the  said  writing 
obligatory,  and  it  is  read  to  him,  &c. ;  he  also  prays  oyer 
of  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  it  is  read 
to  him  in  these  words,  to  wit,  "  The  condition  of  this  obli- 
"  gation  is  such,  that  if  the  above  bounden  David  Griffithy 
'*  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  or  any  or  either  of 
"  them,  do  and  shall  in  all  things  well  and  truly  pay,  observe, 
'^  perform,  fulfil  and  keep  all  and  singular  the  pajrmentSy 
"  covenants,  conditions,  and  agreements,  which  on  his  and 
*^  their  parts  and  behalfs  are  and  ought  to  be  paid,  observed, 
"  performed,  fulfilled,  and  kept  in  manner  and  form  as  they 
''  are  mentioned  and  expressed  in  a  certain  pair  of  indentures 
'^  of  assignment,  bearing  date  with  the  date  above  written^ 
'^  made,  between  the  above  bounden  David  Griffith  of  the> 
'^  one  part,  and  the  above-named  George  Gainsford  of  the 
**  other  part,  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
"  same  indentures;    then  this  obligation  to  be  void  and  of 
^*  none  effect,  or  else  to  stand,  remain,  and  be  in  fiill  force 
^*  and  virtue."    Which  being  read  and  heard,  the  said  David 
says,  that  the  said  George  ought  not  to  have  or  infl.int4\in  his 
said  action  thereof  against  him,  because  he  says  that  the  said 
indenture,  in  the  said  condition  above  spedfied,  was  made  at 
the  parish  of  St.  Mary  le  Bow,  in  the  waid  of  Cheap,  London^ 
on  the  18th  day  of  October,  in  the  16th  year  of  the  leign  of 
our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  England,  between 
him  the  said  Diwid  Griffith,  by  the  name  of  David  Griffith  of 
the  parish  of  St  Margaret  in  Westminster,  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  citizen  and  grocer  of  London,  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  said  George  Gainsford,  of  Westminster  aforesaid,  gent,  of 
the  other  part;,  (which  other  part,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the 
said  George,  he  the  said  David  brings  here  into  court,  the  date 
whereof  is  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,)  in  which  said  indenture 
it  is  recited  as  follows:    That  jR.  Pagettur,  of  Westminster 
aforesaid,  gent  by  his  indenture  of  demise,  bearing  date  tlie 
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20th  day  of  Januaryy  in  the  14th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  G  ainsford 
Charles  the  Second^  now  king  of  England^  &c.  for  the  consi-  ^  <^- 
deration  mentioned  in  the  same  indenture,  demised,  granted, 
md  to  &rm  let,  to  the  sdd  David  Griffith  all  that  messuage 
or  tenement  commonly  called  or  known  by  the  name  or  sign  [  ^3  ] 
of  the  White  Lion,  being  late  parcel  of  a  capital  messuage 
eoomioiily  called  or  known  by  the  name  or  sign  of  the  Georgey 
otiiate,  lying,  and  being  on  ^e  west  side  of  King^street,  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Margaret,  in  Westminster  aforesaid,  and  then  in 
the  tenure  or  occupation  of  Richard  Bromhale  or  his  asdgns : 
tc^ether  with  all  shops,  cellars,  sollars,  chambers,  rooms, 
EghtB,  easements,  ways,  water-courses,  profits,  commodities, 
advantages,  and  appurtenances  whatsoever,  to  the  said  de- 
mised messuage  or  tenement  belonging,  or  in  any  ways  apper- 
taining, and  then  used,  occupied,  or  enjoyed  to  and  with  the 
eame :  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  messuage  or  tenement,  and 
iH  and  singnlar  the  premises  let  by  the  said  indenture  of  de- 
mise, to  the  said  David  Griffith,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  asagns,  firom  the  feast  of  St  Michael  the  Archangel  then 
last  post  before  the  date  of  the  said  indenture,  unto  the  full 
end  and  term  of  twenty-one  years  then  next  ensuing,  and  fully 
to  be  ccHnplete  and  ended,  at  and  under  the  yearly  rent  of  22/. 
of  lawful  money  of  England,  payable  at  the  four  usual  feasts 
or  termrin  the  year,  that  is  to  say,  Christmas,  Lady-day,  St. 
Jekm  the  Baptist,  and  Michaebnas,  by  even  and  equal  portions, 
and  upon  and  under  several  other  covenants,  conditions,  and 
agreements,  contained  in  the  said  indenture,  as  by  the  said 
redted  indenture  of  demise  (relation  being  thereunto  had)  does 
more  fully  and  at  large  appear.  AsANicholas  Totcn/y,  esquiie, 
dnef  kyrd  of  the  fee  or  fees  of  the  premises,  by  an  indorse- 
ment under  his  hand  upon  the  back  of  the  said  recited  inden- 
tme  of  demise,  ratified  and  confirmed  the  said  indenture  of 
and  grant  made  by  the  said  Biehard  Pagettur  to  the 
Lkxoid  Griffith  at  and  under  the  rent  and  covenants  con- 
tained in  the  said  indenture,  as  by  the  said  indorsement  more 
fbOy  %bA  at  large  appears.  And  the  said  first  above-mentioned 
indenture  of  assignment  witnessed,  that  the  said  David,  for 
and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  26L  of  lawful  money  of 
Emgfandy  to  the  said  David  in  hand  paid  by  the  said  George 
Gamrfcrd^  before  the  seaGng  and  delivery  of  the  said  indenture 
ci  aseignment  before  mentioned,  the  receipt  whereof  he  the 
sakl  David,  by  the  said  indenture  above-mentioned,  acknow- 
Wdged,  and  firom  every  part  or  parcel  thereof  deaiiy  acquit- 
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Covenant  that 
the  lease  was 
tndefieasible^ 
and  would  so 
remain  during 
the  remainder 
of  the  said 
term^ 


and  for  quiet 
enjoyment 
without  the 


ted,  discharged,  and  released  the  said  George  Gainsfordy  Vis 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  bj  the  scud  above-men- 
tioned indenture  of  assignment,  did  give,  grant,  baigain,  sell, 
assign,  and  set  over  to  the  said  George  Gainsfordy  as  well  the 
said  messuage  or  tenement,  and  premises,  as  the  said  recited 
indenture  of  demise,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest, 
possession,  term  of  years  then  to  come,  cliums  and  demands 
whatsoever,  which  the  said  David  Griffith  then  had  or  could, 
or  in  any  manner  ought  to  have  or  claim,  of,  in,  and  to  the 
said  messuage,  or  tenement,  and  premises,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, and  every  part  and  parcel  thereof,  by  force  and  virtue 
of  the  said  indenture  of  demise,  or  the  indorsement  thereon, 
or  in  any  way  whatsoever ;  to  have  and  to  hold  the  messuage  ^ 
or  tenement,  and  the  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  and 
the  said  recited  indenture  of  demise,  and  all  the  estate,  right, 
title,  interest,  term  of  years  to  come^  and  all  other  the  estate 
of  the  said  David  Griffith^  of,  in,  and  to  the  same,  and  every 
part  or  parcel  thereof,  to  the  said  George  Gainsford,  his  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  from  the  day  of  the  date 
of  the  said  above-recited  indenture  of  assignment,  for  and 
during  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  said  term  of  twenty-one 
years  demised  and  granted  in  and  by  the  said  indenture,  and 
then  to  come  and  unexpired,  in  as  large,  ample,  and  beneficial 
a  manner,  to  all  intents,  constructions,  and  purposes^  as  the 
said  David  Griffith  then  had  or  could,  or  in  any  manner  ought 
to  have  and  enjoy  the  same  by  force  and  virtue  of  the  said 
recited  indenture  of  demise,  or  in  any  other  manner  whatso- 
ever. And  the  said  David  Griffith,  for  himself,  his  executors, 
and  administrators,  did  covenant,  promise,  and  grant,  to  and 
with  the  said  George  Gainsford,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  by  the  above-mentioned  indenture  of  assignment, 
that  the  said  recited  indenture  of  demise,  at  the  time  of  the 
sealing  and  delivery  of  the  said  before-mentioned  indenture 
of  assignment,  was  a  good,  sure,  perfect,  and  indefeasible 
lease  in  law  of  the  said  messuage  or  tenement,  and  premiaes, 
demised  by  the  said  indenture  of  lease,  and  should  so  stand, 
remain,  continue,  and  be  to  the  said  George  Croinsford,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  and  during  all  the 
remainder  and  residue  of  the  said  term  of  twenty-one  years 
granted  by  the  siud  indenture  of  demise,  and  then  to  come 
and  unexpired,  tmder  the  rent  and  covenants  mentioned  and 
contuned  in  the  said  indenture  of  demjse :  and  that  he  the 
said  George  Gainsford,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  as^ 
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s^DS,  should  lawfiilly,  peaceably,  and  quietly  haye,  hold,  pos-  Gainsford 
eessy  and  enjoy  the  said  above-mentioned  messuage  or  tene-    p     ^' 
menty  lease,  and  premises,  and  every  part  thereof,  with  the  . 
appartenanoes,  for  and  during  the  rest,  remainder,  and  num-  lawful  let  of 
ber  of  years  then  to  come  and  unexpired  of  the  said  term  the  deffendwit. 
granted  in  and  by  the  indenture  of  lease,  without  any  lawful 
impediment,  suit,  disturbance,  denial,  or  interruption,  of  the 
8ud  David  Griffith^  his  executors,  or  assigns,  and  that  freely 
Slid  clearly  acquitted  and  discharged,  or  otherwise  well  and  f^d  free  from 
cofficieQtly  saved  and  kept  harmless  of  and  from  all  other  ' 

gifts,  grants,  bargains,  sales,  leases,  rents,  arrears  of  rent^  for- 
feitoies,  re-entries,  cause  and  causes  of  re-entries,  disturb- 
ances and  incumbrances  whatsoever  had,  made,  committed, 
or  done,  by  the  sidd  David  Griffith,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns  (the  rent  and  covenants  reserved  in  ahd  by 
the  said  recited  indenture  of  lease,  which  on  the  part  of  the 
toiaats  ofT  lessee  of  the  said  premises,  are  and  ought  from 
tb^ioefbrdi  to  be  performed  and  done,  only  excepted) :  from 
which  eaid  rents  and  covenants  the  said  George  Gcdnsfardy  for 
Idmsdtf,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  did  cove- 
Bant,  promise,  and  grant,  to  and  with  the  said  David  Griffith, 
his  ^cBCQtors  and  administrators,  by  the  sidd  indenture  of  as- 
agnm^it  before  mentioned,  clearly  to  acquit  and  discharge, 
or  otherwise,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  from  thence- 
fmih  afterwards  well  and  sufBciently  to  save  and  keep  harm- 
iess  and  indemnified  the  aud  David  Griffith,  his  executors  and 
adnraiairatorB,  by  the  said  before-mentioned  indenture  of  as- 
^nment,  as  by  the  said  indenture  (relation  being  thereunto 
had)  doth  more  frdly  appear.  And  the  said  David  Griffith  and  pleads  for 
says,  that  he,  after  (lie  sealing  and  making  of  the  said  inden-  P^^"™"**- 
tare  cyf  assignment,  of  which  the  said  indenture  above-men- 
tkned  is  the  cotmterpart,  until  the  day  of  exhibiting  the  bill 
of  the  aaid  George,  has  well  and  truly  performed,  frdfilled,  and 
kept  ail  and  singular  the  articles,  covenants,  promises,  grants, 
aad  agreements,  which  on  the  part  of  him  the  said  David 
were  to  be  observed,  performed,  frdfilled,  and  kept,  according 
to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  indenture  of  assignment. 
And  this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment, 
if  the  eiud  George  ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action 
diereof  against  him,  &c. 

And  the  said  George  says  that  he,  by  any  thing  by  the  said  Replication. 
Oiiad  above  in  pleading  alleged,  ought  not  to  be  barred  from 
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Gainsford    having  his  said  action  thereof  against  him,  because  protesting 
^*  that  the  said  David  has  not  observed,  performed,  fulfilled,  or 

kept  any  of  the  said  articles,  covenants,  promises,  grants,  or 


Wottonv.Hcle,  agreements  on  the  part  of  him  the  said  David  to  be  observed, 
2  Saund.  177.     performed,  fulfilled,  and  kept,  according  to  the  form  and  effect 
of  the  said  indenture  of  ass^nment,  as  the  said  David  has 
above  in  pleading  allied ;  for  plea,  the  said  George  says,  that 
long  before  the  making  of  the  said  indenture  by  the  seud 
[  56  ]        DatnJ  here  into  court  brought,  one  Thomas  Townleyy  gent  was 
the  pi^iisei  in  Bciscd  of  the  Said  messuagc  or  tenement,  with  the  appurte- 
fce.  nancgs,  commonly  called  or  known  by  the  name  or  sign  of  the 

White  Liony  mentioned  in  the  said  indenture  by  the  said  Da- 
vid brought  here  into  court,  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee :  and 
R.  P.  entered     being  SO  thereof  seised,  the  said  Richard  Pagettur  above 
raises,  an^'^dis-    ^^^^^d  in  the  Said  indenture  here  into  court  brought,  after- 
seised  the  said    wards,  and  before  the  making  of  that  indenture,  to  wit,  on 
the  20th  day  of  January^  in  the  said  14th  year  of  the  reign 
.  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  entered  into  the  said  measuage 
with  the  appurtenances  upon  the  seisin  of  the  said  Thomaji 
Tawnley  thereof,  and  expelled  and  disseised  the  said  Thomas 
Townley  therefrom,  whereby  the  said  Richard  Pagettur  was 
seised  of  the  said  messuage  with  the  appurtenances  in  his  de- 
mesne as  of  fee  by  the  said  disseisin ;  and  being  so  thereof 
seised,  he  the  said  Richard  Pagettur  afterwards,  and  before  the 
making  of  the  said  indenture  here  into  court  brought,  to  wit, 
on  the  said  20th  day  of  JanvJUry^  in  the  14th  year  aforesaid, 
at  London  aforesaid,  in  the  parilsh  and  ward  aforesaid,  by  his 
indenture,  sealed  with  his  seal,  then  and  there  made,  and 
mentioned  in  the  said  indenture  here  into  court  brought,  did 
and  let  the  pre-  demise,  grants  and  to  hxm  let,  to  the  said  David  Griffith j  the 
Tf^d^^t  for      ^^  messuage  with  the  appurtenances,  to  have  and  to  hold  to 
the  said  term     the  said  Davidy  his  executors,  administrators,  and  afisigns, 
''2^*"*^"'"*     from  the  feast  of  St.  Michael  the  Archangel  then  last  pasty 
unto  the  fuU  end  and  term  of  twenty-one  years  then  nexl 
ensuing,  and  fully  to  be  complete  and  ended;  by  virtue   of 
which  said  demise  he  the  said  David  Griffith  entered  into  the 
said  messuage  with  the  appurtenances,  and  was  thereof  pos- 
sessed ;  and  being  so  thereof  possessed,  the  said  David  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  said  18th  day  of  October,  in  the   said 
1 6th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  X^on- 
don  afo**esaid,  in  the  parish  and  ward  aforesidd,  by  the    said 
indenture  made  between  the  said  David  of  the  one  party  and 
the  said  George  of  the  Other  part,  which  said  other  part  the 
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Slid  David  now  brings  here  into  court,  granted  and  assigned  Gainsford 
to  the  said  George  as  well  the  said  messuage  with  the  appurte-  ^' 

nances,  as  the  said  recited  indenture  of  lease,  and  all  the  estate,  .      \ 

right,  titl^  interest,  possession,  and  term  of  years,  of  him  the  who  assigned 
said  Damd  of  and  in  the  said  messuage  with  the  appurte-  ^^f  ^^  P'^ 
nances,  then  to  come  and  unexpired ;  by  virtue  of  which  said  plaintiff, 
gnmt  and  assignment  he  the  said  George  entered  into  the  said  ^^o  entered 
messuage  with  the  appurtenances,  and  was  thereof  possessed ;  Jigged.**  ^^ 
and  being  so  thereof  possessed,  and  the  right  of  the  said  mes-> 
suage  with  the  appurtenances  belonging  and  appertaining  to 
the  said  Tkcmas  Townleg  and  his  heirs,  he  the  said  Thomas 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  last  day  of  February^  in  the  17th 
year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  entered  into 
the  said  messuage  with  the  appurtenances  upon  the  possession 
of  him  the  said  George  thereof,  claiming  his  said  estate  of  and       {,  S7  "] 
in  the  same,  and  expelled'  and  amoved  the  said  George  from  J'^^  SlT'lidn. 
Ids  possesmon  thereof,  and  was  thereof  seised  in  his  demesne  tiff  and  expelled 
u  of  fee,  as  in  his  said  former  estate  therein;  whereby  the  ^^ 
aid  term  of  years  of  and  in  the  said  messuage  with  the  appur- 
tenances by  the  said  David  to  the  said  George  so  as  aforesaid 
granted  and  assigned,  then  became  void.     And  he  the  said 
George  bajb,  that  the  s^d  lease,  so  as  aforesaid  made  by  the 
aud  Richard  Pagettur  to  the  said  David  of  the  said  messuage 
vith  the  appurtenances,  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  in- 
daLtme  by  the  stud  David  here  into  court  brought,  was  not  and  so  the  lease 
a  good,  sure,  perfect,  and  indefeasible  lease  in  law  of  the  said  ^^  \^^  ^y  ^^ 
neasoafre  with  the  appurtenances  demised  by  the  said  Richard  assigned  to 

vk  1  •  1     -TA      •»>*-»   »/r»  »  J  /»  •  1    plaintiff  was 

PagMmr  to  the   said  Damd  Griffith,  and  so  as  aforesaid  not  a  sure  and 
gimted  and  assigned  by  the  said  David  to  the  said  George,  indefeasible 
And  this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment ; 
and  his  said  debt,  together  with  his  damages  on  occasion  of 
the  detention  of  the  said  debt,  to  be  adjudged  to  him,  &c. 

General  demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

Bat  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  now  here.  Dies  datus. 
19  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the 
premises,  a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our 
kird  the  king,  at  Westminster,  until  day  next  after  three 

weeks  of  SL  Michael,  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the 
premises,  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now 
here,  is  thereof  not  yet,  &a  At  which  day,  before  our  lord 
the  king  at  Westminster,  come  the  said  parties  by  their  said 
attofnies,  whereupon  all  and  singular  the  premises  being  seen, 
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Gainsford  and  by  the  court  of  our  aaid  lord  the  king  now  here,  more 
*  fully  understood,  and  mature  deliberation  being  thereupon 
had,  for  that  it  appears  to  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  now 
here,  that  the  said  plea  by  the  said  George  in  manner  and 
form  aforesaid  above  in  replying  pleaded,  and  the  matter  in 
the  same  contained,  are  good  and  sufficient  in  law  for  him  the 
said  George  to  have  his  said  action  thereof  maintained  agsunst 
him  the  said  David,  therefore  it  is  considered,  that  the  said 
George  Gainsford  recover  against  the  said  David  Griffith  his 
said  debt,  and  also  6L  for  his  damages  which  he  has  sustained 
as  well  on  occasion  of  the  detention  of  the  said  debt,  as  for 
his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf  ex- 
pended, by  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here, 
awarded  to  the  said  George  with  his  assent.  (1)  And  the  said 
David  in  mercy,  &c. 


17. 

Griffith. 
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Judgment  for 
the  plaintiff. 


(I)  At  this  time  the  plaintiff  not 
only  hadjudgment  to  recover  the  penalty 
of  the  bond  together  with  his  costs, 
but  was  also  entitled  to  take  out  execu- 
tion for  the  wkoley  without  any  regard 
to  the  damage  which  lie  had  actually 
sustained  by  the  breach  of  covenant. 
But  now  by  stat.  8  &  9W.3.  c.  11. 
s.  8.  '<  In  all  actions  in  any  court  of 
**  record  upon  any  bond,  or  on  any 
*'  penal  sum,  for  non-performance  of 
"  any  covenants  or  agreements  con- 
'<  tained  in  any  indenture,  deed,  or 
*^  writing,  the  plaintiff  »iay  assign  as 
'<  many  breaches  as  he  shall  think  fit ; 
'^  and  the  jury  shall  assess  not  only 
*<  such  damages  and  costs  as  have  here- 
"  tofore '  been  usually  done,  but  also 
"  damages  for  such  of  the  breaches 
**  as  the  plaintiff  upon  the  trial  of  the 
"  issues  shall  prove  to  have  been  broken, 
**  and  the  like  Judgment  shall  be  entered 
'*  on  such  verdict  as  heretofore  has 
'*  been  usually  done.  And  if  judg- 
<<  ment  shall  be  given  for  the  plaintiff 
*'  on  demurrer,  or  by  confession,  or 
"  nil  dicit,  the  plaintiff  mag  suggest 
*'  upon  the  roll  as  many  breaches  as  he 


shall  think  fit;  upon  which  a  writ 
shall  issue  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county 
where  the  action  is  brought,  to  sum- 
mon a  jury  before  the  justices  of 
assize  (a)  of  that  county  to  inquire  of 
the  truth  of  those  breaches  and  to 
assess  the  damages;  in  which  writ 
the  said  justices  of  assize  shall  be 
commanded  to  make  return  thereof 
to  the  court  from  whence  the  same 
shall  issue  at  the  time  mentioned  in 
such  writ  And  in  case  the  defend- 
ant, after  such  judgment,  and  before 
execution,  shall  pay  into  court  to  the 
use  of  the  plaintiff  the  damages  as- 
sessed and  costs,  a  stay  of  execution 
shall  be  entered  upon  the  record ;  or, 
if  by  reason  of  an  execution^  the 
plaintiff  shall  be  fully  paid  all  the 
damages  and  costs,  and  the  charges 
of  the  execution,  the  defendant's 
body,  lands,  or  goods,  shall  be  there- 
upon forthwith  discharged  from  the 
execution,  which  shall  likewise  be 
entered  upon  record;  but  in  each 
case  the  judgment  shall  notwithstand- 
ing remain  as  a  further  security^  to  an- 
swer to  the  plaintiff  such  damages 


(a)  See  Stat  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  42.  s.  16.  post.  p.  58  g.  n.  (t). 
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<«as  he  may  sustain  by  any  farther 
*^  breach  of  covenant  contained  in  the 
"same  indenture,  deed,  or  writing; 
**  apon  which  the  plaintiff  may  have  a 
'^xfre  facias  upon  the  said  judgment 
'*  against  the  defendant,  his  heirs,  terre- 
**  tenants,  or  executors  or  administra- 
^  tors,  suggesting  other  breaches  of  the 
^  said  covenants  or  agreements,  and  to 
"  niBmion  him  or  them  respectively  to 
"  shew  cause  why  execution  should  not 
"  be  awarded  upon  the  said  judgment, 
^npon  which  there  shall  be  the  like 
^proceeding  as  was  in  the  action  of 
^  debt  upon  the  said  bond,  for  assessing 
*  of  damages  upon  trial  of  issues  joined 
''apon  such  breaches,  oc  inquiring 
^  thereof  upon  a  writ  to  be  awarded  in 
<<  manner  aforesaid,  and  upon  payment 
"cr  satisfaction  as  aforesaid  of  such 
"fbtore  damages,  costs,  and  charges  as 
''aforesaid,  all  further  proceedings  on 
"  the  judgment  are  again  to  be  stayed, 
"  and  so  taiies  quoHesj  and  the  defend- 
"  ant's  body,  land,  or  goods  shall  be  dis- 
"  charged  out  of  execution  as  aforesaid." 
This  statute  was  meant  to  meet  the  case 
of  noii-performance  of  covenants  and 
agreements  secured  by  bonds  or  inden- 
tozes,  and  which  covenants  are  to  be 
performed  at  different  times,  or  the 
aonaes  paid  by  instalments;  and  extends 
as  wd  to  bonds  with  conditions  there- 
uoder  written  for  the  performance  of 
say  thing  contained  therein,  and  to 
peaalties  on  articles  of  agreement,  or 
the  like,  for  the  non-performance  of 
eoweosoits  or  agreements  contained  in 
tkt  same  articles,  &c  as  to  covenants 


and  agreements  contained  in  another 
indenture,  deed,  or  writing.  2  Burr. 
824.826.  Collins  v.  Collins.  It  is  now 
held,  notwithstanding  some  cases  to 
the  contrary  ;  Com.  Rep.  376.  Walker 
V.  PriesUy.  Bull.  N.  P.  164.  Dry  v. 
Bond.  T.  SO  G.  3.  K.  B.  Paul  v. 
Rogers.  5  T.  R.  541.  n.  (b) ;  that  the 
words  "  may  assign^*'  in  the  first  part, 
and  "  may  suggest"  in  the  subsequent 
part  of  the  statute,  are  compulsory 
upon  the  plaintiff.  For  the  Act  was 
made  in  favour  of  defendants,  and  is  a 
remedial  law  calculated  to  give  plaintiffs 
relief  up  to  the  extent  of  the  damages 
sustained,  and  to  protect  defendants 
against  the  payments  of  further  sums 
than  are  in  conscience  due  ;  and  also  to 
take  away  the  necessity  of  proceedings 
in  equity  to  obtain  relief  against  an  un- 
conscientious demand  of  the  whole  pe- 
nalty in  cases  where  small  damages  only 
have  accrued.  And  therefore,  it  is  not 
in  the  plaintiffs  power  to.  refuse  to  pro- 
ceed according  to  the  statute,  but  he 
mu^/ assign  the  breach  of  such  covenants 
as  he  proceeds  to  recover  satisfaction 
for ;  and  if  the  defendant  plead  to  issue, 
the  jury  upon  the  trial  must  assess  dam- 
ages for  such  of  the  breaches  assigned 
as  the  plaintiff  shall  prove  to  have  been 
broken;  otherwise  the  verdict  is  erro- 
neous, and  a  venire  de  novo  will  be 
awarded.  So  it  is  where  there  is  a  judg- 
ment upon  demurrer  or  by  default  5 
T.R.  636.  Hardy  y.  Bern.  Ibid.  538. 
Roles  y.  Bosewell.  2Wils.377.  Drage 
V.  Brand.  Cowp.  359.  {b)  Goodwin  v. 
Crowle.    Before   this   Act,  a  plaintiff 


(b)  This  statute  is  held  not  to  extend 
to  baO  bonds;  2  B.  &  P.  446.  Moody 
V.  Pkeasani;  replevin  bonds;  3  M.  &  S. 
155.  JUiddleton  v.  Bryan  ;  and  bonds 
given  to  the  chancellor  by  the  petition- 
ing cieilitor  on  suing  out  a  commission 
of    bankrupt    3  East,  16.   Smithey  v. 


Edmonson.  For  in  the  two  former 
cases  the  court  can  relieve  the  defend- 
ant without  his  being  compelled  to  file 
a  bill  in  equity ;  and  in  the  latter  the 
chancellor  is  expressly  empowered  to 
assess  the  damages  by  6  G.  4.  c.  16. 
s.  16.  Neither  does  it  extend  to  com. 
u  3 
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oonld  only  assign  one  breach  upon  a 
bond  or  penal  sum,  for  the  performance 
of  covenants ;  for  if  he  assigned  several 
breaches,  the  declaration  was  bad  for 
duplieUy;  because  the  bond  was  for- 


feited by  the  breach  of  one  covenant  as 
much  as  of  several  covenants;  bat  in 
an  action  of  covenant  he  may  assign 
breaches  upon  every  one  of  the  cove- 
nants.   2  Rep.  4.  a.  Mansers  case.    If 


mon  money  bonds^  against  the  penalty 
of  which  the  courts  give  relief  by  stat 
4  Ann.  c  16.  s.  13.;  nor  to  postobii 
bonds.  2  Camb.  285.  Warden  v.  Fer- 
mor.  2  B.  Moore,  220.  Cardozo  v. 
Hardy.  2  B.  &  C.  82.  Murray  v.  Earl 
cf  Stair.  [For  in  such  cases,  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  precise  sum  due,  computa- 
tion only  is  requisite ;  and  the  interven-  ' 
tion  of  a  jury,  or  of  a  court  of  equity^  is 
unnecessary.  Accordingly  a  bond  for 
the  payment  of  a  sum  certain  on  a  given 
day,  and  of  interest  in  the  mean  time  on 
specified  days  anterior  to  the  day  fixed 
for  the  payment  of  the  principal,  is  not 
within  the  statute,  if,  at  the  time  the  bond 
is  put  in  suit,  both  principal  and  interest 
are  due ;  and  it  will  make  no  difference 
that,  by  the  condition,  the  liability  to 
pay  those  sums  depends  on  the  perform- 
ance or  non-performance  of  certain  pro- 
visoes contained  in  another  indenture,  if 
there  be  a  plea  of  payment  according  to 
those  provisoes,  and  the  issue  joined  on 
a  traverse  thereof  has  been  found  for 
the  plaintiff:  10  Bing.  125.  Smith  v. 
Bond.  3  M.  &  Sc.  528.  S.  C.  So  if 
a  bond  be  conditioned  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money  in  three  years  from 
the  date  of  the  bond  and  interest  in 
the  mean  time  half  yearly,  with  a  sti- 
pulation that,  on  any  default  of  paying 
the  interest,  the  whole  sum  shall  be  de- 
mandable,  it  is  not  within  the  statute ; 
and  on  the  interest  falling  into  arrear, 
the  obligee  may  put  the  bond  in  suit 
and  take  out  execution  for  the  whole 
principal  sum,  and  not  merely  for  the 
arrears  of  interest.  5  B.  &  Ad.  40. 
James  v.  Hwmas.  The  crown  is  not 
bound  to  pursue  the  statute.  1  Y.  & 
Jer.  171.  Rex  v.  Peto,  per  Alexander 
C.  B.]     But  all  other  bonds,  either  for 


the  payment  of  money  by  instalments, 
or  of  annuities,  or  for  the  performance 
of  any  covenants  or  agreements,  are 
within  the  statute.  8  T.R.  126.  WaJOr 
cat  v.  Goulding.  6  East,  55a  WiUough" 
by  V.  Stointon.  Ibid.  613.  Wekh  v. 
Ireland.  2  Smith.  666.  S.C.  2  Saund. 
187.  n.  (2). 

A   warrant  of  attorney  conditioned 
for  the  payment  of  money  by  instal- 
ments [or  to  secure  the  payment  of  an 
annuity],  is  not  within  the  statute ;  3 
Taunt  74.  Cox  v.  Rodbard.    5  Taunt 
264.     Kinnersley  v.  Mussen.     [6  Biug. 
385.    Shaw  v.  Lord  Worcester.    4  M.  & 
P.  21.  S.  C.   5  B.  &  Ad.  41.  per  Little- 
dale  J.]  ;  although  a  bond  be  also  given. 
2  Taunt  195.     AusUrbury  v.  Morgan. 
[But  in  5  B.  &  C.  650.    Hurst  v.  Jen- 
nings,  a  bond,  upon  the  face  of  it,  ap- 
peared to  be  conditioned  for  the  payment 
of  a  sum  certain ;  but  by  an  indenture  of 
the  same  date,  declaring  the  purposes 
for  which  the  bond  was  executed,  it  was 
i^reed  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
obligees  in  the  bond  to  commence  an 
action,   and  to  proceed    to  judgment 
whenever  they  should  think   fit,    and 
upon  judgment  being  obtained,  to  issue 
execution,  and  that  the  judgment  should 
be  a  security  for  the  payment  to  the  obli- 
gees, on  demand,  of  all  sums  of  money 
which  then  were  or   might  thereafter 
become  due  to  them :  a  judgment  hav- 
ing been  entered  up  by  virtue  of  this 
deed,  the  obligees  issued  execution  with- 
out assigning  breaches  or  executing  a 
writ  of  inquiry;  and  it  was  held,  that 
this  was  a  bond  substantially  conditioned 
for  the  performance  of  an  agreement 
within  the  statute,  and  that  the  obligees 
ought  to  have  assigned  breaches.  3 
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the  defendant  bad  paid  the  "whole  debt, 
that  is,  the  penalty  of  the  bond,  he 
might  hare  pleaded  the  payment  in 
bar  of  the  demand  before  the  statute. 
2  Burr.  824*.  And  upon  this  prin- 
cipk,  since  the  statute,  it  was  held  in 
White  r.  Sealy^  Dougl.  49.>  which  was  a 
bond  conditioned  for  payment  of  rent, 
that  the  bond  was  only  a  security  to  the 
amoant  of  the  penalty ;  and  therefore 
tiie  eonrt  ordered,  that  upon  payment 
by  the  obligor  of  the  penalty  and  costs 
into  courts  the  plaintiff  should  acknow- 
ledge satisfaction  on  record.  So  in 
S  Black.  1190.  Brangwin  v.  Perrot^ 
which  was  a  bond  to  indemnify  a  parish 
against  a  bastard  child,  the  court  made 
a  like  order,  that  upon  payment  of  the 
penalty  and  costs  into  court,  the  de. 
fendant  should  be  'relieved  from  the 
hood.  And  in  6  T.^R.  303.  Wilde  v. 
C3ark30H9  which  was  also  a  bond  to 
indemnify  a  parish  against  a  bastard 
child,  the  court  ordered  that,  upon  pay- 
ment of  the  penalty  and  costs  into 
eonrt,  satisfaction  should  be  entered  on 
the  rec»>rd ;  and  Lord  Lonsdale  v. 
awvft,  2  T.  R.  388.  was  denied.  That 
was  a  bond  conditioned  to  account  to 


the  plaintiff  for  all  sums  of  money  re- 
ceived by  the  defendant  as  receiver  of 
the  harbour  dues  of  Whitehaven;  and 
it  was  held,  that  damages  might  be  re- 
covered for  more  than  the  amount  of  the 
penalty  ;  and  therefore  the  court  refused 
to  stay  the  proceedings  upon  payment 
of  the  penalty  into  court.  It  seems 
clear  however,  that,  both  at  law  and  in 
equity,  the  obligee  cannot  recover  more 
damages  against  the  obligor  for  a  breach 
of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  than  the 
amount  of  the  penalty  and  costs;  for 
the  bond  ascertains  the  extent  of  the 
damage  by  consent  of  the  parties,  and 
therefore  if  a  bond  be  conditioned  for 
performance  of  any  act,  and  the  obligee, 
by  reason  of  the  obligor's  non-perform- 
ance, sustains  a  damage  far  exceeding 
the  amount  of  the  penalty,  yet  he  can 
only  recover  to  the  extent  of  the  pe- 
nalty and  costs.  6  T.  R.  304.  6  Ves. 
414,  ^l 5.  Clarhe  y.  Seton.  (c)  But  if 
ji  judgment  be  recovered  on  a  bond, 
though  it  be  a  foreign  judgment,  in  an 
action  on  the  judgment,  interest  may  be 
recovered  in  damages  beyond  the  pe- 
nalty of  the  bond.  1  Ea^t,  436.  M'  Clure 
V.  Dunhin,  (d) 


(e)  2  Marsh.  236.  Shutt  v.  Procter. 
3  Bro.  C.  C.  489.  Tew  v.  Earl  of 
Wmierton.  Ibid.  496.  Knight  v.  iKfoc- 
kam.  5  Ves.  329.  Machworthy.  Thomas. 
[1  Taunt.  2^.  Hefford  y.  Alger.  So 
in  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  the 
sheriff  on  a  replevin  bond,  proceedings 
win  be  stayed  upon  payment  of  the 
penalty  and  the  costs  of  the  action. 
3rtau€ombe  v.  Scarborough.  Q.  B. 
T.T.  1844.  See,  as  to  recovering  da- 
mages beyond  the  penalty  of  money 
bonds,  Ry.  &  M.  105.  Francis  v. 
WUmm.  3  C.  &  P.  12.  Hellen  v.  Ard- 
hy.  SPrL219.  Eastmond  v.  HoU. 
Wbere  a  penal  sum  is  recovered,  da- 
mages are  never  given.  10  Mod.  278. 
Bob-oi  V.  Ebizmmi  P«r  Parker  C.  J.] 

TOL.  I. 


{d)  Where  the  penalty  is  contained 
in  any  other  instrument  than  a  bond, 
damages  may  be  recovered  beyond  it ; 
1  Black.  895.  Winter  v.  Trimmer. 
13  East,  343.  Harrison  v.  Wright;  for 
the  plaintiff  has  his  option  to  sue  either 
for  the  penalty  or  for  the  breach  of  con. 
tract. 

If  he  sue  for  the  penalty  in  an  action 
of  debt^  the  case  is  within  the  statute 
8  &  9  W.  3.>  and  its  provisions  must  be 
complied  with :  But  if  he  sue  either  in 
covenant  or  assumpsit^  according  as  the 
writing  which  contains  the  penalty  is 
under  seal  or  not,  he  proceeds  for 
damages ;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether 
he  claims  the  penalty  or  not;  for  the 
jury  are  not  bound  to  give  that  sum, 
•h  4 


58  0 


Gainsford  versus  Griffith. 


With  respect  to  the  pleading  upon 
this  statute,  the  general  practice  is  to 
declare  as  upon  a  common  bond ;  the 
defendant  in  his  plea  sets  out  upon  oyer 
the  condition  of  the  bond,  which  is  (for 


instance)  to  perform  the  covenants  in 
an  indenture ;  he  then  sets  out  the  in* 
denture  and  the  covenants,  and  pleads 
a  performance  of  them;  the  plaintiff 
thereupon  in   his   replication    assigns 


but  may  give  more  or  less  as  they  think 
fit ;  and  the  case  is  not  within  the  sta- 
tute ;  for  in  these  actions,  which  sound 
in  damages,  the  judgment  is  for  the 
damages  found  by  the  jury  and  no  more, 
and  cannot  possibly  stand  as  a  security 
for  future  breaches.  The  statute  is 
evidently  confined  to  actions  of  debt 
Even  in  debt,  whenever  the  sum  men- 
tioned in  any  instrument  must,  from 
the  express  language  of  the  instrument, 
or  from  necessary  implication,  be  con- 
sidered as  the  ascertained  or  liquidated 
damages  agreed  to  be  paid  by  one  party 
to  the  other  on  the  happening  of  a  par- 
ticular event,  or  the  performance  or 
omission  of  a  particular  act,  the  statute 
will  not  apply ;  for  in  such  case  the  sum 
is  not  a  penal  sum ;  and  courts  of  equity 
will  not  relieve  against  such  sum,  al- 
though they  will  against  a  penalty.  The 
distinction  b  thus  illustrated  by  Lord 
Mansfield  C.J.  in  ^  Burr.  22^.  Lowe 
V.  Peers.  "As  in  leases  containing  a 
"  covenant  against  ploughing  up  mea- 
''  dow,  if  the  covenant  be  not  toplough^ 
"  and  there  be  a  penalty,  a  court  of 
"  equity  will  relieve  against  the  penalty ; 
^  but  if  it  is  worded  to  pay  Si.  an  acre 
«  for  every  acre  ploughed  up ;  there  is 
<<  no  alternative,  no  room  for  any  relief 
«<  against  it,  no  compensation ;  it  is  the 
<'  substance  of  the  agreement«  [See  3 
B.  &  A.  692.  Farrant  v.  Olmius.  3  Y. 
&  Jerv.  298.  Jones  v.  Green.  1  Cr.  & 
M.  734.  Denton  v.  Richmond.  3  Tyrw. 
734*  S.  C.  Accord."]  See  further  as  to 
this  distinction,  2  B.  &  P.  346.  AsOey 
V.  Weldon^  and  the  cases  there  cited* 
3Wils.  270.  Goddardv.Vanderheyden. 
3  B.  &  P.  630.  Smith  v.  Dickenson.  1 
Bro.  C.C.  418.      SUnoman  v.  Walter. 


2  Bro.  C.C.  341.  Errington  v.  Aynesly. 
14  Ves.  468.     Shackle  v.  Baker. 

[Upon  the  question,  whether  the  sum 
is  to  be  considered  a  penalty  or  liquid- 
ated damages,  the  rule  appears  to  be 
now  established,  that  where  the  same 
sum  is  stipulated  as  recoverable  for  the 
breach  of  every  article  in  an  agreement, 
however  minute  and  unimportant,  it  shall 
be  regarded  as  a  penalty  and  not  as  li- 
quidated damages,  notwithstanding  the 
agreement  declares  not  only  affirma- 
tively that  the  same  shall  be  taken  as 
liquidated  damages,  but  negatively  also 
that  it  shall  not  be  taken  as  a  penalty. 
6  B.  &  C.  216.  Daviesv.Penton.  6  Bing. 
141.  Kemble  v.  Farren.  3  Moo-  &  P. 
425.  S.  C.  5  Bing.  N.  C.  390.  Soys  v. 
AneelL  7  Scott,  364.  S.C.  9M.&W. 
678.  Homer  v.  FUnioff.  The  law, 
nevertheless,  remains  unshaken,  that  par^ 
ties  may,  by  their  mutual  agreement, 
settle  the  amount  of  damages,  uncertain 
in  their  nature^  in  respect  of  the  per- 
formance or  omission  of  a  particular 
specified  actf  at  any  sum  upon  which 
they  may  agree;  and  such  sum  may  be  re- 
covered as  liquidated  damages.  6  Bing. 
148.  2  T.R.  32.  Fletcher  y.Dyche.  1 
Mees.  &  W.  412.  Duckworth  v.  Alison. 

3  Mees.  &  W.545.  Leightonv.  Wales.'\ 
Where  the  sum  is  considered  as  liquid- 
ated damages,  and  actions  of  covenant 
or  assumpsit  are  brought  to  recover  it,  it 
should  seem  that  the  jury  are  bound  by 
the  agreement  of  the  parties  to  give  that 
sum.  4  Burr.  2225.  Lowe  v.  Peers. 
Holt,  N.  P.  C.  43.  Barton  v.  Glover, 
per  Gibbs  C.J.  [3B.  &A.692.  But 
see  Mood.  &  M«  41.  Bandal  v.  Eve- 
rest'] 
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braaches  of  the  coveoanti  which  he 
seeks  a  satisfactioa  for,  begioDiog  the 
MBJgnment  of  the  second  and  every 
Bofasequent  breach  with  the  formal 
wards,  **  And  for  a  farther  breach  the 
**  aid  A»  B.  according  to  the  form  of 
*"  the  statute^  &&  says/  &c.  But  the 
best  method  seems  to  be>  to  state  the 
conditiicm  of  the  bond  and  the  indentare^ 
and  to  assign  the  breaches  in  the  de^ 
damUm.  For  if  the  defendant  should 
piead  non  ett  faetumj  the  plaintiff  may 
fad  some  difficulty  in  proceeding  under 
the  statate  ;  for  it  does  not  seem  clear 
whether  in  that  case  he  is  to  suggest 
breaches,  or  to  sue  out  a  scire  facias ; 
bat  see  2  Sannd.  187  a.  187  b.  in  the 
note.  Therefore  to  obviate  any  diffi- 
eslty,  the  plaintiff  in  the  declaration 
apoo  the  bond,  after  the  words  *'  should 
*^be  thereunto  required,"  had  better 
proceed  somewhat  in  this  form.  "  And 
"  the  said  J,  P.  according  to  the  form 
**  of  tiie  statute  in  that  case  made  and 
*'  provided,  says,  that  ihe  said  writing 
**  obligatory  was  made  with  a  condition 
"  thereunder  written,  that  if  the  above 
"  boonden  W.  T.  &c.  did  well  and  truly 
**  obaenre,  &c.  all  and  singular  the  co- 
*^  vewuits,  &c.  whatsoever,  which  on  the 
*"  part  of  the  said  W.  &c.  were  or  ought 
"  to  be  observed,  &c.  in  a  certain  in- 
''danture  bearing  date  with  the  said 
**  writing  obligatory^  and  made  between 
^  the  said  J.  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
I  W.  of  the  other  part>  according 


<<  to  the  true  intent  of  the  said  inden- 
<<  ture,  then  the  obligation  to  bevoid,&c. 
<<  And  the  said  J.  further  says,  that  he, 
<<  by  the  said  indenture  in  the  condition 
<'  of  the  writing  obligatory  mentioned, 
«<  did  demise  unto  the  said  W.  all  that/' 
&c.  so  setting  out  the  indenture  of  de- 
mise with  a  profertf  and  as  many  of 
the  covenants  as  have  been  broken,  and 
assigning  breaches  of  them,  and  con- 
cluding thus :  "  By  reason  of  which 
<*  said  breaches  the  said  writing  obliga- 
*<  tory  became  forfeited ;  whereby  an 
**  action  hath  accrued  to  the  said  plain- 
**  tiff  to  demand  and  have  the  said  sum 
**  of  5O0L  (the  penalty)  above  demand- 
<<  ed ;  yet  the  said  defendant,  although 
**  often  requested,  hath  not  paid  to  the 
^  said  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  500/. 
"  above  demanded,  or  any  part  thereof, 
"  but  so  to  do  hath  hitherto  wholly 
**  refused,  and  still  doth  refuse,  to  the 
<'  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  ^/."  &c. 
as  usual.  The  defendant  then  pleads  to 
these  breaches,  and  the  issues  joined 
thereon  are  tried  as  other  issues  are. 
At  the  trial  the  jury  must  find  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  with  Is.  damages,  and 
40».  costs  as  before,  and  mttf^  also  assess 
damages  upon  such  of  the  breaches  as 
the  plaintiff  shall  prove,  (e)  Upon  the 
return  of  ihepostech  the  statute  directs 
that  the  like  judgment  shall  be  entered 
on  the  verdict  as  before,  that  is,  to  re- 
cover the  debt(f),  and  1*.  damages  for 
the  detention  of  the  debt,  and  Ms.  costs, 


(«)  [The  jury  may  assess  the  damages 
without  a  special  venire,  if  they  are  as- 
siffmed,  whether  in  the  declaration  or  the 
replication;  but  where  they  are  sug- 
gcttedy  there  ought  to  be  a  special  venire 
to  enable  them.  2  Stark.  381.  Parkms 
V.  Hawhshaw.  1  Mees.  &  W.  42.  Quin 
T.  Emg.  4  Bing.  N.  C.  724.  ScaU  v. 
^^kii^.6Scott,598.  S.C.] 

(/)  The  penalty  is  still  the  debt,  not- 


withstanding this  statute ;  and  therefore, 
where  a  defendant  is  arrested  for  a  sum 
less  than  the  penalty,  although  greater 
than  the  damages  assessed  by  the  jury, 
he  is  not  entitled  to  costs  under  the 
43  G.  3.  c  46.  8.  3.  10  East,  525. 
Camma4:k  v.  Gregory.  7  Taunt  254. 
TaWat  V.  Hodson.  2  Marsh.  527.  S.C. 
But  it  should  seem  that  he  may  maintain 
an  action  for  a  malicious  arrest 
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together  with  the  costs  of  increetse, 
which  include,  of  course,  the  costs  of 
the  trial.  The  plaintiff  thereupon,  (if 
the  damages  and  costs  are  not  paid,) 
sues  out  an  execution,  {dL  fieri  facias^  for 
instance,)  which  must  of  course  be  to 
levy  the  debt  and  costs  recovered  by 
the  judgment,  but  is  indorsed  to  levy  the 
damages  assessed  for  the  breaches  of 
covenant,  the  costs  found  by  the  jury, 
and  the  costs  of  increase^  together  with 
all  reasonable  charges  and  expences  for 
executing  the  fieri  facias  ;  but  if  the 
damages  assessed^  and  the  charges  and 
expences  for  executing  the  fieri  facias 
exceed  the  500/.  (the  penal  sum  reco- 
vered), then  it  must  be  to  levy  the  sum 
of  500/i  and  the  costs  of  increase. 
The  provisions  of  the  statute,  by  which 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  charges  of 
the  execution,  I  conceive,  run  through 
the  whole  section,  and  extend  to  all  cases 
where  breaches  are  assigned  by  virtue 
of  it.  It  is  expressly  stated  in  the 
former  part  of  the  section,  that  the  de- 
fendant shall  be  discharged  if  the  plain- 
tiff shall  be  fully  paid  all  the  damages 
and  costs,  and  the  charges  of  the  exe- 
cution ;  and  the  subsequent  part,  which 
provides  that  the  judgment  shall  remain 
as  a  security  to  answer  subsequent 
breaches,  refers  to  the  former  part, 
and  necessarily  includes  the  same  provi- 
sion. As  the  statute  directs  that  if,  by 
reason  of  any  execution,  the  plaintiff 
shall  be  fully  paid  all  the  damages  and 
costs,  and  the  charges  of  the  execution, 
the  defendant's  body,  lands,  or  goods 
shall  be  thereupon  forthwith  discharged 
from  the  execution^trAi^rA  shall  he  entered 
upon  record^  it  may  perhaps  be  proper  to 
make  an  entry  upon  the  record  imme- 
diately after  the  judgment  somewhat  to 
this  effect,  '^  And  the  said  sheriff  is  com- 
<*  manded  that  he  cause  to  be  made  of 
'<  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  W. 
*'  within  his  bailiwick  (the  debt  and 
^  costs^  setting  out  the  writf)  and  which 


<<  said  writ  was  indorsed  to  levy  the  sum 
'<  of  200/L  being  the  amount  of  the  da- 
«  mages  in  form  aforesaid  assessed  by 
"  the  said  jury  by  reason  of  the  said 
*'  several  breaches  above  assigned,  and 
"  also  of  the  said  costs  and  charges, 
'<  together  with  all  reasonable  charges 
«  and  expences  for  executing  the  said 
"vrrit;  provided  that  the  amount  of 
"  the  said  damages  so  assessed  by  rea- 
^  son  of  the  said  breaches,  and  of  the 
<'  said  charges  and  expences  for  execut- 
**  ing  the  said  writ,  should  not  exceed 
"  the  said  sum  of  500/. ;  but  if  the 
<<  same  should  exceed  that  sum,  then 
<<  to  levy  the  said  sum  of  500/.  and  the 
<<  said  costs  and  charges  above  awarded 
<<  and  adjudged.  And  the  said  sheriff 
'<  now  here  returns,  that  by  virtue  of 
*'  his  said  majesty's  writ  to  him  in  that 
<<  behalf  directed,  he  has  caused  to  be 
<<  made,  &c  the  said  sum  of  200^  and 
«  also  the    sum  of  /.  being   the 

**  amount  of  the  reasonable  charges  and 
'*  expences  for  executing  the  said  writ« 
<<  which  two  last  mentioned  sums  he  has 
*'  now  ready  here  to  pay  to  the  said  J. ; 
<<  whereupon  the  said  J.  now  here  ac- 
"  knowledges  that  he  has  been  fully 
<<  paid  and  satisfied  the  amount  of  the 
"  said  damages  so  assessed  by  reason  of 
*'  the  said  breaches  as  aforesaid,  and  of 
**  the  said  costs  and  charges  above 
<<  awarded  and  adjudged,  and  also  the 
^  reasonable  charges  and  expences  for 
**  executing  the  said  writ ;  whereupon 
<'  the  said  goods  of  the  said  W,  are  now 
'<  here  discharged  of  and  from  the  said 
*'  execution."  It  is  necessary  to  shew 
how  much  has  been  levied  for  the  charges 
of  execution,  that .  it  may  appear  when 
the  amount  of  the  debt,  that  is,  the 
penal  sum,  has  been  levied ;  beyond 
which,  as  I  have  already  observed,  ex- 
cept for  the  costs  of  suit,  the  execution 
cannot  go.  It  is  necessary  likewise  to 
repeat  the  words,  ^  the  damages  as- 
<'  sessed  by  reason  of  the  breaches,"  so 
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often,  to  distinguish  them  from  the 
damages  given  by  reason  of  the  deten- 
tion of  the  debt ;  which,  I  conceive,  the 
plaintiff  has  no  right  to  levy  at  all. 

The  next  consideration  is,  where  there 
is  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  either  upon 
demnrrer  or  by  default.  In  each  case, 
the  plaintiff  must  suggest  upon  the  roll 
breaches  of  the  covenants  he  seeks  sa- 
tisfaction for ;  the  manner  of  doing  it 
wiU  in  some  measure  depend  upon 
what  stage  the  proceedings  are  in  at 
the  time  of  the  demurrer  or  judgment 
by  de&ult.  If  the  demurrer  be  to  the 
l^ea,  and  that  has  stated  the  condition 
to  be  for  performance  of  covenants,  the 
plaintiff  has  only  to  state  the  breaches  in 
his  suggestion.  Bat  if  the  demurrer 
be  to  the  declaration,  or  if  the  judg- 
ment by  default  be  for  want  of  a  plea 
to  the'  declaration,  and  that  is  only 
upon  a  common  bond,  in  these  cases 
the  plaintiff  must  make  his  suggestion 
in  the  form  which  has  already  been 
given,   where    the  plaintiff  states  the 


whole  in  his  declaration.  See  the  form, 
2  Richard.  Pract  C.  P.  285. 5th  edition. 
But  the  defendant  cannot  plead  to 
the  breaches  suggested.  (^)  The  plain- 
tiff must  serve  him  with  a  copy  thereof, 
and  give  him  notice  of  the  inquiry.  The 
form  of  the  writ  may  be  seen  in  LilL 
But.  608,  609.  And  as  the  plaintiff 
is  bound  to  prove  the  truth  of  the 
breaches,  the  defendant  will  be  at  liber- 
ty to  controvert  the  truth  of  them.  If 
the  action  be  on  a  bond,  and  the  de- 
fendant lets  judgment  go  by  default ; 
and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  makes  hb 
suggestion,  in  which  he  sets  out  the 
condition  of  the  bond,  and  that  appears 
to  be  for  performance  of  an  award,  or 
of  covenants  in  an  indenture,  or  of  ar- 
ticles of  agreement,  or  the  like,  the 
plaintiff  must  prove  the  condition  of  the 
bond,  the  award,  indenture,  or  articles, 
as  well  as  the  breaches  suggested.-  JBd" 
wards  v.  Stone,  coram  Lawrence  justice, 
at  Hereford  Spring  Assizes,  180S.  (A) 
The  statute  does  not  direct  any  judg- 


{g)  Contra  per  Chambre  J.  5  Taunt. 
591.  Ptomcr  v.  Bass*  [However  in  I 
Cr.  &  M.  690.  Archbishop  of  Can- 
teiinay  v.  Robertson^  which  was  an 
action  on  an  administration  bond,  the 
defendant  pleaded  fwn  est  factum;  on 
which  the  plaintiff  joined  issue,  and  then 
craved  oyer  of  the  bond  or  condition, 
and  suggested  as  breaches  that  the 
defendant  did  not  exhibit  an  inventory, 
and  did  not  make  a  true  account  pur- 
suant to  the  condition  of  the  bond; 
aad  the  court  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
d^emdant  couid  not  have  pleaded  to  the 
suggestion  any  matter  in  excuse  of  per- 
fonnance ;  but  that  if  he  had  a  sufficient 
excuse,  he  ought  to  have  set  it  up  by 
way  of  plea  to  the  declaration ;  and 
that  he  could  not  avail  himself  of  it  in 
evidence,  having  merely  pleaded  non 
tstfadmm.     The  defendant  cannot,  it 


should  seem,  demur  to  the  breaches 
suggested.  In  WM  v.  James,  Vac. 
after  H.  T.  1842,  the  plaintiff  had 
amended  his  replication  in  accordance 
with  the  judgment  of  the  court  (see 
8  Mees.  &  W.  645.),  and  suggested  cer- 
tain breaches,  to  which  the  defendant 
demurred ;  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  rule 
to  shew  cause  why  the  demurrer  should 
not  be  struck  out ;  cause  was  shewn, 
by  consent,  before  Parhe  B.  at  cham- 
bers; and  that  learned  judge,  after 
taking  time  for  consideration,  made  the 
rule  absolute.] 

(A)  [See  also  2  Camp.  519.  Wil- 
liams V.  Sills.']  And  he  must  prove  that 
the  bond  mentioned  in  the  suggestion, 
and  produced  to  the  jury,  b  that  on 
which  the  action  is  brought.  2  Camp. 
121.  Hodgkinson  v.  Marsden. 
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ment  to  be  entered  for  the  damages 
assessed,  and  for  the  costs,  upon  the  re- 
turn of  the  inquisition  by  the  judge ; 
therefore  it  should  seem  there  can  only 
be  onejudgmentf^  namely,  the  old  judg- 
ment for  the  debt,  and  1^.  damages  for 
the  detention,  and  iOs,  costs,  together 
with  the  costs  of  increase.  See  J7an- 
kin  y.  Broomheady  3  B.  &  P.  607. 
where  it  was  so  held  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  and  a  second  judgment  for  the 
damages  assessed  on  the  inquiry  reversed. 
But  there  seems  to  be  some  difficulty 
on  this  part  of  the  Act  how  to  enter  up 
the  judgment,  so  as  to  have  the  costs 
of  the  inquisition.  If  the  judgment 
be  for  the  plaintiff  upon  demurrer,  per- 
haps this  form  may  be  a  proper  one : 
"  Whereupon  all  and  singular  the  pre- 
"  mises  being  seen,  and  by  the  court 
'<  here  more  fully  understood,  and  ma- 
*^  ture»deliberation  being  thereupon  had, 
<<  for  that  it  appears  to  the  court  here, 
'<  that  the  plea  by  the  said  W,  in  form 
<<  aforesaid  above  pleaded  is  not  suffi- 
<<  cient  in  law  to  bar  the  said  J,  from 
<<  having  his  said  action  thereof  main- 
<<  tained  against  the  said  W,^  it  is  con- 
''  sidered  that  the  said  J,  ought  to  reco- 
*^  ver  his  said  debt  and  also  his  damages 
*'  by  reason  of  the  detention  of  that 
^<  debt,  and  his  costs  and  charges  in  and 


'<  about  his  suit  in  this  behalf."  See 
ant^,  46,  47.  **  And  hereupon  the 
'*  said  plaintiff,  according  to  the  form, 
<<  &c"  (then  assign  the  breaches,  and 
afterwards  say).  "  Wherefore  because 
'<  it  is  convenient  and  necessary  that  the 
<<  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now 
<<  here  should  not  give  their  final  judg- 
'*  ment  of  and  upon  the  premises  afore- 
<<  said  until  such  time  as  the  truth  of  the 
*'  said  breaches  of  covenant  so  suggested 
<<  by  the  said  plaintiff  shall  have  been 
"  inquired  into,  and  the  damages, 
**  which  the  said  J,  has  sustained  by 
**  reason  of  those  breaches,  shall  have 
'<  been  assessed  by  a  jury  of  the  country 
<<  in  that  behalf,  according  to  the  form 
*'  of  the  said  statute ;  let  judgment 
"  thereupon  be  stayed  until  such  time 
'<  accordingly ; "  then  at  the  end,  **  and 
^  because  according  to  the  form  of  the 
<<  said  statute,  &c.  a  jury  ought  to  in. 
'*  quire  of  the  truth  of  the  said  breaches 
'<  so  assigned  by  the  said  plaintiff,  and 
^*  to  assess  the  damages  that  the  said  •/! 
"  has  sustained  thereby,  therefore  the 
«*  sheriff  of  the  said  county  is  com- 
'<  manded  to  summon  twelve  good,  &c. 
"  of  his  bailiwick  to  appear  before  the 
*'  justices  of  our  lord  the  king  assigned 
"  to  take  the  assizes  (t)  in  the  said 
''  county,  on,   &c.  at  ^c.  in  the  said 


(t)  [By  Stat.  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  42.  s.  16. 
"  All  writs  issued  under  and  by  virtue  of 
"  the  statute  (8  &  9  W.  3.  c.  14.)  shall, 
«  unless  the  court  where  such  action  is 
'<  pending,  or  a  judge  of  one  of  the  said 
**  superior  courts,  shall  otherwise  order, 
^<  direct  the  sheriff  of  the  county  where 
**  the  action  shall  be  brought,  to  sum- 
<'  mou  a  jury  to  appear  before  such 
'^  sheriff  instead  of  the  justices  or  justice 
«  of  assize  or  nisi  prius  of  that  county, 
"  to  inquire  of  the  truth  of  the  breaches 
<<  suggested,  and  assess  the  damages  that 
'^  the  plaintiff  shall  have  sustained  there- 


''  by,  and  shall  command  the  said  sheriff 
« to  make  return  thereof  to  the  court 
*<  from  whence  the  same  shall  issue,  at  a 
^^  day  certain  in  term  or  in  vacation  in 
''  such  writ  to  be  mentioned ;  and  such 
^'  proceedings  shall  be  had  afler  the  fe- 
"  turn  of  such  writ  as  are  in  the  said 
<^  statute  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  in 
'^  like  manner  as  if  such  writ  bad  been 
<<  executed  before  a  justice  of  assize  or 
<<  nisi  prius"  It  has  been  said  that  this 
enactment  does  not  extend  tocases  where 
the  plaintiff  assigns  breaches  of  the 
condition  of  the  bond  &c.  in  his  declar- 
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"  county  upon  their  oath  to  inquire  of 
**  the  truth  of  the  said  breaches,  and  to 
^  assess  the  damages  which  the  said  J. 
*<  has  sustained  thereby,  and  let  the  said 
*^  justices  of  assize  make  return  of  the 
"  same  writ  so  as  aforesaid  to  the  said 
^  sheriff  directed,  unto  the  court  of  our 
■<  said  lord  the  king,  here  on 
»  next  after  next  coming, 

''together  with  this  writ;  the  same 
''day  IS  given  to  the  said  fT.here." 
This  mode  of  entering  up  the  proceed- 
ings upon  record  in  cases  where  a  party 
obtains  judgment  by  default,  or  upon 
demurrer,  seems  to  be  approved  of  in  the 
before  cited  case  of  Hankin  v.  Broom- 
ktad^  In  the  inquisition  returned  by 
die  jadge,  which  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
^osfiBO,  it  must  be  alleged,  that  the 
jarj  have  found  the  truth  of  the  several 
breaches  suggested,  and  damages  must 
be  assessed  for  those  breaches.  See 
the  form  of  the  jMTf^eo,  2  Saund.  187  c. 
187  d.  The  judgment  should  then  be 
as  usual.  *'  Therefore  it  is  considered 
"  that  the  plaintiff  recover  against  the 
«  said  defendant  his  said  debt,  and  also 
**  L  for  his  damages  which  he  hath 
**  sustained  as  well  by  reason  of  the 
*^  detention  of  that  debt  as  for  his  costs 
**■  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in 
*'  this  tiehalf  expended,  by  the  court  of 
*^  our  saud  lord  the  king  now  here  ad- 
*^  adjudged  to  the  said  plaintiff  with  his 
**  assent.  And  the  said  defendant  in 
^  mercy,"  &c. ;  in  which  are  included 
the  costs  of  the  inquisition.  And  the 
court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  inclined 
to  the  same  opinion  in  the  before  cited 
ioiHankiny.Broomhead.  The  sub- 


sequent mode  of  proceeding  is  the  same 
as  has  been  already  mentioned  where 
the  judgment  is  entered  upon  a  verdict 
So  if  the  judgment  be  for  the  plaintiff 
by  default,  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  taking 
judgment,  should  say,  it  is  considered 
that  the  said  J.  ought  to  recover  his  debt 
aforesaid,  and  his  damages  on  occasion 
of  the  detention  of  that  debt ;  and  then 
proceed  exactly  in  the  same  way  as 
above,  in  the  case  of  a  judgment  upon 
demurrer.  If  any  further  breaches  of 
covenant  are  committed,  the  Act  directs 
that  the  plaintiff  may  sue  out  a  scire 
facias  upon  the  judgment  The  scire 
facias  ought  to  recite  the  whole  pro- 
ceedings in  the  former  action,*  or  at 
least  so  much  thereof  as  to  make  it  ap- 
pear that  the  judgment  is  warranted  by 
the  statute:  it  must  then  suggest  the 
further  breaches,  and  the  same  proceed- 
ings are  to  be  pursued  under  the  scire 
facias  as  in  the  original  action ;  but  it 
is  not  necessary  there  should  be  any 
other  judgment  than  the  usual  one  in 
a  scire  facias  of  an  award  of  execution  ; 
and  as  the  statute  only  stays  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  scire  facias  upon  pay- 
ment of  the  damages,  costs,  and  charges, 
it  should  seem  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  costs  in  the  scire  facias^  whether  the 
defendant  pleads  to  it  or  not,  notwith- 
standing the  third  section  of  the  same 
statute  8  &  9  W.  3.  c  11.  only  gives 
costs  in  suits  upon  writs  of  scire  facias^ 
where  the  plaintiff  obtains  any  award 
of  execution  after  plea  pleaded  or  de- 
murrer  Joined,  (k)  See  2  Saund.  187  a. 
n.(l). 


ation  or  reptication.    (See  Tidd's  Sup-    dude  breaches  assigned  in  the  declara- 

pkment,  1883,  p.  135.)    But  the  sta-    tiolh  or  replication,  as  well  as  those  sug- 

tnte  directs  that  all  writs  issued  under 

tlie  sUt  of  W.  3.  shall  (unless,  kc.) 

direct  the  sheriff,  &c.;   and  it  should 

seem,  therefore,   that  the   subsequent 

word  '<  suggested  **  is  sufficient  to  in- 


gested on  the  rolL] 

{k)  See  11  East,  387.  Brooke  Y.BooUh 
Accord.  [See  also  stat  3  &  4  W.  4^ 
c-  42.  8. 34.] 
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Cgge  9.  Gainsford  versus  Griffith. 

&C.  2Keb.  "r|EBT  on  bond,  dated  the  18th  of  Octcber,  in  the  16th 

^%A^*  ^^^'  ^^^  y®**'  ^^  *^®  ^^^  '^g-     The  defendant  prays  oyer  of 

Debt  on  bond  the  Condition,  which  is  for  the  performance  of  covenants  in 

for  performance  ^^  indenture  of  assiimment  of  the  same  date  made  between 

of  covenants  in  .     ./»•      a     •• 

an  assigninent    the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff.   And  upon  oyer  the  defendant 
wWch^w"co-    ^cws  the  indenture,  in  which  it  was  recited,  that  Richard 
Tenanted  that  it  Poffettur,  gent,  by  indenture  of  lease,   dated  the   20th  of 
andind^tt»Ue  January,  in  the  14th  of  the  now  king,  had  demised  to  the  de- 
lease,  and^at    fendant  a  house  called  the  White  Lion,  in  King^treet,  in  West- 
should  quietly    minster ,  to  hold,  from  the  feast  of  St  Michael  then  bust  past,  for 
eiyoy  the,  &c     twenty-one  years,  under  the  rent  of  22t  ar-year ;  and  that  the 
whole  residue     defendant,  by  his  indenture  here  brought  into  court,  in  con« 
^'ihrnd^^  let    ^^deration  of  28/.  fine,  assigned  over  all  his  term  and  interest 
or  dutmhanee     to  the  plaintiff,  and  coTcnanted  with  the  plaintiff,  that  the  said 
fflito*  *A*8teaii-  ii^denture  of  lease  from  Poffettur,  at  the  time  of  the  sealing  of 
ger  enters,  and   the  Said  indenture  of  assignment,  was  a  good,  sure,  perfect, 
siloed  ^aTat     ^^d  indefeasible  lease  in  law  of  the  said  messuage,  and  so 
the  time  of        should  Stand  aud  remain  to  the  plaintiff  during  the  residue  of 
u^ment  the   the  said  term  of  twenty-one  years  then  unexpired;  and  that 
Jj^  ^"  ?<^   the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should 
leasibie.    The    quietly  and  peaceably  have,  hold,  and  enjoy  the  said  messuage 
awT^'ed'  for^     during  the  whole  residue  of  the  term,  without  any  let,  denial, 
the  first  *8en-      interruption,  or  disturbance  of  the  defendant,  or  his  executors 
androntdM ?*  ^^  assigus,  and  acquitted,  or  otherwise  saved  harmless,  from 
general  cove-      all  incumbrances  had,  made,  committed,  suffered,  or  done  by 
8ttldiied*iw"the   ^®  defendant  (the  rent  and  covenants  upon  the  original  lease 
latter  sentence,    only  excepted) ;  and  then  the  defendant  pleads  performance 
[  59  ]       of  all  the  covenants  generally.     The  plaintiff  replies,  that 
before  the  making  of  the  indenture  brought  into  court,  one 
ITianuu  Toumky  was  seised  of  the  said  messuage  in  his  demesne 
as  of  fee ;  and  being  so  seised,  the  said  Pagettur  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  said  20th  of  January,  in  the  14th  year  abovesaid, 
entered  into  the  said  messuage  upon  the  seisin  of  the  said 
Townley,  and  disseised  him,  and  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as 
of  fee  by  that  disseisin ;  and  being  so  seised  by  disseisin,  the 
said  Pagettur  made  the  said  lease  to  the  defendant  for  the  said 
twenty-one  years,  who  assigned  over  to  the  plaintiff  as  before 
mentioned.     And  the  plaintiff  further  says,   that  the  said 
Townley  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  last  day  of  February,  in 
the  17th  year  of  the  now  king,  entered  upon  the  said  plaintiff 
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and  ousted  him  from  the  said  messuage ;  whereby  the  said  Gaiksford 
Towidey  was  seised  in  his  former  state,  and  the  plaintiff's  term  v« 

was  exdnct.     And  so  the  plaintiff  assigns  for  breach,  that  the  .    ^^^'^^"^ 
said  lease  from  PcyettuTy  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  in- 
dentoi^  of  assignment,  was  not  good,  perfect,  and  indefeasible. 
And  this,  &c. :  wherefore,  &c.     Upon  which  replication  the 
defendant  demurred  in  law. 

And  it  was  argued  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  that 
the  breach  was  not  well  assigned,  because  it  appears  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  disturbed  or  ousted  by  the  defendanty  or  any 
claming  under  khoy  but  by  Towidey^  a  Btranger;  for  though  the 
de£aidant  has  coyenanted  thatPa^e^^r's  lease  was  indefeasible, 
yet  the  last  words,  ^^  that  the  plaintiff  shall  enjoy  without  inter- 
**  ntpticn  of  the  defendant^  &c.  clearly  prove  that  the  defend- 
SBt  oovenanted  only  against  himself y  and  those  only  who  claim 
fader  him.  And  upon  this  point  many  cases  were  put,  that 
ooe  part  of  a  sentence  shall  be  restrained  and  expounded  by 
the  other,  as  Dyer,  240.  a.  *  Termor  for  years  assigns  his  •  Broughton  ▼. 
teim,  and  covenants,  that  he  has  not  made  any  former  grant,  ^*^' 
or  any  thing  whereby  his  assignment  shall  be  impaired,  hin- 
dered, or  frustated,  but  that  the  assignee  may  quietly  enjoy 
mtkout  disturbance  of  any  person*  Here,  by  the  opinion  of 
three  justices,  the  last  words,  which  were  general,  were 
restrained  and  limited  by  the  exposition  of  the  former  words, 
which  were  special  (1)  So  in  the  same  book.  Dyer,  255.  a. 
the  ocHidition  of  a  bond  was,  that  if  the  obligor  suffered  the 
oUigee  quietly  to  hold  the  lands  from  year  to  year  during  the 
tam,  and  that  without  trouble  of  any  person ;  it  was  adjudged, 
that  the  last  words  were  expounded  and  limited  by  the 
fonner :  and  also  the  case  of  Sir  George  Trenchard  v.  HoS' 
kmsj  Winch's  Rep.  91,  92,  93.  C.  B.  Litt  Rep.  203.  S.  C. 
was  cited,  w;here  a  man  covenanted  that  he  was  seised 
in  fee,  and  that  he  had  good  power  to  sell,  and  that  no  [  60  3 
reversion  was  in  the  crown,  Twtwithstanding  any  act  done  by  the 
coceuantor;  the  last  words,  *^  notwithstanding  any  act  dxme^ 
restrain  the  general  sense  of  both  the  first  covenants.     And 

(\)^\a Petes hxAJerviesy  Dyer, 240.  judged  that  the  action  of  coYenant  did 

in  the  mai^a.    Tenant /wr  avter  vie  not  lie;  for  "^<"  refers  the  subsequent 

leased  for  twenty-one  years,  and  cove-  words  to  the  precedent  words.     The 

Banted  that  he  had  not  done  any  act  but  cases  inserted  in  the  margin  of  Dyer 

the  lessee  shall  or  may  enjoy  it  during  are  of  great  authority,  being  collected 

the  years:  afterwards  within  the  twenty-  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Treby 
one  yean  cestui  que  vie  died :  it  was  ad- 
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Gainsford  versus  Griffitii. 


Gainsford 

V. 

Griffith, 


A  particular  ex- 
preu  covenant 
may  restrain  a 
general  cove- 
nant in  law. 


BO  he  concluded^  that  the  first  covenant  here  shaD  be  ex- 
pounded and  limited  by  the  last,  and  consequently  the 
plaintiff  has  assigned  no  breach)  and  therefore  the  replication 
was  insufficient. 

To  which  it  was  answered  for  the  plaintiff,  that  here  the 
first  covenant,  that  the  lease  was  indefeasible,  is  not  restrained, 
nor  can  be  limited  by  the  subsequent  words.  Yet  the  cases 
put  on  the  other  side  were  agreed :  for  the  two  cases  cited 
from  Dyer  were  only  one  entire  sentenoe,  and  not  distinct 
covenants ;  and  then  the  construction  is  to  be  made  upon  the 
whole  sentence.  And  the  case  in  Winch,  though  it  was 
not  adjudged,  but  the  court  divided  in  opinion,  yet  it  may  be 
good  law  (1) ;  for  the  restrictive  words  coming  at  the  end  of 
the  last  sentenoe  may  indifferently  be  applied  to  both  the  pre- 
cedent sentences ;  for  the  words,  *^  notwithstanding  any  act 
done,"  &C.  are  applicable  to  the  covenant  that  he  was  seised 
in  fee,  and  to  the  covenant  that  he  had  power  to  sell,  as  well 
BA  to  the  covenant  that  there  was  no  reversion  in  the  crown, 
and  the  sense  will  be  good  and  perfect:  and  in  that  case  those 
words,  ^^notwithstanding  any  act  done,"  &c.  were  omitted 
at  the  end  of  the  two  first  sentences  to  avoid  tautology  and 
idle  repetitions,  they,  at  the  end  of  the  last  sentenoe,  being 
well  applicable  to  all  the  former  sentences ;  et  quod  subintdU- 
ffitur  non  deest  And  it  was  agreed,  that  a  particular  covenant 
in  fact  may  restrain  a  general  covenant  in  law,  as  in  Noke^s 
case.   4  Bep.  80.  (2)    But  itwas  said,  that  in  this  case  there 


(1)  A  writ  of  error  was  afterwards 
brought  in  K.  B.,  where  itwas  adjudged 
that  the  last  clause,  <*  notwithstanding 
*<  any  act  done/*  &&  did  not  restrain 
the  first  clause  of  the  covenant,  namely, 
that  he  had  a  good  and  indefeasible 
estate  in  fee ;  but  that  such  clause  was 


alMolute  and  general,  because  the  ge- 
neral usage  of  conveyances  is  to  make 
one  covenant  independent  of  the  other ; 
and  the  judgment  of  the  C.  B.  was  re- 
versed. 2  Rol.  Abr.  250.  pi.  4.  1  Sid. 
328.  (/) 

(2)  Cro.  Eliz.  674.  S.  C.  by  which 


(/)  In  all  cases  where  several  cove- 
nants are  contained  in  a  deed,  the  courts 
endeavour  to  ascertain  the  intention  of 
the  parties  from  an  attentive  considera- 
tion of  the  whole  deed,  and  construe 
the  covenants,  either  as  independent  or 
as  restrictive  of  each  other,  according 
to  such  apparent  intention.  Every 
case,  therefore,  must  depend  upon  the 
particular  words  used  in  the  instrument 


before  the  court,  and  the  distinctions 
will  be  found  to  be  very  nice  and  diffi- 
cult. 11  East,  633.  Houfell  v.  Richards, 
2  B.&  P.  13.  Browning  v.  Wripk. 
Post  Vol.IL  176.  note  (6).  S  B.  & 
P.  565.  Hesse  v.  Stevenson.  15  East, 
530.  Barton  v.  Fitzgerald.  2  B. 
Moore,  592.  Foord  v.  Wilson.  1  B.  & 
B.  319.  Nind  y.MarshalL  3  Moore, 
703.S.C.    [6M.&S.9.  Sichkmarev. 
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wad  an  express  general  coyenant  in  fact,  which  is  not,  nor  Gainsford 
can  be,  restrtuned  by  any  other  subsequent  covenant,  if  it  ^• 

cannot  be  constraed  as  part  of  the  first  general  covenant.  Riffith. 
And  this  difference  was  taken,  that  if  a  restrictive  clause  be 
in  like  first  or  last  part  of  a  sentence,  or  at  the  beginning  of 
the  first,  or  at  the  end  of  the  last  sentence,  which  in  good 
eense  may  be  applied  to  the  one  and  the  other,  there  it  shall 
extend  to  both  sentences ;  but  otherwise  it  is  if  such  sentence 
be  placed  in  the  middk  of  one  or  two  sentences  (4),  as  in 
CrtkCar.  106.  Cm^<?rdv.Craj{/brd(5);  andiJ«i495.  Hughes 


it  a{»pear8  that  the  court  gave  judgment 
upon  another  point  The  authority  of 
this  caie  upon  the  point  above-men-^ 
tioned  was  questioned  by  FUmifig  C.  J. 
io  2  Brownl.  214.  Proctor  v.  Johnson, 
Bat  it  has  been  since  recognised  in 
many  cases,  and  is  now  considered  as 
an  established  point  of  law.  Vaugh.  126. 
Aiyef  V.  BiduTstaff,  1  Lev.  57.  Brown 
T.  Brown,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1419.  FronHn 
T.  &maIL  (m) 

(4)  It  b  questionable  whether  much 
regard  would  now  be  paid  to  this  mode 
of  ooostruction.  The  chief  object  of 
eoarts  of  law  at  present  is  to  discover 
the  true  meaning  of  the  parties,  and 
to  construe  the  covenants  accordingly. 
As  far  as  the  difference  above  laid  down 
would  tend  to  find  out  the  intention  of 
the  parties,   so  far  would  it  now  be 


adopted  and  no  farther.  The  proper 
rule  seems  to  be  that  which  Lord  Mans-^ 
field  laid  down  in  a  case,  where  the 
question  was,  whether  certain  words  in 
a  covenant  amounted  to  a  condition 
precedent  or  not,  <*  that  the  dependence 
'^  or  independence  of  covenants  toas  to 
"  be  collected  from  the  sense  and  meaning 
"  of  the  parties^  and  that  however  trans- 
^^  posed  ^is  might  be  in  the  deedf  their 
"  precedency  must  depend  on  the  order 
"  of  time  in  which  the  intent  of  the 
<'  transaction  requires  their  perform. 
"  ance."  Kingston  v.  Preston^  cited 
in  Jones  v.  Barheley^  DougL  684.  Vid. 
post,  320.  n.  (4),  and  2  B.  &  P.  27. 
Browning  v.  Wright^  per  Heath  J.  and 
1  Sid.  315.  Ferrers  v.  Newton. 
(5)  Litt.  Rep.  80,  81.  S.  C. 


ThMaOeton.  8  fi.&  C.  185.  Belcher  v. 
Siies.  6  A.  &  £.  572.  Stannard  v. 
Forbes.  The  decision  in  the  principal 
case  appears  to  be  confirmed  by  3  B.  & 
Ad.  189.  Smith  v.  Compton  ;  in  which 
it  was  observed  by  Lord  TerUerden^ 
that,  except  Milner  v.  Horton.  MClel. 
647.  (by  the  authority  of  which  the 
court  did  not  feel  themselves  bound), 
there  is  no  case  in  which  a  qualified 
covenant  has  been  held  to  restrain  a 
general  one,  where  the  covenants  have 
not  been  connected  with  each  other, 
VOL.  I. 


either  by  preceding  words,  as  in  Brown- 
ing  V.  WriglU^  or  by  intervening  or 
subsequent  ones. ]  See  also  post  Vol.  IL 
178,  et  seq.  as  to  the  construction  of 
covenants  of  indemnity. 

(m)  [4  Bing.  N.  C.  678.  Line  v.  Ste^ 
phenson.  6  Scott,  447.  S.  C.  5  Bing.  N.  C. 
1 83. 7  Scott,  69.  S.C.  in  error.  See  further 
on  this  point,  post.  Vol.  II.  178  a.  note  to 
Wottonv.Hele,']  But  an  express  warranty 
in  a  feoffment,  which  is  a  covenant  real, 
will  not  restrain  the  warranty  in  law  aris- 
ing from  the  word  "cferfiV'.Co.  Litt.  384.  a. 
I 
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Gainsford  versus  Griffith. 


Gains  FORD 
Gritfith. 


[61  ] 


v.  Bennet  (6)  Covenant  that  he  was  seised  in  fee,  **  notwith* 
''  standing  any  act  done/'  &c. ;  and  that  the  lands  were  (^  the 
yearly  value  of  200/1  Here  the  words^  **  notwithstanding,"  &c 
cannot  be  applied  to  the  covenant  concerning  the  vahie,  be- 
cause they  were  placed  in  the  middle  of  the  sentence.  And 
here  the  words  in  the  last  covenant,  **  without  interruption,'' 
cannot  be  applied  in  sense  to  the  covenant  that  the  leafie  was 
indefeasible;  for  then  the  sentence  would  be  insensible, 
namely  that  the  lease  was  indefeasible  without  the  interrupt 
tion  of  the  defendant,  &c. :  and  besides,  if  it  wafi  sen«blej 
yet  the  words,  '^  without  interrupticm,"  &c.  do  not  take  away 
the  force  and  signification  of  the  word  indefeasible,  but  it  re- 
mains an  absolute  general  covenant  aa  before.  And  then  the 
leftse,  being  defeated  by  a  stranger,  was  a  breach  of  covenant : 
and  so  the  replication  good.  And  of  this  opinion  was  the 
whole  court :  and  judgment  given  for  the  plaintiff.  Saunders 
of  counsel  with  the  plaintiff.  See  Hutton's  Rep.  74.  87.  Nap- 
per^B  case.  Ibid.  93.     LatcL  Bep.  105. 


(6)  2  Rol.  Abr.  2i9L  pL  S.    Sir  W.  Jones,  408.  S.  C.    So    »  1   Lev.  40. 
Coohy, Founds.    S Lev.  46.  Nervin  v.  Munns. 


Case  la 


Debt  upon 


Butler  versm  Wigge. 
Ha.  18  &  19  Car.  IL  Regis.  RoU.  93. 

^««*»»\"1^E  it  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in 
-»-'  the  term  of  JEaster  last  past,  before  our  lord  the 
king  at  Westminster,  came  Henry  Butler,  by  John  Marsh,  his 
attorney,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
king,  then  there,  his  certain  bill  against  Thomas  Wigge, 
otherwise  called  Thomas  Wigge,  senior,  of  iihntmare,  in  the 
county  of  Bucks,  gent,  in  the  custody  of  the  winraKy^lj  &c.  of 
a  plea  of  debt,  &c. ;  and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to 
wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe ;  which  said  bill  follows  in 
these  words,  to  wit,  Bucks,  to  wit,  Henry  Butler  complains  of 
TTiomas  Wigge,  otherwise  called  Thomas  Wigge,  senior,  of 
Mentmorey  in  the  county  of  Bucks,  gent  being  in  the  custody 
of  the  marshal  of  the  marsfaalsea  of  our  lord  the  king,  before 
the  king  himself,  of  a  plea,  that  he  render  to  him  40Z.  of 
lawful  money  of  England,  which  he  owes  to  and  unjustly 
detains  from  him ;  for  that  whereas  the  said  TTunnas,  on  the 
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20tfi  day  of  January y  m  the  year  of  our  Lord  1665,  at  Iveng-    Butler  r. 
Aoe,  in  the  said  county,  by  hie  certain  writing  obligatory,       Wigge. 
sealed  with  the  seal  of  him  the  said  Thomas ,  and  to  the  court  ' 

of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  shewn,  the  date  whereof 
B  tbe  same  day  and  year  afore«dd,  acknowledged  himself,  to 
be  held  and  firmly  bound  to  the  said  Henry  in  tJie  said  40il 
to  be  paid  to  the  said  Henry  when  he  should  be  thereunto 
requested.  Yet  the  said  Thomas  (although  offcen  requested) 
has  not  yet  paid  the  said  40/1  to  the  said  Henry y  but  to  pay 
the  nune  to  him  has  hitherto  altogether  refused,  and  still 
refofles;  to  the  damage  of  the  said  Henry  of  202.  And  there- 
fore he  brings  suit,  &c 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Wednesday  next  after  the  imparlance. 

octmTe  of  St.  Hilary  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  the 

sad  Tkonua  Wigge  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and 

then  to  answer,  &c.  before  our  lord  the  king,  at  Westminster^ 

tames  sa  well  the  said  Henry  Bnder  by  his  said  attorney,  as 

the  said  THamas  by  W,  Gibnare,  his  attorney ;  and  the  said 

Thomas  Wigge  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.  and       [  62  ] 

pnys  oyer  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  it  is  read  to 

Um ;  he  also  piays  oyer  of  the  ccoidition  of  the  said  writing  Oyer  of  the 

obligatofy,  and  it  is  read  to  him  in  these  words,  to  wit,  "The  ~»^^«"- 

'^  condition   of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  above 

^  boimden  Hiemas  Wigge^  his  heirs,  executors,  and  admini- 

**  stnlora,  and  every  of  them,  do  in  all  things  stand  to,  abide 

^  by,  ftilfil,  perform,  and  keep  the  award,  arbitration,  order, 

**  determination  and  judgment  of  Henry  Cowpery  of  Ivenghoey 

^  in  the  county  aforesaid,  gentleman,  and  William  Johnsaoy 

^  of  loenghoe  Aston,  in  the  county  aforesaici,  gentl^nan,  arbi- 

**  tnttors  indifferently  elected  and  chosen,  as  well  on  the  part 

^  and  behalf  of  the  above  bounden  Thomas  Wigge  of  the  one 

^  part,  and  the  above-named  Henry  BtUler  of  tiie  other  part, 

**  to  award,  arbitrate,  determine,  and  judge  of  and  for  all 

^  manner  of  action  and  cause,  actions  and  causes  of  actions, 

"  smts,  controversies,  debts,  dues,  accompts,  claims,  and  de- 

**  mands,  trespasses,  bills,  bonds,  judgments,  executions,  and 

''all  things  whatsoever  had,  moved,  or  stirred,  occasioned, 

**  begun,  depending,  or  being,  between  the  said  parties,  before 

**the  day  of  the  date  liereof:  and  likewise  if  the  above 

**  bounden  Thomas  Wigge  shall  secure  and  discharge  the  said 

**  Henry  Butler  of  and  from  aU  manner  of  suits,  actions, 

^  ddyts,  trespasses,  bilk,  bondd,  judgments,  executions,  and 

**  all  whatsoever  may  arise  by,  f^rom,  or  under  any  pretence 
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Butler  versus  Wigge. 


Butler  v. 

WiGOB. 


No  award  by 
the  arbitraton» 


[63] 


nor  any  umpir- 
age. 


Replication. 


"  or  colour  of  Thomas  Wigge,  junior,  son  of  the  said  Thaman 
"  Wtgge,  above  bounden,  so  always  that  the  said  award,  arbi- 
"  trament,  order,  final  determination  and  judgment  of  the 
''  said  arbitrators,  of  and  for  or  concerning  the  premises,  be 
"  iqade  and  ^ven  up  by  writing  indented  under  their  hands 
**  and  seals,  at  or  before  the  twenty-third  day  of  this  instant 
'^  January y  and  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  parties,  at 
**  or  in  the  King^s  Head  in  Ivenghoey  situate  in  the  county 
'^  aforesaid.  But  if  the  said  arbitrators  nominated  and 
**  elected  as  aforesaid,  shall  not  agree  upon  their  determina* 
*^  tion  and  final  judgment  of  the  said  premises,  that  then  they 
''  shall  choose  and  elect  one  indifierent  man,  and  they  shall 
*^  stand  to  his  final  end  and  determination  and  judgment, 
**  which  he  shall  give  and  determine  on  or  before  the  twenty- 
**  eighth  day  of  this  instant  January,  under  his  hand  and 
<^  seal,  that  then  this  present  obligation  to  be  void  and  of 
^'  none  effect,  or  else  to  stand  and  remain  in  fuU  power, 
**  force  and  virtue."  Which  being  read  and  heard,  the  sjdd 
Thomas  says,  that  the  said  Henry  Butler  ought  not  to  have  or 
maintain  his  said  action  thereof  against  him,  because  he  says 
that  the  said  arbitrators,  in  the  said  condition  above  named, 
made  no  award,  order,  or  judgment  of  and  upon  the  pre- 
mises above  specified  in  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obli- 
gatory on  or  before  the  said  23d  day  of  January ;  and  the 
said  Thomas  Wigge  further  says,  that  the  umpire  chosen  by 
the  said  arbitrators  made  no  umpirage  determination,  or 
judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  above  likewise  men- 
tioned in  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  on  or 
before  the  said  28th  day  of  January,  in  the  said  condition 
above  mentioned ;  and  that  no  suits,  actions,  debts,  trespasses, 
bills,  bonds,  judgments,  executions,  or  other  things  whatso- 
ever, have  arisen  by  or  from  any  pretence  or  colour  of  Thomas 
Wigge,  junior,  in  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory 
above  named,  from  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  writing  ob- 
ligatory hitherto.  And  this  he  the  said  Thomas  Wigge,  senior, 
is  ready  to  verify.  Wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said 
Henry  Butler  ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof 
against  him,  &c. 

And  the  said  Henry  Butler  says,  that  he,  by  any  thing  by 
the  said  Thxmias  Wigge,  senior,  above  in  pleading  alleged,  ought 
not  to  be  barred  from  having  his  said  action  thereof  against 
the  said  Thomas  Wigge,  because  he  says  that  well  and  true  it 
h,  that  the  said  arbitrators  above  named  in  the  said  condition 
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did  not  make  any  award,  order,  or  judgment  of  and  upon  the    Butler  v. 
premiflea,  in  the  said  condition  above  mentioned,  in  manner      Wiggb. 
and  form  as  the  said  Thomtu  has  above  thereof  in  pleading  ' 
allied ;  but  the  said  Henry  further  says,  that  the  said  arbi-  bitnton  madlT 
trators,  after  making  the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  wit,  on  ^  a^"wd, 
the   said  23d  day  of  January ^  in  the  said  condition  above 
mentioned,  at  Ivenghoe  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county,  did  duly 
choose  JFraneU  DuncambCf  of  Ivenghoe  aforesaid,  gent,  being  yet  they  chose 
an  indifl^rent  person,  to  be  an  umpire  to  make  final  end,  *"  "™P*'^ 
detennination,  and  judgment  between  the  said  parties  of  and 
upon  the  pronises,  in  the  said  condition  above  mentioned,  ac- 
ooiding  to  the  form  and  efiect  of  the  said  condition :  which 
aud  umpire  so  chosen,  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  28th 
day  of  January y  in  the  year  of  our  lord  aforesaid,  at  Ivenghoe 
aforesaid^  in  the  said  coimty,  having  taken  upon  himself  the 
burden  of  awarding,  ordering,  and  finally  determining  the  said  ' 

prendsea  in  the  said  condition  above  likewise  mentioned,  by 
his  certain  writing  of  umpirage  indented,  imder  his  hand  and  who  by  inden. 
leal,  (and  to  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  now  here,  hMiVMid  [^' 
ahewn,  the  date  whereof  is  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,)  did  ^^  brought 
order,  award,  determine,  and  adjudge  of  and  upon  the  said  '"    ^^^ 
paiemised,  that  the  said  Thjomas  Wigge^  senior,  lus  executors, 
or  adminifftrators,  should  pay  to  the  said  Henry  Butler,  lus  awarded  that 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  6/.  of  good  and  lawful  shouid^y  to 
money  otJEngland,  upon  the  29th  day  o{  January  then  instant,  the  plaintiff  6/. 
at  or  in  the  then  mansion-house  of  Edward  Newens,  situate  at  January ; 
the  JShi^s  Headj  in  Ivenghoe  aforesaid,  in  satisfaction  and      [  64  ] 
discbarge  of  all  controversies  and  demands  between  the  said 
parties,  before  the  20th  day  of  the  said  month  of  January, 
and  that  there  should  be  an  end  of  them  for  ever,  and  that  the 
said  parties  should  from  thenceforth  be  firiends,  as  by  the  said 
award  more  fully  appears.     And  the  said  Henry  in  fact  says, 
that  the  said  Thomas  Wigge  the  now  defendant,  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  said  27th  day  of  January  in  the  year  aforesaid, 
at  henghoe  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county^  had  notice  of  the  said  defendant  had 
award  in  form  aforesaid  made,  and  that  he  has  not  pwd  to  ^'^^1]^^*"* 
the  said  Henry  Butler  the  sud  62L  upon  the  said  29th  day  of  the  el 
January,  according  to  the  form  aud  efiect  of  the  said  amnud.  * 

And  this  he  the  sfdd  Henry  Butler  is  ready  to  verify.  Where- 
fore he  prays  judgment,  and  his  debt  aforesaid,  together  with 
his^  damages  on  occasion  of  the  detention  of  that  debt,  to  be 
adjudged  to  him,  &e. 
General  demurrer  and  joinder  in  demun-er.  Demurrer. 
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64  Butler  versus  Wigge. 

BuTLKR  V,        But  because  the  court  of  our  aaid  lord  the  king,  now  here, 

WioGE.      }g  nQt  yet  adviaed  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the 

*        '   .         *premi8e8,  a  day  is  therefore  given  to  the  swd  parties  before 

▼ult  our  lord  the  king,  at  Westminster^  until  day 

*  [  65  ]     next  of  the  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and 

upon  the  premises,  beoause  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king 

now  here,  is  thereof  not  yet,  &a 


Caw  10.  Butler  versus  Wigge. 

2  Keb.  204.  T\EBT  upou  bond.  —  The  defendant  prayed  oyer  of  the 

^rt  thl^c^Sl  condition,  which  is,  that  if  the  defendant  should  stand 

tion  of  an  arbi-  to,  and  abide  by,  the  award  of  two  arbitrators  of  all  actions, 

Sewmrt  will  &^  SO  that  the  award  be  made  on  or  before  the  23d  day  of 

transpose  or  re-  January:  *'  but  if  the  arbitrators  shall  not  agree  upon  their 

wordsl^md^eon.  '*  award,  that  then  they  shall  choose  and  elect  an  indifferent 

stnie  it  accord-  «  ^au    and  thev  shall  stand  to  his  final  end,  detenmnation, 

ukg  to  the  ob-  '  •/  ^  '  ^ 

vious  intent  of  "  and  judgment,  which  he  shall  ^ve  and  determine  on  or 
the  parties.  «  before  the  28th  of  January,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  that 
''  then  this  obligation  shall  be  void,"  &c.  And  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  neither  the  arbitrators  nor  umpire  made  any 
award  or  umpirage  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the 
condition  of  the  obligation.  The  plaintiff  replied,  and  con- 
fessed that  the  arbitrators  did  not  make  any  award,  but  eaid, 
that  they  chose  an  umpire,  who  awarded  that  the  defendant 
should  pay  to  the  plaiAtiff  a  certain  sum  of  money  in  lieu  and 
satisfaction  of  all  controversies,  &c  and  assigned  a  breach 
for  non-payment  of  the  money.  Upon  which  the  defendant 
demurred  in  law. 

And  it  was  objected  that  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to 
perform  the  award  of  the  umpire ;  because  the  condition  was 
in  that  part  void  and  insensible ;  for  the  words  are  rather 
directory  than  conditional,  as  before  appears :  and  it  is  also 
insensible,  because  it  is  said  that  the  arbitrators  shall  choose 
an  indifferent  man,  and  "  they^  shall  stand  to  his  award; 
which  word  **  they  "  in  this  place,  being  in  the  plural  number, 
signifies  the  arbitrators^  and  not  the  defendant :  also  it  does 
not  appear,  upon  what  matter  the  umpire  should  make  his 
award ;  for  it  is  not  limited  by  the  condition  to  be  made  upon 
the  premises  (1)  ;  so  that  the  defendant  is  not  by  the  words  to 

(1)   See  All.  51.    Rose  v.  Spark.    Ibid.  278.    Perry  v.  Nicholson.    Post 
1  Burr.  277.     Hawkins  v.  Coklough.    324<.  n.  (2). 
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perfcnn  the  award:  and  it  would  be  abgurd  to  say,  that  the 
defeiMhnt  would  be  bound  by  the  bond  that  the  arbitrators 
shoidd  perform  the  award  of  the  umpire :  and  it  cannot  be 
intended  that  the  word  th^  should  refer  to  the  plabitiff  and 
defendant  both,  for  then  the  defendant  would  be  bound  that 
the  jlamtiff  should  perform  the  award ;  which  is  more  absurd, 
and  against  the  intention,  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  power 
to  make  the  defendant  forfeit  his  bond  whether  he  will  or  not : 
and  though  g^ierally,  if  a  condition  be  altogether  insensible 
and  Toid,  the  obligation  will  be  single  (2),  yet  in  this  case  the 
ooodition  is  good,  notwithstanding  these  words  are  insensible ; 
fi)r  the  first  part  df  the  condition  to  perfonn  tU^  award  of  the 
arbitrators  is  good,  and  is  a  proper  condition,  which  is  suffi- 
deirt  to  defeat  the  obligation:  and  if  the  defendant  hath 
pei£»cmed  it,  or  if  he  be  excused  by  law  therefrom  by  the 
aibitratora  haying  not  made  any  award,  (as  in  this  case,)  the 
obligation  is  saved :  and  because  the  words  are  deficient  in  the 
other  part  of  the  conditioi^  the  intention  of  the  parties  will 
not  aerv;^;  as  appears  by  the  book  of  39  IT.  6.  10.  a.  where  the 
condition  of  an  obligation  was,  that  if  the  defendant  did  not 
fM^  0O  much  mcmey,  the  obligation  should  be  void,  it  was 
adpadged,  upon  the  words,  that  the  obligation  was  saved  by  the 
nonpayment  of  the  money,  though  the  intention  of  the  parties 
was,  that  the  defendant  should  be  bound  to  pay  the  money, 
and  not  to  omit  paying  it,  as  was  expressed  by  the  words  (3) : 


BUTLBR  «. 
WlGQB. 


[66] 

If  the  ooodition 
of  a  bond  be 
insensible  or 
void,  the 
bond  will  be 
single,  (a) 


Bntifthe  con- 
dition consists 
of  two  distinct 
parts,  one  good 
and  the  otlSsr 
▼oid,  and  the 
obligor  per- 
form the  good 
part,  or  be  ex- 
cused by  law 
therefroniy  the 
bond  is  saved, 
&  P.  Bosan.  & 
PulLRep.242, 
243.    Da  Costa 
▼.  Davis. 


(2)  So  18  Co.  Litt  206.  a.  1  RoL 
Ahr.  419.  (C.)  pi.  2.  Ibid.  420.  (£.) 
pL  1.  3  Lev.  74, 75.  Graham  v.  (7mta- 
Aam.  With  respect  to  impossible  or 
void  conditioofly  the  foUowing  distinc- 
tioo  has  been  taken;  that  where  the 
condition  is  underwritten  or  indorsed, 
that  is  onlj  void^  and  the  obligation  is 
angle ;  but  where  the  condition  is  part 
of  the  lien  itself,  and  incorporated  there- 
with, (as  in  a  recognizance  by  bail,)  if 
the  condition  be  impossible,  the  obliga- 


tion is  void.    1  Salk.  172.  PuUerton  v. 
Agnew. 

(3)  S.  C.  Bro.  Conditions,  98.  ObU- 
ffotion,  42.  and  1  Rol.  Abr.  419.  (B.) 
pi.  1,  2.  But  this  case  has  been  over- 
ruled by  subsequent  authorities.  2  Mod. 
285.  WellsY.  Wright  S.C.  Freem.  247. 
pi.  261.  1  Sid.  105, 106.  Vernon  v.  At- 
sop.  S.C.  1  Lev.  77.  11  Mod.  193. 
WeUs  v.  Ferguson.  S.  C.  2  Salk.  463. 
11  Mod.  199.  Dougl.  383,  384.  3d  ed. 
Bache  v.  Proctor,  (jti) 


(a)  SeeuSj  if  the  condition  be  only 
inqprobable.  2  H.  Black.  163.  French 
r.  Can^AeH  6  T.  R.  200.  S.  C.  per 
lA.Km9onC.3.    Ibid.  211. 

{h)  This  principle  has  been  extended 


to  promissory  notes.  Therefore  a  note 
containing  the  words  ^  I  promise  not 
"  to  pay,"  was  held  to  be  a  valid  note. 
See  Bayley  on  Bills,  4th  ed.  6. 

I4 


66 


Butler  versus  Wigge. 


Butler  v. 

WiGGB. 


Any  words  by 
which  the  inten- 
tion can  appear, 
are  sufficient  to 
make  a  condi- 
tion of  a  bond. 


The  condition 
of  a  bond  shall 
be  construed 
favourably  for 
the  benefit  of 
the  oUigor, 


and  80  it  was  concluded  tbat,  the  arbitrators  not  having  made 
any  award,  the  condition  was  performed,  and  the  obligation 
saved,  although  the  award  of  the  umpire  was  not  performed, 
because  the  performance  of  the  umpire's  award  was  not  any 
part  of  the  condition,  but  was  insensible  and  absurd. 

But  it  waa  resolved  and  adjudged  by  the  court,  that  the 
condition  was  good  enough  in  that  part,  though  it  was  not 
so  properly  expressed  as  it  should  be ;  and  that  the  defendant 
had  forfeited  his  bond  by  the  non-performance  of  the  award 
of  the  umpire :  and  they  said  that  any  words,  by  which  the 
intention  of  the  parties  can  appear,  are  sufficient  to  make  a 
condition  of  an  obligation ;  for  if  the  words,  though  they  are 
improper,  should  be  construed  void  and  not  a  condition,  then 
in  many  cases,  and  perhaps  in  this  very  case,  the  obligation 
would  be  single  and  of  force  against  the  defendant,  although 
he  has  performed  the  condition  of  it  according  to  the  intention 
of  the  parties :  and  the  condition,  being  for  the  benefit  of  the 
defendant  the  obligor,  shall  be  construed  favourably  for  his 
advantage :  and  though  here  such  construction  is  to  the  pre- 
judice of  the  defendant,  yet  the  law  is  the  same  in  all  cases, 
and  cannot  be  altered  in  this  particular  case  0) :  and  judg* 


(4)  So  is  Sir  W.  Jones,  181.  Ea- 
ton V.  Butter.  S.  C.  Palm.  55^  S  Lev. 
137,138.  Stanley  Y.Feame.  lWil8.6l. 
Box  V.  Day.  1  Ld.  Raym.  38.  Avery 
v.  White.  If  there  be  an  omission  of 
the  usual  conclusion  of  a  condition, 
namely  that  then  the  obligation  shall 
be  void,  &c.  yet  the  condition  is  good, 
and  it  is  a  good  defeasance  of  the  bond. 
Insensible  and  repugnant  words  shall  be 
rejected.  2  Saund.  79.  Mauieverer  v. 
Hawxby.  Cro.  Jac.  358.  Goodman  v. 
KnighL  3  Lev.  21,  22.  Langdoh  v. 
Goole.  2  SalL462.  Cromwell  v.  Gruns- 
den.  S.  C.  1  Ld.  Raym.  335.  2  Str. 
945.  Lambert  y.  Branthtoaite.  Where 
the  condition  of  a  bond  is  entire,  and 


the  whole  be  against  law,  it  is  void ;  but 
where  the  condition  consists  of  several 
different  parts,  and  some  of  them  are 
lawful,  and  the  others  not,  it  is  good 
for  so  much  as  is  lawful,  and  void  for 
the  Irest  2  Bro.  C.  P.  381.  Sex.  v. 
Yale.  S.  C,  5  Vin.  99.  pi.  9.  MSS. 
2  Ld.  Raym.  1459.  Chesman  v.  Nainby. 
Hob.  14.  Norton  v.  Simms.  S.  C. 
Moore,  856, 857.  pi.  1 175.  3  Rep.  83.  a. 
Twyne's  case.  1  Vent  237.  Mosdel  v. 
Middleton.  (c)  But  if  a  bond  is  given 
with  condition  to  do  a  thing  againU  an 
act  of  parliament^  and  also  to  pay  a  just 
debt,  the  whole  bond  is  void ;  because 
the  letter  of  the  statute  makes  it  void, 
and  is  a  strict  law.    Hob.  14>.  (<f ) 


(c)  4  M.  &  S.  66.  Neioman  v.  New- 
man. S.P.;  andsee5Taunt.727.  Green- 
wood V.  Bishop  of  London.  1  Marsh. 
292.  S.C. 

(d)  But,  unless  the  act  of  parliament 


expressly  enacts,  that  all  securities  and 
instruments  which  contain  matters  con- 
trary to  the  act  shall  be  absolutely  void, 
so  much  only  of  such  securities  and 
instruments  as  is  contrary  to  the  act 


Paschae,  19  Car.  IL  Regis. 

ment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff.     Saunders  of  counsel  with 
the  defendant 
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vin  be  avoided,  and  the  rest  wiU  stand 
good;  as  in  the  case  of  the  property-tax 
acts,  which  were  repeatedly  held  to 
aToid  only  so  much  of  the  indenture  or 
bond  as  was  contrary  to  the  acts ;  and 
that,  whether  the  covenants  and  clauses 
were  separate  or  not.     II  East,  165. 


Gaskell  v.  King.  1 3  East,  87.  Wigg  y. 
ShuUleworth.  15  East,  440.  Bou?e  v. 
Synge.  4  Taunt.  105.  Fuller  v.  Abbott. 
See  8  East,  Kerrison  v.  Cole.  1  B. 
&  C.  327.  Bidden  v.  Leader.  [7  Bing! 
423.  Collins  Y.  Gwgnne.  5M.&P.276. 
S.C.  2Bing.N.C.7.S.C.  in  error.] 


TurbiU's  Case. 
Easter,  19  Car.  11. 

rWlURBILLy  an  attorney  of  the  King's  Bench,  contracted 
-^  withoneiV«7i«*on,forthepurchafieofcertainland8;  and, 
by  articles  of  agreement,  covenanted  with  Nevinson  to  pay 
him  200/L,  when  Nevinson  should  make  a  good  conveyance 
to  TurbUl  of  the  lands,  discharged  from  all  incumbrances: 
Neuinsan  afterwards  made  a  conveyance  to  TurbiU,  but  there 
were  incumbrances  upon  the  estate  which  were  not  discharged. 
But  one  Norton  a  scrivener,  and  other  creditors  of  Nevinson, 
hearing  of  this  covenant  of  TurUll,  levied  several  plaints  in 
die  court  of  one  of  the  sheriffs  of  London,  in  the  counter, 
against  Nevinson  for  their  several  debts ;  and  upon  nihil  re- 
turned against  him,  according  to  the  custom  there  of  foreign 
attachment,  the  monies,  which  TurbiU  had  so  covenanted  to 
pay,  were  attached  in  his  hands,  as  a  debt  owing  by  him  to 
the  said  Nevinson  (1);  upon  which  TurbiU  sued  out  a  writ 


Case  II. 
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8.  C.  1  Sid. 
362.     2  Keb. 
S46.   An  attor- 
ney or  other 
officer  of  K.  B. 
shall  not  have 
his  pmilege 
against /ore^ 
attach$M€nt»  in 
London.  Cont. 
2  Leon.  156. 
Lodge's  case. 
Dy.  287.  a.  in 
marg.  Whipp 
and  Sallew's 
case.   1  Leon. 
189.  Edward's 
and  Tedbury*s 
ease,  1  Show. 
11.  (a) 


(1)  This  custom  was  certified  by 
Starkey^  recorder  of  London,  to  be, 
^  that  if  a  plaint  be  affirmed  in  London 
**  before,  &c.  against  any  person,  and  it 
**  be  returned  nihil,  if  the  plaintiff  will 
**  surmise  that  another  person  within 
**  the  city  is  a  debtor  to  the  defendant 
^  in  any  sum,  he  shall  have  garnishment 
*^  against  him  to  warn  him  to  come  in 


"  and  answer  whether  he  be  indebted  in 
"  the  manner  alleged  by  the  other ;  and 
**  if  he  comes  and  do^s  not  deny  the 
"  debt,  it  shall  be  attached  in  his  hands, 
"  and  after  four  defaults  recorded  on 
«  the  part  of  the  defendant,  such  per- 
"  son  shall  find  new  surety  to  the  plain- 
"  tiff"  for  the  said  debt ;  and  judgment 
«  shall  be,  that  the  plaintiff*  shall  have 


(a)  [S.  P.  decided  on  the  authority  of  this  case,  8  T.  R.  417.  Ridge  v.  Hard- 
€attk.'\ 
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Turbill'B  Case. 


Turbill's    of  privilege,  as  a  clerk  of  the  court  of  King's  Bench,  directed 

Case.         to  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  sheriffs  of  London,  reciting  that 

*  the  chief  clerks  of  the  court,  and  their  clerks,  fh)m  time 

whereof,  &c.  have  been  impleaded  ^'in  our  court  before  us, 


^<  judgment  against  him,  and  that  he 
**  shall  be  quit  against  the  other,  after 
'<  execution  sued  out  by  the  plaintiff.* 
22  Edw.4.  30.  b.  1  RoL  Abr.  55^. 
pL4.  Godb.400,  401.  pL483.  Hem 
V.  Stuhbs.  But  if  no  execution  be  sued 
out,  the  plaintiff  may  go  on  with  the 
suit  below,  and  the  defendant  may  sue 
his  debtor,  notwithstanding  the  judg- 
ment ;  Dyer  83.  a. ;  so  certified  by 
Brook  Recorder,  7  Edw.  6.  (b)  The 
plaint  may  be  exhibited  in  the  mayor's 
or  sheriff's  court;  but  it  is  said  that 
the  proceeding  in  the  mayor's  court 
is  more  expeditious  and  less  expen- 
sive, (c)  The  plaintiff  finds  common 
pledges  to  prosecute  his  plaint,  and 
thereupon  process  issues  by  a  summons 


directed  to  the  seijeantat  mace  to  sum- 
mon the  defendant,  who  makes  return 
that  the  defendant  has  nothing  whereby 
he  can  be  summoned.  A  custom  has 
been  s^d  to  prevail,  not  to  summon 
the  defendant  or  give  him  any  notice 
of  the  plaint,  so  that  the  attachment 
issued  without  his  privity  or  knowledge. 
This  custom,  however,  has  been  justly 
exploded,  as  being  contrary  to  the  first 
principles  of  justice :  and  a  judgment  of 
foreign  attachment,  which  appeared  to 
have  been  given  without  a  summons  and 
nihil  returned^  was  adjudged  to  be  er- 
roneous and  void.  For  inasmuch  as 
the;  attachment  is  founded  upon  the 
default  of  the  defendant's  appearance 
to  the  plaint,  how  can  he  be  said  to 


(b)  I  B.  St  B.  491.  Wetter  v. 
Rucher^  S.  P. ;  where  the  court  held, 
that  the  custom  that  execution  must  be 
sued  out  should  be  strictly  pursued,  and 
that  no  voluntary  payment  by  the  gar- 
nishee to  the  plaintiff  will  protect  the 
garnishee  from  his  liability  to  the 
defendant  [See  also  4  Bing.  N.  C. 
782.  Magraih  v.  Hardy.  S.  P.  6  Scott, 
627.  S.  C]  To  give  the  lord  mayor's 
court  jurisdiction,  it  i6  not  sufficient 
that  the  garnishee  reside  within  the 
city ;  the  debt  due  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  must  also  have  accrued 
there.  Traub  and  others  v.  Schmidt. 
Manning's  Index,  Appendix,  Foreign 
Attachment^  p.  350.  {S  Dougl.  281. 
Tamv.  Williams,']  And  if  an  action  be 
brought  by  the  defendant  against  a  gar- 
nishee, and  payment  under  the  foreign 
attachment  be  set  up  as  a  defence, 
although  the  judgment  is  primd  facie 
evidence  that  the  debt  arose  within  the 


city,  yet  this  being  a  record  of  an  in- 
ferior  court,  evidence  may  be  admitted 
to  prove  the  contrary.  2  Camp.  19. 
H'uxham  v.  Smith.  [If  to  a  plea,  by 
the  garnishee,  of  a  recovery  under  the 
fo:reign  attachment,  and  thatthe  creditor 
had  execution,  the  plaintiff  replies  that 
no  execution  was  executed,  on  which 
tho  defendant  joins  issue ;  the  jury  are 
no  t  estopped,  by  a  record  of  satisfaction 
in  the  foreign  attachment,  from  finding 
according  to  the  fact  4  Bing.  N.C. 
78S!.    6  Scott,  627.  S.  C] 

(c)  An  attachment  in  the]  mayors 
court,  if  there  be  no  opposition,  may 
be  finished  in  five  days:  it  continues 
in  force  always,  and  the  plaintiff  may 
procieed  when  he  will :  but  an  attach- 
ment  in  the  sheriff's  court  is  a  third 
part  more  chargeable,  and  cannot  be 
determined  under  three  weeks;  nor 
cent  inues  in  force  above  sixteen  weeks. 
Com  •  Dig.  Attachment  (A.). 
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^  and  not  elsewhere^  Bor  ought  they  to  be  diawn  into  exar 
^  minatioii  bef(»«  any  secular  justices,  or  judges^  in  any  pleaa 
^  (felonies,  appealsy  and  freehcdds  excepted) ;  yet  neyertheless 
^  the  BBid  creditoiB  had  drawn  the  sidd  TurbiUy  being  one  of 


Turbill's 
Case. 


liaTe  been  gnilty  of  a  default  of  appear- 
ance if  he  has  never  been  summoned  to 
qypear?  SWih.  29^.  Fisher  v.  Lane. 
S.  a  2 Black. Rep.  834.  Butitwasoh- 
aerred  by  Lord  EUenborough  in  M^Da- 
mid  T.  Hughes,  3  East,  372.,  **  that  in 

*  the  report  of  this  ease  by  Mr.  Justice 
"*  Blai^tioney  De  Grey  C.  J.  assigns  as  a 
**  reason  for  the  decision,  that  the  judg- 
*ment  in  the  mayor's  court  did  not 
*^  appear  to  be  such  as  fell  within  the 
«<  custom ;  there  being  no  summons  of 

*  the  defendant  JPtfA«r,itor  any  re^m  ef 
**  jdhOr  (d)  But  where  there  is  a  re- 
turn of  nan  est  inventus  and  nihiiy  that 
assigns  a  reason  why  he  could  not  be 
summoned.  When  the  summons  is 
returned  nihil,  then  upon  a  suggestion 
entered  that  A.  is  indebted  to  the 
defendant,  a  precept  goes  to  the  Ser- 
jeant at  mace  to  attach  the  money 
in  the  hands  of  A.  See  the  Form,  2 
Lutw.  980,  981.  Nar^  v.  WinskeU. 
And  after  four  defaults  by  the  defend- 
ant, a  scire  fiteias  issues  against  A.  If 
he  acknowledges  the  debt  to  the  de- 
iendant,  and  the  plaintiff  swears  to  the 


truth  of  his  debt,  which  he  must  do  in 
person  and  not  by  attorney;  2Lutw. 
985. ;  and  finds  real  pledges  to  return 
the  money  attached,  in  case  the  defend- 
ant should  disprove  the  original  debt 
within  a  year  and  a  day,  the  plaintiff^ 
has  judgment  and  execution  for  the 
money  in  the  hands  of  A,y  and  shall  ac- 
knowledge satisfaction  for  them  upon  the 
record.{Com.  Dig.  Attachment  (A).']  (e) 
But  it  seems  that  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  plaintiff  should  swear  to  the  truth  of 
his  debt:  and  in  the  before-cited  case 
of  M'Daniel  v.  Hughesy  it  was  decided 
that  the  garnishee  is  not  bound  to  prove 
the  debt  of  tlie  plaintiff  below  who  at- 
tached the  money  in  his  hands,  although 
by  the  course  of  proceedings  in  the 
mayor's  court,  bail  not  having  been  put 
in,  the  plaintiff  below  was  not  obliged  to 
prove  the  debt  to  entitle  parties  to  re- 
cover against  the  garnishee.  How- 
ever, a  foreign  attachment,  like  the 
process  by  distringas  in  the  courts  at 
Westminster^  is  to  no  other  purpose  than 
to  compel  the  appearance  of  the  defend- 
ant   Therefore  if  he  appear  within  a 


{d)  [However,  in  1  Mann.  &  G-  1. 
Brwct  V.  WaiL  1  Scott,  N.C.8I.  S.  C.  the 
ooart  of  C.  P.  denied  that  the  statement 
in  Blackstone  was  inconsbtent  with  the 
report  in  Wilson ;  and  decided  accord- 
ingly that  a  custom  in  an  inferior  court 
to  issiie  process  of  foreign  attachment 
without  a  previous  summons  is  bad; 
nod  that  if  the  record  of  the  proceedings 
does  not  allege  that  any  summons  issued, 
it  is  error,  of  which  the  garnishee  may 
take  advantage  for  the  reversal  of  the 
judgment,  although  the  original  defend- 


ant has  not  appeared.  But  it  is  no 
answer  to  a  plea,  by  the  gambhee,  of  a 
recovery  and  execution  in  the  foreign 
attachment,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
notice  of  the  proceedings.  4  Bing.  N. 
C.  782.  Magrath  v.Hardg.  6  Scott,  627. 
S.C.] 

(e)  The  plaintiff  cannot  take  money 
or  goods  out  of  the  hands  of  a  garnishee 
who  has  a  lien  upon  them,  without  dis- 
charging the  lien.  5  Taunt  575.  Ao- 
than  V.  Giles,  per  Gibbs  C.  J. 
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TurbiU's  Case. 


Turbill's 
Case. 


*^  the  clerks  of  Sir  Robert  Henley,  knight,  chief  clerk  assigned 
*^  to  inrol  pleas  in  our  court  before  us,  into  plea  and  exa- 
"  mination  before  you,  or  some  of  you,  upon  plaints  levied 
"  against  the  said  Nevinsony  in  enervation  of  the  said  custom. 


year  and  a  day  and  put  in  bail,  though 
after  judgment  and  execution  against 
the  garnishee,  the  attachment  is  at  an 
end ;  Sir  T.  Jones,  222,  223.  Lewis  v. 
Waliis.  Carth.26.  Andrews  v.  Clerke. 
S  T.  R.  313.  n. ;  if  satisfaction  be  not 
entered  upon  the  record.  So  it  is  if 
the  defendant  surrender  himself  at 
any  time  before  satisfaction  acknow- 
ledged. Com.  Dig.  Attachment  (£). 
In  assumpsitylhe  recovery  and  execution 
in  the  foreign  attachment  may  be  given 
in  evidence  under  the  general  issue; 
2Lutw.995.  Wells  y.  Needham.  S.C. 
1  Ld.  Raym.  180.  1  Salk.  280.  Brook 
V.Smith.  3WiU.297.  2  Black.  Rep. 
834.  1  Salk.  291.  Savage  scaae.  1  Ld. 
Raym.  727.  Palmer  v.  Hooke.  Skin. 
639.  Briat  v.  Gyll.  3  East,  367. 
M^Daniel  v.  Hughes^  which  see  (/); 
though  it  may  be  pleaded  ;  2  H.  Black. 
362.  Morris  v.  Ludlam  ;  but  it  is  im- 
prudent to  do  so,  as  appears  from  that 


case^  and  abo  from  1  Str.  641. ;  in 
which  it  was  holden,  that  if  the  plea 
of  foreign  attachment  states  the  cus- 
tom to  be,  <'  that  if  any  person  be  or 
*<  hath  been  indebted  to  any  other  person 
"  within  the  cityy**  &c.  it  ought  to  aver 
that  the  defendant  in  the  plaint  was 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  within  the 
city.  (^)  A  copy  of  the  minutes  of  the 
proceeding  in  the  foreign  attachment, 
entered  in  a  book  kept  for  that  purpose, 
may  be  given  in  evidence  if  proved  to 
be  a  true  copy.  2  Black.  Rep.  836. 
But  in  debt  on  bondy  the  recovery  and 
execution  in  the  foreign  attachment 
mua  be  pleaded.  See  the  form,  Co.  Ent. 
139.  b.  142.  a.  Lib.  PUc.  160.  pL  113. 
2  Lib.  Intr.  164.  Care  must  be  taken 
to  plead  it  properly;  for  if  the  defendant 
fail  for  want  of  a  proper  plea,  it  is  said 
that  the  party  must  pay  the  money  over 
again,  and  has  no  remedy  either  in  law 
or  equity.    2  Show.  374.  Anon.  (A) 


(/)  5  Taunt  560.  Nathan  v.  Giles. 
S.  P.  1  Marsh,  226.  S.  C.  [Since  the 
New  Rules,  it  must  be  pleaded.] 

(^)  But  in  Banks  v.  Self,  5  Taunt 
234.  note,  it  was  held  not  to  be  neces- 
sary to  aver  the  custom,  that  the  plaintiff 
above  must  be  indebte(l  to  the  plaintiff 
below  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  city, 
nor  consequently  the  fact  that  he  was 
so;  nor  the  custom  that  the  plaintiff 
below  should  swear  to  the  debt,  nor 
consequently  the  fact  that  he  did  swear 
to  it ;  nor  that  the  sci.fa.  issued  against 
the  garnishee  :  it  is  enough  to  state  that 
he  was  warned.  5  Taunt  232.  Har- 
rinffUm  v.  M^  Morris.  1  Marsh.  33.  S.  C. 
See  4  B.  &  A.646.  NoneU  v.  HuUet  and 
another,  that  the  custom  in  foi*eign  at* 


tachment,  as  pleaded,  must  always  be 
shewn  to  have  been  strictly  pursued. 
Therefore  in  that  case,  where  the  plea 
stated  the  custom  to  be,  that  the 
plaintiff  in  the  mayor's  court  might 
attach  a  debt  due  to  the  defendant  in 
the  hands  of  any  other  person  orper^ 
sons,  and  that  he  had  attached  a  debt  in 
his  own  and  his  partner's  hands,  it  was 
holden  ill  on  demurrer;  and  the  court 
intimated  a  strong  opinion  that  a  cus* 
torn  to  attach  a  debt  in  a  man's  own 
hands  would  not  be  a  good  custom,  even 
if  properly  pleaded.  And  see  the  note 
of  the  reporters. 

(h)  A  defendant  may  be  arrested  by 
process  out  of  the  courts  at  Westminster^ 
after  having  put  in 'bail  or  surrendered 
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^and  to  the  damage  of  the  said  TurbiU;  wherefore  the  said    TCrbill's 
**  writ  commfinded  them  to  supersede  all  further  prosecution         Case. 
"  thereon  against  the  said  Turbilly  upon  the  peril  that  would  ' 

^  ensue,  informing  the  said  parties,  that  they  should  be  at  our 
^  court  before  us  to  obtain  justice  there  in  that  behalf,  if  they 
^should  think  it  expedient:"  which  writ  being  delivered, 
FhHlips  of  the  Inner  Temple  (being  judge  of  the  sheriff's 
court)  would  not  allow  it,  but  ordered  all  proceedings  to  stay 
until  the  matter  should  be  moved  in  the  King's  BencL 

And  now  in  this  term  it  was  moved  on  the  part  of  the  cre- 
ditors that  a  writ  of  privilege  did  not  lie,  because  the  plaintiflb 
in  the  sheriff's  court  cannot  have  the  same  remedy  against 
TKrhiUin  this  court,  or  elsewhere  out  of  the  sheriff's  court  (2) ; 
because  it  was  a  customary  way  of  proceeding,  which  the 
oonunon  law  did  not  warrant,  nor  can  any  action  at  the  com- 
mon law  be  brought  in  such  manner ;  and  it  was  said  that  it 
would  be  a  hard  case  if  the  privilege  should  be  allowed ;  for 

(2)  Ei  vide  Gilb.  Hist  C.  B.  Sd  ed.  209.  where  this  reason  is  given  against 
allowing  the  privilege. 
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10  discharge  of  a  foreign  attachment 
in  the  city  court  for  the  same  cause. 
1  Marsh.  395.  Wood  v.  Thompson. 
4TaaDt.851.  S.C.  and  Bromley  v.  Peck. 
Ibid.  note.  A  foreign  attachment  in 
Lomdonj  if  properly  pleaded,  is  a  good 
bar  to  an  action  on  an  award,  or  on  a 
hood  conditioned  for  its  performance ; 
hot  where  the  submission  is  made  a  rule 
of  court,  it  is  no  answer  to  an  attach- 
ment in  the  King's  Bench  for  non-pay- 
ment of  the  sum  awarded.  Tidd,  868. 
citing  1  Ld.  Raym.  636.  Ingram  v.  Ber- 
mard.  3  Salk.  49.  S.  C.  4  T.  R.  313. 
Gramt  v.  Hawdingy  in  note.  Nor  to  an 
attachment  for  non-payment  of  a  sum 
of  money  pursuant  to  the  master's  alio- 
etOwr.  4  T.  R.  312.  CoppeU  v.  Smith. 
[The  reason  is,  that  these  are  debts 
which  could  not  properly  be  subjected 
to  the  foreign  attachment.  In  1  Esp. 
326.  Lord  BarrymoTC  v.  Taylor^  Lord 
Kenyan  expressed  an  opinion  that  the 
goods  of  a  deceased  person  could  not 
be  attached ;  because  it  might  break  in 


upon  the  due  course  of  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  assets.  But  see  Com.  Dig. 
Attachment  (B.)  (D.),  contrd.^  The 
judgment  in  foreign  attachment  cannot 
be  removed  into  K.  B.  by  a  writ  of  certio' 
rari  under  stat  19  Geo.  3.  c.  70.  s.  4. 
That  statute  is  confined  to  those  suits 
in  which  the  proceedings  of  the  courts 
below  are  similar  to  those  in  K.  B. 
5  B.  &  A.  823.  Bulmer  v.  MarshaU. 
1  D.  &  R.  537.  S.  C.  [(See  stat.  1  &  2 
Vict  c.  1 10.  B.  22.)  As  to  removing  the 
proceedings  by  certiorari^  see  further 
3  Mees.  &  W.  21.  Bruce  v.  Wait  1 
Mann.&G.;i.  lScott,N.C.81.S.C.  7B. 
&C.525.  Keaty. Goldstein.  IM.&R. 
305.  S.  C.  The  judgment  against  the  gar-' 
nishee  does  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
rank  as  a  judgment  creditor  in  the 
administration  of  the  garnishee's  assets. 
1  Sim.  485.  HoU  v.  Murray.  As  to  the 
stage  of  the  proceedings  at  which  a  writ 
of  error  may  be  brought,  see  I  Jebb  & 
Symes  (Q.  B.  Ireland),  III.  Walsh  v. 
Andrews."] 
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•  Bro.  Privi- 
lege, 30. 


then  the  creditors  would  losd  their  debts,  and  yet  TurbiU 
would  not  sustain  any  damage;  for  he  only  pays  that  which  he 
hath  covenanted  to  pay,  and  would  be  discharged  against 
Nmnton  ;  and  if  TktrhUl  ought  not  to  pay  the  money  by  die 
articles,  because  the  lands  were  not  discharged  from  incum- 
brances, he  may  defend  himself  in  the  aberiff ^s  court,  as  he 
shall  be  advised. 

And  for  TurbiU  it  was  answered,  that  the  privil^e  of  this 
court  ought  not  to  be  iii(riii^«dby  amy  sudi  customary  action* 
And  it  was  said,  thai  in  many  cases  the  privileges  of  the 
courts  at  Westminster  had  been  allowed  against  the  customary 
actions  m  Londouy  as  in  38  H.  6.  29.  b.*  An  action  upon 
concessit  solvere  (3),  which  is  a  customary  action  in  l/mdanj 


(3)  This  is  an  action  of  debt  upon 
simple  contradf  and  lies  by  custom  in 
the  courts  of  the  cities  of  London  and 
Bristoly  and  the  Great  Sessions  in 
Wales,  (i)  Sti.  198.  Pascall  v.  S^ 
ring.  The  present  form  of  declaring 
in  this  action  in  London  is,  That  the 
defendant,  in  consideration  of  divers 
sums  of  money  before  that  time  due  and 
owing  from  Uie  said  defendant  to  the 
said  plaintiff  and  then  in  arrear  and  un- 
paid, granted  and  agreed  to  pay  {con- 
cessit  solvere)  to  the  said  plaintiff,  the 

said L  where  and  when  the  same 

should  afterwards  be  demanded,  yet, 
&C.  And  this  general  form  has  been 
held  good  upon  a  writ  of  error.  1  RoL 
Abr.  56^  pi.  21.  2  Ld.  Raym.  HS2. 
Story  y«  Atkins.  In  the  courts  of  Great 
Sessions  in  Waksy  the  form  of  declaring 
in  thb  action  is  still  more  general ;  for 
there  it  b  sufficient  merely  to  state  that 
the  defendant  on  &c.  at  &c  granted  to 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  such  a  sum  of  money, 


without  adding  any  thing  more.  (K)  But 
to  prevent  a  surprise  upon  the  defendant 
from  this  very  general  way  of  dedaring, 
it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  give 
notice  in  writing  of  the  particular  cause 
of  action.  It  is  observable,  however, 
that  in  the  case  cited  out  of  39  H.  a  29., 
abridged  Bro.  London^  15.,  it  is  said 
that  it  was  agreed  for  law,  that  in  debt 
in  London  upon  a  concessit  solvere  by 
the  custom,  the  declaration  shall  be 
thatybr  merchandises  to  him  before  sold 
he  granted  to  pay  lOL;  so  that  the 
merchandise  must  be  mentioned.  In 
this  action  of  debt  the  defendant  may 
wage  his  law.  Bro.  Ley  Gager^  69.  (/) 
It  does  not  lie  against  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators; because,  as  they  are  pre- 
sumed to  be  ignorant  of  the  contract 
made  by  their  testator  or  intestate,  they 
cannot  wage  their  law.  9  Rep.  87.  b. 
Pinchon'a  case.  Sti.  199.  Hodges  v. 
Jane.  Ibid.  228.  Oreswick  v.  Armery^ 
However,    if   the   action    be  brought 


(t)  [The  courts  of  Great  Sessions 
were  abolished  by  stat  1  W.  4*.  c.  70. 
But  it  still  continued  to  lie  in  the  court 
of  the  county  of  the  borough  of  Carmar- 
then and  other  inferior  courts  in  Wales; 
5  A  &  E.  208. ;  till  the  passing  of  the 
stat  2  &  3  Vict  c  27 ;  which  enacts 
(s.  3.),  that  all  personal  actions  brought 


in  the  borough  courts  of  England  and 
Wales^  shall  be  conunenced  by  writ  of 
summons.] 

(A)  [See  1  Mann.  &  G.33.  5  A.  8c 
E.212.  WilUams  y.  Gihbs.1 

(I)  [See  1  Mann.  hG.S%et  seq.  and 
notes  of  the  learned  reporters.] 
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was  disdiaiged  by  the  privilege  of  the  Common  Pleas,  after  a    Turb  ill's 

long  and  solemxi  debate.     So  in  9  Edw.  4.  35*  b.  an  action        Case. 

apon  tlie  custom  of  London  against  2,  feme  sole  merdiant  was  ' 

diadtarged  by  priyilege ;  because  the  defendant  and  her  hus*- 

bsad  w€re  impleaded  in  the  Conmion  pleas ;  and  yet  this  was 

a  customary  action  which  does  not  lie  in  the  Common  Pleas, 

nor  elsewbere  oat  of  London.     In  Cro.  Car.  585.  f  Alder-  f  sir  Will. 

msa  Abdy  had  his  privilege  of  an  alderman  of  London  allowed  ^^^^^- 

agiinst  a  custom  to  elect  constables  according  to  the  order  of 

houses  within  a  leet.    And  for  express  authorities  in  the  case, 

Edwards  and  TeOmry'^  case  was  cited,  in  Mich.  31  &  32  Eliz. 

1  Leon.  Rep.  189.  Edwards  was  indebted  to  one  A.  and  de- 
livered goods  to  Tetburtfi  being  a  carrier,  to  carry  them ;  A 
ittached  the  goods  in  the  hands  of  the  said  Tetbury  the  carrier, 
who  bdng  privil^ed  in  the  Common  Pleas  by  an  action,  was 
&chaiged  from  the  attachment ;  and  Lodged  case,  20  Eliz. 

2  Leon.  156.  Lodge  was  indebted  to  Booths  who  was  indebted 
to  Diggtf  who  attadied  his  debt  in  the  hands  of  Lodge^  which 
is  the  same  case  with  the  case  in  question.  And  there  Lodge^ 
being  an  attorney  of  the  Common  Beneh,  had  his  privilege, 
sad  the  foreign  attachment  was  dissolved.  And  there  Dyer 
said  that  the  privilege  of  the  Common  Pleas  ought  not  to  be 
impeadied  by  the  custom  (4) ;  which  last  case  exactly  agrees 
with  die  case  in  question  in  every  point.  And  it  was  further 
ssid,  that  if  the  privilege  should  not  be  allowed,  then  it  would 

be  of  no  signification ;  for  it  would  be  at  the  pleasure  of  the        ^ 

pirty  to  draw  an  attorney  into  plea  in  London  when  he  would. 

For  suppose  I  pretend  that  an  attorney  owes  me  a  sum  of 

money,  I  will  procure  my  friend  to  levy  a  plaint  against  me 

m  London^  for  a  debt  which  I  have  contracted  on  purpose 

witili  him,  and  the  attorney  would  be  drawn  into  a  plea  out       [  69  ] 

i^ost  an  executor  or  administrato*,  he    Mackenry*    And  therefore  it  lies  there 
^dbmcr;  for  it  cannot  be  taken  ad-    against  an  execntor  or  administrator 


vantage  of  in  arrest  of  judgment  or  upon  upon  a  contract  made  with  the  deceased. 

error.     Plowd.  182.  Norwood  v.  Bead.  8  Rep.  126.  a.     The  CUy  of  London's 

Vaogh.  97.  100.  and   the    authorities  case.  5  Rep.  82.  b.  Sneilitig's  caae.  Cro. 

there  dted.     By  the  custom  of  London  Eliz.  409.  S.  C.  (m) 

indeed  a  defendant  cannot  wage  his  law  (4*)  So  is  Dyer,  287*  a.  in  the  margin, 
m  this  action.     1  Wils.277.  Gfunn  v. 


(m)  fAnd  now  by  stat.  S  &  4  W.4.  debt  on  simple  contract  shall  be  main- 
e.4£s.l5.  ^  No  wager  of  law  shall  be  tainable  against  any  executor  or  ad- 
sflowed.**  And  by  sect  14.  an  action  of    ministrator.] 
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of  this  court  where  he  ought  to  attend,  into  London  by  a 
contrivance^  and  yet  he  has  no  remedy ;  and  as  in  the  case  of  an 
attorney  so  would  it  be  of  all  the  officers  of  the  court,  and  the 
court  would  be  deprived  of  the  service  and  attendance  of  all 
the  officers ;  wherefore  it  was  prayed  that  the  privilege  should 
be  allowed. 

But  notwithstanding,  the  court  for  the  reasons  offered  by 
the  creditors,  and  because  they  thought  the  case  hard  on  their 
.part  if  the  privilege  should  be  allowed,  would  not  allow  it, 
but  ruled  that  they  should  proceed  in  London  notwithstanding 
the  writ  of  privilege.  Jonee^  Kelynge^  Saunders^  and  others  of 
counsel  with,  the  said  TurbilL 


Case  12. 


Writ  of  error. 


England, 
to  wit. 


Peacock  versm  Bell  and  Kendal. 
Mich.  18  Car.  II.  Re^s.  BoL  230.. 

\  £\UBt  lord  the  king  has  sent  to  his  justices  itine-' 
^^  rant,  in  the  county  of  Durham  and  Sadberp, 
and  other  his  justices  in  the  same  county,  and  to  every  of 
them,  his  writ  close  in  these  words,  to  wit:  Charles^  the  Se- 
cond, by  the  Grace  of  God,  of  England^  Scotland^  France,  and 
Ireland^  king,  defender  of  the  faith,  &c.  to  our  justices  itine- 
rant in  the  county  of  Durham  and  Sadbergy  and  to  our  other 
justices  in  the  same  county,  and  to  every  of  them,  greeting ; 
forasmuch  as  in  the  record  and  process,  and  also  in  the  giving, 
of  judgment  of  the  plaint  which  was  before  you  in  our  court, 
in  the  said  county,  by  our  writ  between  Richard  Bell  and  Ben-- 
jamin  Kended,  and  John  Peacock  alderman,  of  a  certain  plea  of 
trespass  upon  the  case,  done  by  the  said  John  to  the  said 
Richard  and  Benjamin,  manifest  error  has  intervened,  as  it  ia 
said,  'to  the  great  damage  of  the  said  John,  as  from  his  com- 
plaint we  have  been  inform^.  We,  being  willing  that  the 
error,  if  any  there  be,  should  be  duly  amended,  and  full  and 
speedy  justice  done  to  the  said  parties  in  this  behalf,  command 
you  that  if  judgment  be  thereon  given,  you  send  to  us,  openly 
and  distinctly,  under  your  seal,  the  said  record  and  process, 
with  all  things  touching  the  same,  and  this  writ,  so  that  ^we 
may  have  the  same,  from  the  day  of  St  Martin,  in  fifteen  days, 
wheresoever  we  shall  then  be  in  England,  that  inspecting  the 
said  record  and  process  we  cause  further  to  be  done  therein 
for  amending  the  said  error,  what  of  right,  and  according  to 
the  law  and  custom  of  our  realm  of  England,  shall  be  meet 
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to  be  done;     TVitneas  ourself  at  Westminster,  the  24th  day  of  Peacock  v. 
August,  in  the  l8th  year  of  our  reign.  Bell  and 

On  the  24th  day  of  September,  in  the  18th  year  of  king     K™pal.^ 
(Partes  the  Seconc^  by  the  court ;  the  answer  of  the  justices 
of  our  lord  the  king  within  written;  the  execution  of  this 
writ  ^ipears  in  a  certain  schedule  annexed  to  this  writ.     John 
TempeMty  John  MorlamL     This  writ  is  allowed  by  us,  John       [  70  ] 
Tempesiy  WUliam  BeUasys,  John  Morjandn 

Dwrham,  to  wit.  Pleas  at  Durham,  before  fF.  Blakiston, 
esq.,  Samuel  Davison,  esq*,  William  Bellasys  senior,  esq.,  Lewis 
Ball,  esq.  and  John  Morland,  esq.  and  their  fellows,  justices 
idneiant  of  our  l<Hrd  the  now  king,  in  the  county  of  Durham 
and  Sadberg,  of  his  session  or  court  of  pleas  holden  at  Durham 
tbe  6th  day  of  June,  in  the  18th  year  of  the  reign  of  pur  lord 
(Aarles  the  Second,  by  the  grace  of  God,  of  England,  Scotland, 
Fruaee,  and  Ireland,  king,  defender  of  the  faith,  &c. 

Durham,  to  wit.     Richard  Bell  and  Benjamin  Kendal  put  Warrant  of  at- 
in  dieir  place  Ralph  Adamson  their  attorney  against  John  Pea-  luintiak 
cadi,  late  of  the  city  of  Durham,  in  the  said  county,  alderman, 
of  a  plea  of  trespass  upon  the  case. 

Durham,  to  wit.    John  Peacock,  late  of  the  city  of  Durham,  Like  for  the 
mdie  Bud  county,  alderman,  puts  in  his  place  Christopher  Bell,  °«^«*^^^ 
\as  attoniey,  against  the  said  Richard  Bell  and  Benjamin  Ken* 
dd,  of  a  plea  of  trespass  upon  the  case. 

Durham,  to  wit  John  Peacock,  late  of  the  city  of  Dur*  Dedaration. 
ham,  in  the  said  county,  alderman,  was  attached  to  answer  ^^ 
Bickard  Bell  and  Bet^amin  Kendal,  of  a  plea  wherefore, 
whereas  the  said  John,  on  the  11th  day  of  November,  in  the 
17th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now 
Hng  of  England,  &c  at  the  city  of  Durham,  in  the  said  county, 
was  indebted  to  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin  in  39/.  of 
kirfid  money  of  England,  for  divers  wares  and  merchandises 
by  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin  before  that  time  sold  and 
delivered  to  the  said  John  Peacock  at  his  special  instance  and 
request;  and  being  so  indebted,  he  the  said  John,  in  con- 
ddemtion  thereof,  undertook,  and  then  and  there  faithfully 
pramifled  the  sdid  Richard  and  Benjandn,  that  he  the  said 
John  Peacock  would  well  and  faithfully  pay  and  content  the 
fltid  39t  to  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin  when  he  should  be 
thereimto  requested;  yet  the  said  John  not  regarding  his  said 
praniie  and  nndertaking  in  form  aforesaid  made,  but  con* 
tmiag  and  fiadolently  inten£ng  craftily  and  subtily  to  de-- 
ori^  and  defraud  them  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin  of  the 
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[71  ] 


•  See  post, 
318.  note  (S). 


Impofnioe* 


sud  39L  has  not  yet  paid  the  said  39/.  or  any  penny  thereof, 
to  the  said  Richard  sjid  Benjamin^  or  any  ways  contented  them 
for  the  same,  (although  so  to  do  the  said  John  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  last  day  of  November^  in  the  said  17th  year  of  the 
reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  Enghmdf 
&c  at  the  city  of  Durham^  in  the  said  county,  was  often  re- 
quested by  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin^  but  to  pay  the 
same  to  them,  or  in  any  ways  to  content  them  for  the  same, 
has  altogether  refused,  and  still  refuses,  to  the  damage  of  the 
said  Richard  and  Benjamin  of  40/.  &c.  *  And  whereupon  the 
said  Richard  and  Benjamin,  by  Ralph  Adamson  their  attorney, 
complain,  that  whereas  the  said  John,  on  the  11th  day  of  No- 
vember, in  the  17th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the 
Second,  now  king  of  England,  &c.  at  the  city  of  Durham,  in 
the  said  county,  was  indebted  to  the  said  Richard  and  Benja- 
min  in  S9L  of  lawful  money  of  England,  for  divers  wares  and 
merchandises  by  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin  before  that 
time  sold  and  delivered  to  the  said  John  Peacock  at  his  special 
instance  and  request;  and  being  so  indebted,  he  the  said 
John,  in  consideration  thereof,  undertook,  and  then  and  there 
faithfully  promised  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin,  that  he  the 
said  John  Peacock  would  well  and  faithfully  pay  and  content 
the  said  3921  to  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin  when  he  should 
be  thereunto  requested ;  yet  the  said  John,  not  re^rding  his 
said  promise  and  undertaking  in  form  aforesaid  made,  but  con- 
triving and  fraudulently  intending  craftily  and  subtily  to  de^ 
ceive  and  defraud  them  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin  of  the 
said  39/.  has  not  yet  paid  the  said  39/.  or  any  penny  thereof, 
to  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin,  or  any  ways  contented  them 
for  the  same,  (although  so  to  do  the  said  John  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  last  day  of  November,  in  the  said  17th  year  of  the 
reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  England^ 
&c  at  the  city  of  Durham,  in  the  said  county,  was  often  re- 
quested by  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin,)  but  to  pay  the 
same  to  them,  or  in  any  ways  to  content  them  for  the  same 
has  alt(^ether  refused,  and  still  refuses,  to  the  damage  of  the 
49aid  Richard  and  Benjamin  of  40/.  &c. ;  and  therefore  they 
bring  suit,  &a 

And  the  said  John  by  Christopher  Bell,  his  attorney,  conaes 
and  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &a  and  prays  leave 
to  imparl  thereto  here,  until  the  23d  day  of  June  instant, 
and  he  has  it,  &c ;  the  same  day  is  given  to  the  Bsiii  Richard 
and  Betgamn  here,  &c   At  wUdi  day  here  come  as  well  the 
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said  Rtehard  and  Benjamin  as  the  said  Johny  by  their  said  at-    Peacock  v. 
tornies ;  and  thereupon  the  said  John  further  prays  leave  to     Bell  and 
imparl  lliereto  here,  until  the  14th  day  of  July  next  follow-       endal. 
ii^;  and  he  has  it  &c. ;  the  same  day  is  given  to  the  said 
Bkkard  and  Benjamin  here,  &c.     At  which  day  here  come 
as  well  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin  as  the  sidd  Johny  by 
their  said  attomies ;  and  thereupon  the  said  John  further 
pnya  leave  to  imparl  here,  until  the  30th  day  otJuly  instant ; 
and  he  has  it,  &c ;  the  same  day  is  given  to  the  said  Richard 
and  Betffamin  here,  &c     At  which  day  here  come  as  well  the 
aid  Richard  and  Benjamin  as  the  said  John^  by  their  said  at- 
tomies ;  and  thereupon  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin  pray  Plea, 
that  the  said  John  msiy  answer  the  said  declaration.     And  Non  assumpsit. 
the  said  John,  as  before,  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,       [  '^^  ] 
&C.  and  says,  that  he  did  not  undertake  and  promise  in  man- 
QO'  and  form  as  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin  have  above 
thereof  complained  against  him ;  and  of  this  he  puts  himself 
upon  the  country,  &c.     And  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin  l>sue. 
fikewise,  &c.     Therefore  the  sheriff  is  commanded  that  he  Venire, 
cause  to  come  here  on  Thursday  the  16th  day  oi  August  next 
eomiDg,  at  eight  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  the  same  day, 
twelve^  &C.  by  whom,  &c.  and  who  neither,  &c.  to  recognise, 
&C.  because  as  well,  &c.     At  which  day  and  hour  here  come 
a^  well  the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin  as  the  said  John,  by 
thdr  said  attomies ;  and  the  sheriff,  to  wit,  Thomas  Damson 
knight,  now  returns  the  said  writ  of  our  lord  the  king  of 
teahre  facias  to  him  in  form  aforesaid  directed,  together  with  a 
puiel  of  the  names  of  the  jurors  annexed  to  the  same,  in  all 
things  served  and  executed :  and  the  jury  impanelled  thereon, 
being  called,  do  not  come ;  therefore  the  sheriff  is  commanded 
that  he  have  their  bodies  here  the  same  Thursday  the  16th  day  Habeas  corpora 
o[  Auffust  instant,  at  two  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  same  J"™***"**"* 
day;  the  same  day  and  hour  are  given  to  the  said  parties  here,  v 
&C.    At  which  day  and  hour  come  as  well  the  said  Richard 
and  Benjamin  as  the  said  John,  by  their  said  attomies ;  and 
the  dieriff,  to  wit,  Jlumias  Davison  knight,  now  returns  here 
the  said  writ  of  habeas  corpora  juratorum  to  him  in  form  afore- 
said directed,  together  with  a  panel  of  the  names  of  the  jurors 
thereto  annexed,  in  all  things  served  and  executed;  and  the 
jury  impanelled  therein,  being  called,  likewise  come;    and 
being  chosen,  tried,  and  swom  to  speak  the  tmth  of  the  pre- 
nuaes,  upon  .their  oath  say,  that  the  said  John  did  undertake  Verdict  for  the 
9Mid  promise  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said  Richard  and  Ben-  ^  "^ 
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Vicecomes  non 
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.  janun  have  above  declared  against  him;  and  they  aaaesB  the 
damages  of  the  said  Richard  and  Benjcamn,  on  occasion  of  the 
non-perfonnance  of  the  said  promise  and  undertaking,  be- 
sides their  costs  and  charges  by  them  about  their  suit  in  that 
behalf  expended,  to  302.  11^.  2cL  and  for  those  costs  and 
charges  to  40s.  Therefore  it  is  considered  that  the  said 
Richard  and  Benjamin  recover  against  the  said  John  their  said 
damages  to  322.  11«.  2d.  by  the  said  jurors  in  form  aforesaid 
asssessed^andalsoSiLbythe  court  here  awarded  of  increase  to 
the  said  Richard  and  Benjamin  at  their  request,  for  their  said 
costs  and  charges,  which  said  damages  in  the  whole  amount 
to  37/.  Ws.  2d. ;  and  the  said  John  in  mercy,  &c. 

Afterwards,  to  wit,  on  Wednesday  next  after  the  octave  of 
St.  Hilary  then  next  following,  before  our  lord  the  king,  at 
Westminstery  comes  the  said  John  Peacock  by  fVi  Bigg^  his 
attorney,  and  says,  that  in  the  said  record  and  process,  and 
also  in  giving  the  judgment  aforesaid,  there  is  manifest  eiror 
in  this,  that  it  appears  by  the  said  record  that  the  said  judg- 
ment was  given  for  the  said  Richard  Bell  and  Benjamin  Ken-- 
dal  against  the  said  John  Peacock.;  whereas  judgment  ought 
by  the  law  of  the  land  to  have  been  given  for  the  said  John 
Peacock  against  the  said  Richard  Bell  and  Benjamin  Kendal, 
therefore  in  that  there  is  manifest  error ;  and  the  said  John 
Peacock  prays  the  writ  of  our  said  lord  the  king  to  warn  the 
said  Richard  Bell  and  Benjamin  Kendal  to  be  before  our  lord 
the  king  to  hear  the  record  and  process  aforesaid,  and  it  is 
granted  to  him,  &c    Whereupon  the  sheriff  is  commanded, 
that  by  good,  &c  he  make  known  to  the  said  Richard  Bell 
and  Benjamin  Kendal  that  thev  be  before  our  lord  the  king  on 
the  octave  of  the  Purification  of  the  blessed  Virgin  Mary, 
wheresoever,  &c.  to  hear  the  said  record  and  process,  if,  &c. 
and  further,  &c  the  same  day  is  given  to  the  said  John  Pea^^ 
cocky  &C.    At  which  day,  bdPore  our  lord  the  king  at  fFest-' 
minster,  comes  the  said  John  Peacock  by  his  said  attorney,  and 
the  sheriff  has  not  sent  the  writ  thereof,  &c.     And  the  said 
Richard  Bell  and  Benjamin  Kendal  on  the  same  day  being  so* 
lemnly  called,  likewise  come  by  A.  B.  their  attorney :  where- 
upon the  said  John  Peacock,  as  before,  says  that  in  the  said 
record  and  process,  and  also  in  giving  the  said  judgment,  there 
is  manifest  error,  alleging  the  said  errors  by  him  in  fbnn 
aforesaid  alleged,  and  prays  that  the  said  ju<^ment,  finr  the 
sud  errors,  and  others  being  in  ^e  said  record  and  prooe8B» 
may  be  rev(^ed,  annulled,  and  entirely  held  fcnr  nothing,  and 
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that  lie  m»y  be  restored  to  all  things  which  he  has  lost  by  Peacock  v. 

oecMon  of  the  said  judgment ;  and  that  the  court  of  our  ^^^^  ^d 

snd  losrd  the  king  here  may  proceed  as  well  to  the  examin-  ,     ^^^^^' ^ 
idon  of  the  said  record  and  process,  as  of  the  said  matter  above 
for  error ;  and  that  the  said  Richard  Bell  and  Benja- 


mm  Kendal  may  rejoin  to  the  said  errors^  &c.     Whereupon  Nullo  mt  em« 

the  said  JUchard  Bell  and  Benjamin  Kendal  say^  that  neither 

m  the  said  record  and  process,  nor  in  giving  the  said  judg- 

niKit,  ia  there  any  error;  and  they  pray  that  the  court  of  our 

and  lord  the  king  here  may  proceed  as  well  to  the  ezamin- 

adoQ  of  the  said  record  and  process,  as  of  the  said  matters 

above  afleigned  for  errors. 


Peacock  versus  Bell  and  Kendal.  Case  12. 

IjVSROR    brought  by  Peacock  against  Bell  and  Kendal  &  C.  i  Sid. 
■■-^    upon  a  judgment  in  the  county  palatine  of  Durham  ^|^  ^f^ 
where  Bell  and  Kendalf  being  plaintiffs  there,  deckred  that  CitedinSWils. 
the  defendant  Peacock,  on  the  11th  of  November,  in  the  17th  cooper,  rad  i 
year  of  the  reign  of  the  now  king,  at  the  city  of  Durham^  was  Term.Rep.i52. 
indebted  to  the  plaintiffi  in  39Z.  for  divers  merchandises  and  it  u  not  i 


I  by  the  said  phdntifi  to  the  defendant,  before  that  time,  ?*^  i^f"®^ 
sold  and  delivered,  and  being  so  indebted,  he  promised  to  in  the  court  of 
pay.    Upcm  jmwi  assumpsit  pleaded,  a  verdict  and  judgment  2dne  of  Dw^ 
via  given  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  actiou  there ;  and  now  upon  ham,  that  the 
a  writ  of  error  brought,  and  the  common  error  assigned,  ex-  ^^[^^Tu 
eeption  was  taken  to  the  decbration,  that  it  was  declared  that  jurisdiction ;  for 
the  defendant  in  the  action  at  the  city  of  Durham,  was  in-  tended,  as^  is" 
debted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  39iL  for  divers  merchandises,  &c  ^  original  lu- 
befioEre  that  time  sold  and  delivered,  but  it  is  not  said  there      r'^  ^    ^ 
sold  and  delivered,  and  therefore  it  does  not  appear  to  be 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court :  for  though  it  is  said  that 
the  defisndaat  was  indebted  at  ike  city  of  Durham,  yet  it  does 
not  sn^ear  bat  tiiat  the  wares  might  be  sold  and  deUvered  at 

(1)  So  it  is  with  respect  to  the  courts    latine  of  Chester^   and   the  court  of 
of  Great  Sessions  in  Waks,  county  pa-    Ely.  (a)  1  Lev.  208.  Pigge  v.  Gardner. 


(a)  See  S  East,  128.  Grant  v.  Bagge,  the  courts  of  Great  Sessions  in  Wales, 
iotheprivileges  and  jurisdiction  of  the  and  the  county  palatine  of  Ckester,  by 
of  Efy.  [This  court  was  abolish-    the  stat  1  W.  4.  c.  70.  s.  14.] 
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ed  by  the  Stat  6  &  7  W.  4.  c.  87. ;  and 
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another  place  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court ;  and  a 
contract  *  in  a  particular  place,  makes  a  man  debtor  in  eveiy 
place  in  England.  (2)  And  for  this  exception  many  judg- 
ments out  of  inferior  courts  are  daily  reversed :  which  was 

*  A  ccmtraet  in  one  place  makes  a  man  a  debtor  in  erery  plaoe. 


(2)  So  is  1  Lev.  96.  WhiUhead  v. 
Brown.  1  Sid.  87-  Godfrey  v.  Saunders. 
By  the  common  law,  accouut,  debt, 
covenaDt,  and  such  actions,  being  in 
their  nature  transitory,  might  have  been 
brought  in  any  county ;  for  debitum  el 
contractus  sunt  nullius  loci.  2  Inst  231. 
7  Rep.  3.  a.  JBulwer*a  case.  But  by 
Stat  6  R.  2.  c.  2.,  to  the  intent  that 
debt  and  account,  and  all  other  such 
actions  might  be  brought  in  the  same 
county  where  the  contract  was  made, 
it  is  enacted,  that  if  by  the  declaration 


it  appears  that  the  contract  was  in 
another  county  than  where  the  writ  t«» 
brought,  the  writ  shall  abate.  Therefore, 
since  that  statute,  if  it  appear  t^xm  the 
record  that  the  contract  was  in  another 
county,  it  is  error.  Conu  Dig.  Ac- 
tion (N.  6.).  But  as  obligations  and 
other  contracts  in  writing,  whether 
under  seal  or  not,  are  now  dated  at 
large,  and  not  at  any  particular  place, 
it  can  rarely  happen  that  it  shouldappear 
in  the  declaration  that  the  contract  was 
made  in  another  county  (h) ;  therefore 


(h)  [It  may  be  further  observed,  that 
even  in  a  case  where  a  contract  in  wri- 
ting is  dated  at  a  particular  place,  it 
would  not  now  be  either  necessary  or 
proper  to  state  the  place  of  the  date  in 
the  declaration.  And  moreover,  that  if 
such  a  statement  were  made,  there 
would  be  no  little  difficulty  in  taking 
any  advantage  of  it,  with  reference  to 
the  stat  6  R.  2.  c.  2. ;  inasmuch  as]  the 
court  will  not  take  judicial  notice  that 
any  particular  place  is  situate  in  any 
particulai"^  county.  In  2  B.  &  A.  30. 
Kearney  v.  EAng^  the  court  refused  to 
take  notice  that  Dublin  was  in  Ireland. 
Chitty's  Rep.  28.  S.  C.  See  further  1  B. 
&  C.  16.  Sprowle  v.  Legge.  So  in  4  B. 
&  A.  24<3.  DeybeFs  case,  the  court  re- 
fused to  take  notice  that  a  vessel,  stated 
to  be  within  eight  leagues  of  thai  part 
f>f  the  coast  of  Great  Britain  caljed 
Suffolk,  to  wit,  within  eight  leagues  of 
Offordness  in  the  county  of  Suffblkf 
was  not  within  eight  leagues  of  the 
coast  of  Grea^j&ntotn,  between  theNorth 
Foreland,  in  Kent,  and  Beachy  Head,  in 


Sussex.  [(See5B.&C.251.  Exparte 
Pain.}  Accordingly,  where  the  plaintiff, 
after  laying  his  venue  in  Middlesex,  de- 
clared that  the  defendant  broke  and  en- 
tered his  the  plaintiff's  apartment  in  a 
certain  dwelling-house,  situate  in  I/m- 
don,  and  there  was  a  special,  demurrer, 
assigning  for  cause  that  the  plaintiff  bad 
laid  his  venue  in  Middlesex,  although 
he  alleged  the  apartment  entered  to  be 
in  Londoni  which  must  be  taken  to  mean 
the  city  of  London  ;  the  demurrer  was 
overruled ;  and  the  court  said,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  had  declared  that  his  apartment 
was  in  such  a  county,  as  the  county  of 
Oxford,  or  even  the  city  of  Londim, 
which  is  in  the  nature  of  a  county,  then, 
as  the  court  may  take  judicial  notice  of 
the  division  of  counties,  there  might 
have  been  ground  for  this  demurrer;  but 
that  the  court  could  not  be  called  on  to 
pronounce  that  there  was  no  place  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex  caUed  Lomda^ 
lOBing.406.  Smitkv.Smyik.4iM.ii^ 
180.  S.C.  The  court  will  not  take  judicial 
notice  that  any  part  of  the  Tower  is  with- 
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agreed  to  on  the  other  side.  (1)  But  it  was  answered,  that 
although  It  was  a  good  exception  to  a  declaration  in  an  infe- 
lior  court,  for  the  reasons  before  ^ven,  yet  in  this  case  it  is 


Peacock  r. 
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Dotwithstandiog  this  statute,  actions  of 
debt,  covenant,  and  all  other  transitory 
actions^  may  still  be  brought  in  any 
eouDty  as  before  the  statute ;  with  this 
difflereDce,  that  the  court  will  now  in 
HHne  of  those  actions,  upon  affidavit 
made,  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  in 
another  county,  and  not  in  the  county 
where  the  action  is  laid,  nor  elsewhere 
out  of  the  other  county,  change  the 
venue ;  for  the  judges  have  construed 
tbe  statute  to  empower  them  to  change 
the  venue  under  those  circumstances. 
See  2  Saund.  5  df  e^f.  in  the  note,  (c) 
But  as  it  would  be  hard  to  conclude  the 


plaintiff  by  the  single  affidavit  of  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiff  may  bring  back 
the  venue,  upon  his  undertaking  to  give 
evidence  of  some  matter  in  issue  in  the 
county  where  the  action  is  brought ;  apd 
if  on  the  trial  he  fails  to  do  so,  he  must 
be  nonsuited;  which  in  this  case  has  the 
same  effect  as  abating  the  writ  according 
to  the  statute.  Gilb.  Hist  C.  B.  3d  ed. 
90.  2  Black.  Rep.  1032,  1033.  Sander 
V.  Heard,  Cowp.  410.  Bruckshaw  v. 
Hopkins.  2  T.  R.  275.  Watkins  v. 
Towers*  (d) 

(1)  In  actions  in  inferior  courts,  it 
is  •  necessary  that  every  part   of   that 


ID  the  city  of  London.  2  Q.  B.  789. 
Bnmer.  Thompson.  2G.&D.110.S.C.] 
The  assignee  of  a  bail-bond  may  lay  the 
venue  any  where,  although  the  declara- 
tion usually  states  the  bond  to  have  been 
taken  within  the  buliwick  of  the  officer 
to  whom  the  process  is  directed.  2  Ld. 
Rajm.  1455.  Gregson  v.  Heather.  2  Str. 
727.  S.  C.  Fort  366.  S.  C.  Thereasons 
given  are  not  satisfactory ;  and  it  may  be 
a  question,  whether  the  stat.  6R.2.  c  2. 
does  not  apply  to  such  a  case.  The  con- 
tract is  the  bail-bond,  and  if  it  be  ne- 
ccHary  to  aver  in  the  declaration  that  the 
bond  was  taken  by  the  sheriff  within  his 
ba3iwiek,this  action  seems  ,to  be  directly 
within  the  stat.  6  R.  2.  It  should  seem, 
however,  that  such  an  averment  is  not 
necessary ;  for  although  the  sheriff  can- 
not arrest  out  of  his  county^  yet  there 
is  nothing  to  prevent  the  bond  being 
executed  any  where.  See  the  doctrine 
of  venues  fully  and  elaborately  discussed 
in  the  judgment  of  Lord  Mansfield  C.J. 
1  Cowp.  165.  Mosti/n  v.  Fabrigas. 

(r)  The  defendant  may  in  general 
change  the  venue  in  all  transitory 
actions,  where  he  can  make  affidavit  that 

VOL.L 


the  cause  of  action  is  wholly  confined  to 
a  single  county.  [And  by  Reg.  Gen.  2 
W.  4.  r.  103.  the  rule  shall  be  absolute 
in  the  first  instance.  But  it  was  the 
received  opinion,  that  where  the  action 
appeared  to  be  brought  on  any  written 
instrument,  the  venue  could  not  be 
changed.  However,  in  a  late  case, 
the  rule  was  laid  down,  after  considera- 
tion of  all  the  authorities,  that  in  all 
actions  on  contracts,  though  in  writing, 
except  on  specialties,  bills,  and  notes, 
the  venue  may  be  changed  upon  the 
usual  affidavit  being  made.  8  Mees.  & 
W.  640.  Mondel  v.  Stede.  But  it  has 
been  since  held  that  the  venue  cannot 
be  so  changed  in  an  action  on  an  award. 
1 1  M.  &  W.  734.  Martin  Y.Daws.']  The 
courts  will  also  change  the  venue  in  some 
cases  where  the  defendant  cannot  make 
the  usual  affidavit,  on  special  reasons 
assigned;  as  the  residence  of  all  the 
witnesses  in  another  county,  or  circum- 
stances shewing  that  an  impartial  trial 
cannot  be  had  in  the  county  where  the 
venue  is  laid.  See  Tidd,  625,  et  seq. 
and  8  Taunt  635.  Parker  v.  Eastwood, 
(d)  The  rule  was  always  positive  in 
♦k4 
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Peacock  V.  no  exception ;  for  the  court  of  the  county  palatine  10  an  ori- 

Bbll  and  gixud  court,  and  reckoned  in  the  number  of  superior  courts ; 

Kendal.  ^^  j^  ^jj^  statute  of  3  Jac.  1.  c  8.,  executions  m  the  courts  of 

'  the  counties  palatine,  and  great  sessions  in  fFaks,  in  certain 

which  is  the  gist  and  substance  of  the    jarisdiction ;    therefore    the    consider' 
action  should  appear  to  be  within  their    oHon  of  the  promise  must  be  laid  in 


K.  B.  that  the  undertaking  must  be  to 
give  material  evidence  in  the  county 
where  the  venue  is  laid ;  2  B.  &  A.  618. 
Woody.  Perkes;  but  in  C.  B.  it  was 
sufficient  if  the  plaintiff  undertook  to 
give  material  evidence  either  in  the 
county  where  the  venue  is  laid,  or  in 
some  third  county.  7  Taunt  178. 
Powel  V.  Rich.  2  Marsh.  494.  S.  C. 
[But  now  by  Reg.  Gen.  2  W.  4.  r.  108. 
the  venue  shall  not  be  brought  back, 
except  on  an  undertaking  to  give  mate- 
rial evidence  in  the  county  in  which  the 
venue  was  originally  laid.  It  seems  that 
if  the  defendant  was  originally  irregular 
in  moving  to  change  the  venue,  the 
pldntiff  may  move  to  have  it  brought 
back  without  entering  into  such  an  un- 
dertaking ;  as  wherci  in  an  action  for 
a  libel,  the  venue  had  been  changed 
from  London  to  Lincoln  on  an  affidavit 
that  the  cause  of  action  arose  in  that 
county,  the  plaintiff,  on  an  affidavit 
that  the  libel  had  been  published  in 
London  as  well  as  Lincoln^  was  held 
entitled  to  bring  back  the  venue,  without 
entering  into  an  undertaking  to  give 
material  evidence  in  London,  1  Cr.  M , 
&  R.  776.  Clements  v.  Newcome.  See 
also  S  T.R.  495.  AUen  v.  Griffiths.'^  A» 
to  what  shall  be  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  this  undertaking,  see  Tidd,  633,  e^ 
seq»  and  the  cases  there  cited.  [See  also 
2  C.  &  J.  659.  Linley  v.  Bates,^  In 
two  cases  before  Abbott  C.  J.  it  was 
held,  that  in  actions  against  country 
commissioners  of  bankrupt  for  impri- 
soning witnesses  for  prevarication,  evi- 
dence of  the  plaintiff's   having  been 


brought  before  a  judge  in  Londony  on 
a  hoAeas  corpus  was  not  material  eri- 
dence  to  satisfy  the  plaintiffs  undeN 
taking;  upon  the  principle  that  his 
being  so  brought  up  was  the  plaintiffs 
own  act,  and  that  the  plaintiff  must  give 
evidence  of  some  act  either  of  the  de- 
fendant, or  a  third  person,  or  of  some 
record,  tending  to  prove  the  issue 
joined,  in  the  county  in  which  the  venue 
is  laid.  Norrisy.  Warden,  London  Sit- 
tings after  M.T.  2G.4^K.B.  Davie 
V.  ■  ■  ,  ibid. ;  in  which  last  case  the 
being  brought  up  on  the  habeas  corpus 
was  laid  in  the  declaration  by  way  of 
special  damage.  [However,  it  has  been 
since  held,  that  the  evidence  to  be  given 
under  the  undertaking  is  not  confined 
to  the  mere  issue  in  the  cause,  but  in- 
cludes also  the  question  of  damages, 
which  are  to  be  considered  for  this  pur- 
pose as  a  matter  in  issue  between  the 
parties.  2  B.  &  Ad.  169.  Curtis  v. 
Drinhtoater.  4  Bing.  N.  C.  225.  Collins 
V.  Jenhins.  S.  C.  5  Scott,  589.  7  Mees. 
&  W.  221.  Greenway  v.  Titchmarsh.'] 
The  undertaking  to  give  material  evi' 
dence,  if  made  before  plea,  applies  to 
the  facts  in  the  declaration,  and  not 
to  the  issues  which  may  ultimately  be 
joined.  1  Taunt  518.  Cocftrc^/ v.  Caai»- 
berhyne.  [So  where  in  an  action  of 
debt  by  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  the  de- 
fendant had  pleaded,  except  as  to  200^i 
nunquam  indeb.^  and  as  to  200^  pay* 
ment ;  it  was  held  by  Parke  B.,  that  an 
nndertaking,  which  had  been  made  be- 
fore plea,  to  give  piaterial  evidence  in 
London,  was  satisfied  by  putting  in  the 
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cues  there  specified,  shall  not  be  stayed  by  writ  of  error  with- 
out security,  any  more  than  in  the  courts  at  Westminster. 
And  9  Hen.  7.  12.  6.*  recoveiy  at  Westminster  of  lands  in 
a  county  palatine  is  void,  because  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  courts  at  Westminster.  And  the  courts  at  Westminster 
will  take  judidal  notice  of  the  proceedings  of  the  courts  of 
the  counties  palatine,  as  well  as  of  the  courts  of  great  sessions: 
10  Crck  Car.  179.  f  this  court  took  judicial  notice  of  the 
piocesB  of  the  great  sessions.  So  Cra  Eliz.  503.}  tins 
eoort  took  notice  of  the  custom  in  Waies,  to  give  judgment 
final  upon  a  quod  ei  drforeeaL  And  the  courts  of  the  counties 
paktine  do  not  certify  their  jurisdiction  upon  a  writ  of  error, 
any  more  than  the  court  of  Common  Bench ;  because  this 
eourt  takes  judicial  notice  of  their  jurisdiction.     And  all  the 
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*  Bro.  Cioqne 
Ports,  18. 
The  eourts  at 
Wettminiter 
will  take  judi- 
(»al  notice  of  the 
proceedings  of 
the  courts  of  the 
counties  pala- 
tine,  and  of  the 
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tbe  dedaiation  within  the  jurisdiction. 
iLtY.  SO.  RumsyY.AMnson.e^.IAtOe' 
hoyr,  WrighL  96.  Whitehead  v.  Brawn. 
S.  C.  Sir  T.  Raym.  75.  I  Lev.  104, 
105.  Draie  y.  Beare.  137.  Price  v.HiU. 
153.  Corbet  v.  Pierson.  156.  SUme  v. 
WaddinffUnu  2  Lev.  87.  Handip  v. 
Coaler.  S.  C.  1  Vent  243.  1  Sid.  87. 
Go^^  r.  Saunders.  1  Vent  2.  Beefy 
f.WanL  2Ld.  Raym.  1310,  1311. 
Whtfard  y.  PoweU.  Ibid.  796.  Stanian 
T.  Daeies.  S.  C.  1  Salk.  404.  1  Ld. 
Raym.  211. v.  Lee.  12  Mod.  598. 


Stedman  y.  Robinson.  6  Mod.  223. 
Summon  v.  Davis.  2  Wils.  16.  Waldoeh 
V.  Cooper.  1  T.  R.  151.  Trevor  t. 
WalL  (e)  And  tbe  omission  of  it  is 
error,  even  after  verdict  1  T.  R.  152. 
For  tbe  court  will  Dot  intend  tbat  tbe 
consideration  was  proved  at  tbe  trial 
to  bave  been  witbin  tbe  jurisdiction, 
and  none  of  tbe  statutes  of  jeofails  ex- 
tend to  it  Ibid.  But  as  to  sucb  matp 
ters  as  are  inserted  onljfor  aggravation 
of  damaged,  and  migbt  be  omitted,  and 
yet  tbe  action  remain,  it  is  not  necessary 


fiat  and  appointment  of  assignees,  wbicb 
had  been  enrolled  in  tbe  court  of  bank- 
riptcy  in  tbe  city ;  for  tbat  the  under- 
taking, baving  been  given  before  plea, 
lad  reference  to  tbe  declaration;  and 
any  evidence  tbat  would  bave  been  ma- 
terial to  support  tbe  cause  or  right  of 
action  therein  aU^ed,  if  such  cause  or 
ri^  had  been  traversed  by  tbe  pleas, 
was  sufficient  to  satisfy  tbe  undertaking, 
though  the  defendant  had  not,  by  bis 
pleas,  put  such  right  of  action  in  issue. 
Lawson^  v.  Mangles^  Guildhall  Sittings 
after  JBL  T.  1842.  But  see  5  Dowl.  250. 
PkU^fSY.Ch^^mum.  Tbe  objection,  tbat 
the  plaintiff  has  not  satisfied  his  under- 
taking, must  be  taken  at  tb^  trial,  and  if 


not  taken  there,  cannot  be  insisted  upon 
by  way  of  motion.  2  Mees.  &  W.  373. 
Bow  V.  Pickard.^ 

(e)  l2Biug.2lS.  Briscoev. Stephens. 
9  Moo.  413.  S.  C.  But  this  b  not  neces- 
sary in  a  declaration  in  an  action  removed 
by  pone  from  the  sheriff's  court ;  even 
though  it  should  recite  that  the  action 
was  commenced  below  by  writ  of  Justin 
cies.  3Mann.&G.  171.  Powell  Y.AncelL 
3  Scott,  N.  C.  444.  S.  C.  So  in  replevin,, 
when  the  plaint  is  removed,  the  decla- 
ration never  alleges  the  cause  of  aetion 
to  bave  arisen  within  tbe  inferior  juris- 
diction: though  in  declaring  in  the  eourt 
below,  it  would  be  necessary  to  make 
such  an  allegation.] 
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Peacock  versus  Bell  and  Kendal. 


..Peacock  v. 
Bbi.l  and 
Kendajl. 

The  entry  of  a 
judgment  in^n 
inferior  court 
mutt  he,  ideo 
consideratum 
est  per  cMTtaxi, 
otherwise  it  im 
bad. 

Nothing  shall 
be  intended  to 
btimaofthe 
jurttdieHon  of  a 

BUpCTtOT  COtVtf 

but  what  ex- 
pressly appears 
to  be  so;  nor 
wi^in  thejurit' 
dictum  ofanim- 
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entries  of  judgments  in  the  counties  palatine  are  **  ideo  cangi- 
*f  deratum  est,'"  generally  (without  saying  per  curiam),  as  well 
as  in  the  Common  Bench ;  and  yet  such  an  entry  is  bad  in  an 
inferior  court,  as  it  has  been  oftentimes  adjudged.  And  the 
rule  for  jurisdiction  is,  that  nothing  shall  be  intended  to  be 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  superior  court,  but  that  which  spe- 
ciaUy  appears  to  be  so ;  and^  on  the  contrary,  nothing  shall 
be  intended  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  an  inferior  court 
but  that  which  is  so  expressly  alleged.  (1)  And  though  the 
^court  of  the  county  palatine  is  inferior  to  this  court  of  King's 
Bench,  yet  that  does  not  prove  it  to  be  an  inferior  court,  in 
the  sense  that  it  ought  to  certify  every  thing  precisely ;  for 
the  Common  Bench  is  inferior  to  this  court ;  but  yet  it  is  an 
original  and  superior  court,  of  which  the  law  itself  takes 
notice :  and  so  is  the  court  of  the  county  palatine ;  and,  con- 
sequently, the  omission  of  the  word  (there)  in  the  declaration 


to  lay  them  within  the  jurisdictioD. 
1  Salk.  404u  Stanton  v.  Davies.  Cro. 
Car.  570.  Ireland  v.  Lockwood.  I  Rol. 
Abr.  546.  pi.  4.  S.  C.  Sir  W.  Jones,  448. 
nurston  v.  Vincent.  (J) 

(1)  See  2  Ld.  Raym.  1310,  ISll. 
Winford  v.  Paweli.  Ibid.  796.  Stanian 
v.  Davies.    1  Bac.  Abr.  562.    If  a  man 


bring  an  action  in  an  inferior  court, 
where  the  cause  of  action  did  not  arise 
within  its  jurisdiction,  and  the  person 
or  goods  of  the  defendant  are  taken  in 
execution  under  its  process,  though  the 
judge  and  officers  of  the  court  are  ex- 
cused, if  it  had  jurisdiction  over  the 
cause  (^),  yet  the  plaintiff  in  the  action 


(/)  [As  to  what  is  a  sufficient  allega- 
tion of  the  cause  of  action  having  ac- 
crued within  the  jurisdiction,  see  3  A.  & 
E.  320.  Chitty  V.  Dendy.  4  Nev,  &  M. 
842.  S.C.  1  Mann.  &  G.  31.  Bruce  v. 
JVaii.  In  an  action  in  an  inferior 
court  upon  a  concessit  solvere  (see 
antd;  p.  68.  n.  (2)),  it  was  held,  that 
although  the  declaration  stated  merely 
a  promise  to  pay,  without  averring  any 
consideration,  yet  the  plaintiff  must 
prove  a  consideration  arising  within 
the  jurisdiction.  5A&E.  208.  Wil- 
liams y.  Gibbs.  6  Nev.  &  M.  788. 
S.  C.  In  an  action  upon  an  account 
stated  it  is  sufficient  to  aver,  that  the 
defendant  accounted  concerning  divers 
sums  of  money  within  the  jurisdiction, 
without  also  averring  that  the  sums  were 


due  within  the  jurisdiction.  2  LdRaym. 
1555.  Emery  v.  Bartlett  2  Str.  827. 
S.  C.  5  A.  &  £.  211.  But  a  mere  naked 
promise  made  within  the  jurisdiction  to 
pay  a  debt  which  did  not  accrue  there, 
is  no  evidence  of  an  account  stated  with- 
in the  jurisdiction.  5  A.  &  E.  208.  See 
also  1  Mann.  &  G.  220,  221.  TTUm  v. 
Chinnock.  1  Scott,  N.  C.  141.  S.C.] 

{g)  So  in  3  M.  &  S.  411.  Ackerly  v. 
Parkinson^  it  was  held,  that  an  action  on 
the  case  would  not  lie  against  the  vicar- 
general  of  the  bishop  for  excommuni- 
cating a  person,  though  the  proceedings 
were  erroneous,  and  set  aside  upon 
appeal ;  the  vicar-general  having  juris- 
diction over  the  subject-matter,  and 
there  being  no  malice.  [See,  however, 
1  Q.  B.  18.  CarraU  v.  Morley.^ 
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IB  no  error,  because  it  shall  be  intended  that  the  contract  was    Peacock  v. 

made  within  the  jurisdiction,  if  it  does  not  appear  to  the  con-     Bell  and 
.  •     .1  *  JdLendal. 

truy,  as  in  this  case.  , 

And  of  such  opinion  were  fFyndham  and  Mareton  justices ;  y^,^  ^j^,^^ 
hat  Kefynge  chief  justice,  and  TkoysdeUy  held  the  contrary,  and  *>"*  ^*>** »  ««- 
that  the  declaration  was  erroneous  for  this  point.    And  after-  to  be  so.  ^^^ 
wards,  at  another  day,  it  was  moved  again ;  and  then  Twys- 
doi  said,  that  he  had  consulted  with  the  other  judges,  and 
they  were  all  of  opinion  that  the  court  of.  the  county  palatine 
was  an  original  superior  court,  and  therefore  the  declaration 
was  good:  but  if  it  had  been  so  in  an  inferior  court,  it  had 
been  bad ;  wherefore  the  judgment  was  affirmed  by  Ttoysderiy 
Wyndhamj  and  Mareton ;  Kelynge  retaining  his  former  opi- 
nion.    Saunders  of  counsel  with  the  defendants  in  the  writ  of 
error. 


is  considered  as  a  trespasser.  6  T«  R.  considered  where  he  had  acted  beyond 
245.  Rex  y.  Danter.  And  the  at-  his  duty  or  authority  as  an  attorney, 
twney  for  the  plaintiff  has  been  so    4  Burr.  2108.  Goodwin  v.  GibboM.(k) 


(A)  See  post,  2  Saund.  101.  n.  (2). 
[As  to  the  liability  of  the  attorney  as 
a  trespasser,  in  respect  of  illegal  pro- 
cess, see  S  Wils.  S68.  Barker  v.  Bra- 
kam.  3  Esp.  202.  Stdky  v.  Sutherland. 
6K&C.SS.  Bales  v.  Paiing.  9  D. 
&R.44.S.C.  6A.&E.407.  Sowellv. 
Ckatnpum,  2  Nev.  &  P.  627.  S.  C.  8 
A.  &  £.  449.  CodringUm  t.  Lloyd  1 
Perr.  &  D.  157.  S.  C.  As  to  the  liability 


of  the  plaintiff,  see  3  Wihu  368.  9  East, 
346.  Carrett  v.  SmaUpage.  6  B.  &  C. 
38.  7  BiDg.  677-  Perkins  v.  Plympton. 
5  Moo.  h  P.  731.  S.  C.  1  Mees.  &  W. 
408.  Bryant  y.  Clutton.  1  Q.  B.  18. 
Carratt  v.  Morley.  1  6.  &  Dav.  275. 
S.  C.  7  C.  &  P.  506.  WhaUey  v. 
Pepper.  8  C.  &  P.  11.  Stoddey  v.  JSbr- 
nidgie.2 
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Lawe  verstis  King. 
MicL  18  Car.  IL  Reg.  RoL  573. 

rafvicUAtre,|TlE  it  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in 
^  -*^  the  term  of  Easter  last  past,  before  our  lord 
the  king,  at  JVestminster,  came  I'hamas  Latoe  by  Charles 
BaUety  hia  attorney,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our 
said  lord  the  king,  then  there,  his  certain  bill  against  Thomas 
Xififfy  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c.  of  a  plea  of  trespass; 
and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit,  John  Doe  and 
Richard  Boe,  which  said  bill  follows  in  these  words,  to  wit : 
Assault,  bat-  Wdrwickshirey  to  wit,  TTiamas  Lawe,  gent,  complains  of  TTkomas 
^rimnment  ^inffy  being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  llie  marshalsea  of 
our  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  for  that  he,  on  the 
1st  day  of  JprU,  in  the  18th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord 
Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  Englandy  &c  at  the  borough 
of  Wanoicky  in  the  said  county,  with  force  and  arms,  &c.  did 
make  an  assault  upon  him  the  said  Thomas  Latoey  and  did 
then  and  there  beat,  wound,  imprison,  and  ill-treat  the  said 
Thomas  Lawey  and  detained  and  kept  him  the  said  Thomas 
Lawe  in  prison  without  any  reasonable  cause,  against  the  will 
of  him  the  said  Thomas  Lawey  and  against  the  law  and  custom 
of  this  realm  of  EngJaniy  for  along  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space 
of  two  days,  and  other  wrongs  to  him  then  and  there  did^ 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  and  to  the 
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damage  ol  the  said  Thomas  Lowe  of  402. ;  and  therefore  he     Lawb  v. 
hings  Boit  &c.  Kino. 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  Friday  next  after  the  mor-  * 
row  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  in  this  same  term,  imtil  which  day       L  <  <  J 
the  said  Thomas  King  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill, 
and  then  to  answer,  &c  before  onr  lord  the  king  at  Westmin^  piea. 
ster,  comes  as  well  the  said  Thomas  Zate7e,  by  his  said  attorney, 
10  the  said  Thomas  King  by  Abraham  Gibbons,  his  attorney ; 
and  die  said  Thomas  King  defends  the  force  and  injury  when, 
&c;  and  as  to  the  assaulting,  beating,  wounding,  and  ill-treat-  Astotheas- 
ing  of  him  the  said  TTiomas  Lame  above  supposed  to  be  done,  ^^n^^^*^ 
be  the  aaid  Thomas  King  says  that  the  said  JTiamas  Lawe  ill-treating^ 
ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof  against 
Uni,  because  he  says  that  the  said  TTiomas  Lawe,  on  the  said 
Ist  day  of  April,  in  the  said  18th  year  of  the  reign  of  our 
■id  lord  the  now  king,  at  the  borough  of  Warwich  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  did  make  an  assault  upon  him  the  said 
Thmas  King,  and  him  would  have  beat,  wounded,  and  HI-  Mm  amult  de- 
treated;  whereupon  the  said  Thomas  King  did  then  and  there  ™*"^» 
defend  himself  against  the  said  Thomas  Latoe;  and  so  the  said 
Thgrnas  Kmg  says,  that  if  (a)  any  harm  or  mischief  then  and 
diere  Iiai^>enedto  the  said  Thomas  Lawe,  it  was  from  the  said 
Tksmuu  Lawi^  own  assault,  and  in  defence  of  himself  the  said 
Tkmas  King;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he 
pmjrs  jn^^ment  if  the  said  Thomas  Lawe  ought  to  have  or 
nmmtitm  his  said  action  thereof  against  him,  &a    And  as  to  and  ■«  to  th* 
all  the  residue  of  the  sai^  trespass,  except  the  imprisoning  and  ^^e^^'ilbe 
detaining  of  him  the  said  3^^791105  llatoe  in  prison  for  the  space  impriaoiixneni 
of  deven  hours,  he  the  said  Thomas  King  says,  that  he  is  not  ^^^  guUty.^*"^ 
thereof  gnihy,  and  of  this  he  puts  himself  upon  the  country ; 
and  the  said  T%omas  Lawe  thereof  likewise,  &c.     And  as  to 
the  imprwoning  and  detaining  of  him  the  said  Thomas  Lawe 
m  priscm  for  the  space  of  eleven  hours,  the  said  TTiomas  ISng 
mjs,  that  the  said  TTiomas  Lawe  ought  not  to  have  or  main- 
tain his  said  action  thereof  against  him,  because  he  says  that 
the  imprisoning  and  detaining  of  the  said  Thomas  Lawe  in 
pciaoii  for  the  said  space  of  eleven  hours  was  done  at  the  city 
of  CbonOiy,  in  the  county  of  the  said  city,  on  the  10th  day  of 
Jamuay,  in  the  16th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the 
now  king;  and  that  he  the  said  2%iniuuJEn^,  on  the  said  10th  l>e&ndaatone 
isij  atJoMttary,  in  the  16th  year  aforesaid,  and  for  the  space  ofthaei^  or 

(a)  [Seeantd,  p.  14k  n.  (</)]. 
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Laws  V.      of  two  weeks  then  next  following,  was  one  of  the  sheriffs  of 
^^^^'        the  county  of  the  said  city  of  Coventry,  and  on  the  same  day 
'  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at  the  said  city  of  Coventry ,  in  the  said 

county  of  the  said  city  of  Coventry ,  was  in  the  execution  of 
his  said  office,  with  divers  of  his  officers  and  servants ;  that  is 
to  say,  in  watching  and  guarding  the  common  gaol  in  the 
county  of  the  said  city,  and  the  prisoners  being  in  the  same, 
lest  any  of  them  should  escape  out  of  the  said  gaol :  and  the 
[  78  ]       said  Thomas  King  so  being  there  upon  that  occasion,  the  said 
TTunnas  Latoe,  before  the  said  time  in  which  the  said  imprison- 
ment was  done^  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  year  last  afore- 
said, at  the  hour  of  eleven  in  the  night  of  the  same  day,  being 
Plaintiff  at  Co-  an  Unseasonable  hour,  at  the  said  city  of  Coventry,  in  the 
^h"?  fe^^*^  county  of  the  said  city,  did  make  an  assault  upon  him  the  said 
theexecuaonof  Thomos  King,  then  being  one  of  the  sherifl^  of  the  county  of 
Suvraat*^*lt *  *^®  ^^  ^^*y  ^^  Coventry,  in  the  county  of  the  said  city,  and 
then  and  there  in  the  execution  of  his  said  office  as  aforesaid^ 
and  him  the  said  Th&inas  King  did  then  and  there  strike  and 
beat  with  his  fist,  against  the  peace  of  our  lord  the  now  king, 
and  to  the  disturbance  and  interruption  of  the  said  Thomas 
King  in  the  due  execution  of  his  said  office ;  and,  by  scuffling 
and  beating,  did  then  and  there  prevent  the  said  Thomas  King 
from  the -execution  of  his  said  office,  insomuch  that  the. said 
wherefore  the      Thomas  King  could  not  attend  to  his  said  office  there ;  where- 
ai^m^bOTcd  ^P^'^  ^'^  ^^^  Thomos  King,  for  the  preservation  of  the  peace 
him  until  the     of  OUT  Said  lord  the  now  king,  and  lest  the  said  Thomas  Lawe 
to  bri^gThJf*    should  any  further  hinder  or  disturb  feim  the  said  Thomas  King 
before  a  justioe  in  the  execution  of  his  said  office,  then  and  there  took  the  said 
e  peace,       Thofojca  Lawe  and  detained  him  for  the  space  of  eleven  hours, 
that  is  to  say,  until  the  next  morning,  that  the  said  Thomas 
Lawe  might  be  brought  before  one  of  our  said  lord  the  king^s 
justices  of  the  peace,  and  at  the  said  city  of  Coventry  did 
bring  the  said  Thomas  Lawe  as  soon  as  he  could,  to  wit,  at 
the  end  of  the  sidd  eleven  hours,  before  Ralph  Fhittips  then 
mayor  of  the  said  city  of  Coventry,  and  one  of  the  justices  of 
the  peace  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  assigned  to  keep  the 
peace  within  the  county  of  the  said  city ;  which  said  justice 
who  ordered      did  then  and  there  order,  and  cause  the  said  Thomas  Lawe  to 
foHib  *"^  ^  ^°^  sufficient  bail  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  JBfisizes  for  the. 
ance  at  the        county  of  the  said  city,  to  answer  the  said  offence.  Which  said 
imprisoning  and  detaining  in  prison  of  him. the  said  TTunnas 
Lawe  for  the  said  space  of  eleven  hours  on  the  occasion, 
aforesaid  made,  is  the  same  trespass  as  to  the  imprisonment 


Quae  est  eadem 
tranagrenio. 
•  See  S  Lutw. 
14S7.     Searle 
▼.  Darfbrd. 
t  Post,  82. 
iioteft>^ 
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and  detaining  in  prison  of  the  said  Thomas  Lawe  for  the  said      La  we  v.  • 

^Mce  of  time,  whereof  he  the  said  Thomas  Lawe  now  above  ^  1_, 

oomplaiiis  against  him  * :  without  this,  that  the  said  Thomas 

Kisg  is  goiltj  of  the  said  trespass  within  the  said  borough  of 

Wanmck^  or  elsewhere  out  of  the. said  citj  of  Coventry  ;  and 

fwithout  this,  that  the  said  Thomas  King  is  guilty  of  the 

and  trespass  on  the  said  1st  day  of  AprUy  or  at  any  other 

time  before  the  said  Thomas  King  was  one  of  the  sheriffs  of 

the  county  of  the  said  city,  or  after  the  said  Thomas  King  was 

discharged  £nom  that  office,  as  he  the  said  TTiomas  Zatoe  above 

thereof  ocmiplains  against  him ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify : 

wherefore  he  prays  judgment,  if  the  said  Thomas  Lawe  ought 

to  hiTe  or  nrmmtaiTi  his  said  action  thereof  against  him,  &c — 

£i  Saitnders. 

And  the  .said  Thomas  Lawey  as  to  the  said  plea  of  the  said  Demurrer  to 
Tkmas  King  by  him  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  pleaded,  ^j}^  "^*^" 
IS  to  the  assaulting,  beating,  wounding,  and  ill-treating  of  the 
Bud  Thomas  Lawey  says,  that  he  by  any  thing  by  the  sidd 
TkmasKmg  above  in  pleading  allied,  ought  not  to  be  barred 
tnxn  having  his  said  action  thereof  against  the  said  Thomas 
Gsg,  because  he  says  that  the  s^d  plea  (general  demurrer).^ 

And  as  to  the  said  plea  of  the  said  Thomas  King  as  to  the  Sune  as  to  the 
imprisoning  and  detaining  of  the  s^d  Thomas  Lawe  in  prison  |^riIU,J|^*i, 
for  the  said  space  of  eleven  hours  (general  demurrer). 

Joinder  in  the  first  demurrer,  and  also  in  the  last. 

But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  is       [  80  ] 
not  jet  advised  of  ^ving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  pre- 
nttsesy  whereof  the  said  parties  have  above  respectively  put 
themsdves  on   the  judgment  of  the  court,  a  day  therefore  is 
giren  to  the  said  parties,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westmin- 
<^,  until  Wednesday  next  after  three  weeks  of  St.  ARchaely  to 
^  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  because  the 
coort  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  is  thereof  not  yet,  &c  ; 
^ as  wellt  to  try  the  said  issue  above  joined  between  the  \  Seepoct,  109 
^parties,  to  be  tried  by  the  county,  as  to  inquire  what  "*>*«(0' 
^iuttges  the  said  7%<muu2^a^  has  sustainedon  occasion  of  the 
^  trespass,  whereof  the  said  parties  have  put  themselves  on 
thejadgment  of  the  court,  if  it  shall  happen  that  judgment 
^Ittll  be  given  therein  for  the  said  7!%037i<MZatoe  against  the  said 
Wonflf  jSxr^,  therefore  let  a  jury  come  before  our  lord  the 
long  at  fFesiminstery  on  the         day  of         next,  after 
aad  who  neither,  &a ;  because :as  well,  &c. ;  the  same  day 
isgiren  to  the  said  parties  there,  &c.    (And  so  it  is  con- 


80 


Lawe  versiu  King. 


Lawk«. 

KiKG. 


Judgment  for 
the  defendant 
on  tbe  de- 
raurren^ 


that  plaintiff 
take  nothing  by 
hie  bilL 


tinned  from  term  to  term.)  At  wliich  day,  before  our  lord 
the  king  at  fFestmmster,  come  the  said  parties  by  thdr  said 
attomies ;  whereupon  all  and  singular  the  premises  being  ee&x, 
and  by  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  here  more 
fiilly  understood,  and  mature  deliberation  being  had  there- 
upon, for  that  it  appears  to  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  now 
king  here,  that  the  said  plea  by  the  said  Thomas  Kuiiff  in  man" 
ner  and  form  aforesaid  pleaded,  and  the  matters  in  the  same 
oontauied,  are  good  and  sufficient  inlaw  to  bar  the  said  Tkonuzs 
Lawe  &om  having  his  said  actbn  against  the  said  Thomas 
King  ;  therefore  it  is  considered  that  the  said  Thomas  Lawe 
do  take  nothing  by  his  said  bill,  but  be  in  mercy  for  his  fiJse 
claim  therein ;  and  that  the  said  JTunnas  ISnff  do  go  thereof 
without  day,  &c  (1) 


Lawe  versus  King. 


[81   ] 

Case  9.  

&a  1  Ler.  ^I^JtCESPASS  of  assault  and  battery,  and  false  imprison- 

237  ^T^e*'  ment     The  plamtiff  declared,  that  the  defendant  on  the 

words  vietar^  Ist  of  AprU  in  the  18th  year  of  the  now  king,  at  the  borou^ 


(1)  Hence  it  seems  to  follow,  that 
wiiere  the  defendant's  plea  goes  to  bar 
the  action,  if  the  plaintiff  demurs  to  it, 
and  the  demurrer  is  determined  in  favour 
of  the  plea,  judgment  of  nil  capiat  shall 
be  entered,  notwithstanding  there  may 
be  also  one  or  more  issues  in  fact ;  be- 
cause, upon  the  whole,  it  appears  that 
the  plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action. 
So  where  several  pleas  are  pleaded 
since  the  statute  4  &  5  Ann.  c  16.,  all  of 
them  going  to  destroy  the  action,  and 
one  or  more  issues  are  joined  on  some 
of  the  pleas,  and  there  are  one  or  more 
demurrers  to  the  rest,  if  the  court  de- 
termine the  demurrers  in  favour  of  the 
defendant  before  the  issues  are  tried, 


they  shall  not  be  tried ;  and  if  c^ter  the 
trial,  it  Will  make  no  difference ;  for  in 
each  case  judgment  of  nil  capiat  shall  be 
given  against  the  plaintiff.  Thus,  where 
in  an  action  for  criminal  conversation, 
the  defendant  pleaded,  1.  not  guilty, 
and,  2.  not  guilty  within  six  years ;  and 
there  was  an  issue  on  the  first  plea,  and 
a  demurrer  to  the  other ;  although  the 
issue  was  tried  before  the  demurrer  w^as 
disposed  of,  and  a  verdict  was  given 
for  the  plaintiff,  yet  the  court  having 
afterwards  determined  the  demurrer  in 
favour  of  the  defendant,  judgment  of 
nil  capiat  was  given.  2  Burr.  74-9. 
Cooke  V.  Sayer.  (h) 


(h)  [It  was  decided  in  this  case  that 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  costs 
of  the  demurrer ;  but  that  each  party 
must  pay  his  own  costs  of  tiie  trial.  But 
this  decision  was  overruled  in  5  A.  &  £• 


83.  Bird  v.  Higginson.  6  N.  &  M.  *791 . 
S.C.;  according  to  which  latter  authority 
the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  coats  of 
the  triaL    See  2  Sauiid.  SOO.  n.  (S>3 
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of  Wmriek^  with  force  and  arms,  &c.  made  an  assault  upon      Laws  v. 
die  plamtiff,  and  beat  and  wounded  him,  and  imprisoned       King. 
him  for  the  space  of  two  days,  and  other  wrongs,  &c.     The     .   .  ' 
(itfendant  as  to  the  assault,  battery,  and  wounding,  pleaded  are'oidy  matter 
masuult  demesne;  and  as  to  all  the  imprisonment,  except  ^(^^^^{^ 
eieTen  hoars,  he  pleaded  not  guilty ;  and  as  to  the.  imprison-  not  necessary 
ment  for  eleven  hours,  he  pleaded  in  bar,  that  the  imprison-  ^^^^^  to  ^hem 
loent  was  made  on  the  10th  of  January^  in  the  16th  year  of  the  in  the  plea, 
reign  of  the  now  king,  at  the  city  of  Coventry y  in  the  county 
of  the  same  city,  and  that  the  defendant,  on  the  same  day 
and  year,  and  for  the  space  of  two.  weeks  after,  was  one  of 
the  sheriffs  of  the  said  city  of  Coventry  ;  and  that  on  the  same 
^,  the  defendant,  with  divers  of  his  officers  and  servants, 
wu  in  the  execution  of  his  office  in  the  city  of  Coventry  afore- 
m^  namely^  in  watching  and  keeping  the  common  gaol  of 
the  same  city,  lest  any  of  the  prisoners  therein  should  escape. 
ii)d  being  so  in  the  execution  of  his  office,  the  plaintiff,  at 
the  deventh  hour  of  the  night  of  the  same  day,  being  an 
luseasonable  time,  came  there,   and  struck  the  defendant 
vith  his  fist,    and  hindered  him  from   executing  his  said 
<)fiee,  by  brawling  and  beating  with  his  fist  so  much,  that  he         « 
coaU  not  attend  to  his  office ;  wherefore  the  defendant,  to 
i^eq)  the  peace^  imprisoned  the  plaintiff  until  the  next  morn- 
ing, and  then  brought  him  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  who 
ixjund  the  plaintiff  to  appear  at  the  next  assizes ;  which  is  the 
^ame  inprisonment  for  the  space  of  eleven  hours,  whereof  the 
pluntiff  complains  against  him ;  and  traversed,  without  this, 
dot  the  defendant  was  guilty  out  of  the  city  of  Coventry ^  or  at 
^7  tone  before^  or  since,  he  was  one  of  the  sheriffs,&c  .  and 
^  &c  wherefore,  &c     But  the  defendant  in  all  his  pleas 
fid  not  say  any  thing  to  the  m  et  armis ;  whereupon  the  plain- 
^  demurred  in  law  to  both  special  pleas. 

And  now  it  was  objected,  that  the  not  answering  to  the 
nd  armis f  has  made  both  the  pleas  bad.  But  to  this  it  was 
^D^ered,  that  the  vi  et  armis  is  only  matter  of  form,  which  is 
^ided  by  the  statute  of  27  Eliz.  c  5.  of  general  demurrers.  (1) 

(1)  There  was  however  some  doubt  Dig.P&a<2er(SM.),7*  But  the  omission 

^ore  the  atatate  of  4  Ann.  c.  16.  s.  1.  is  now  matter  of  form  by  the  express 

vbether  the  words  vte^armtV  were  mair  words  of  that  statute,  and  aided  on  a 

^  of  form  or  substance.    The  autho-  general  demurrer.    So  the  omission  is 

^^  being  both  ways,  and  the  greater  cured  by  verdict  by  the  statute  16  &  17 

■amber  seem  to  have  considered  them  Car.  2.  c.  8. 

to  be  matter  of  substance.    See  Com.  • 

VOL.1.  L 
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Laws  v. 
Kino. 


[82] 


For  it  appears  in  7  Hen.  6.  13.  b.  and  1  Hen.  7.  19.  that  if 
the  defendant  be  acquitted  of  the  special  matter,  the  vi  et  armis 
shall  not  be  inquired  inta  So  if  the  defendant  be  acquitted 
of  the  special  matter  by  judgment  on  demurrer,  the  vi  et  armis 
shall  not  be  tried,  although  the  defendant  has  taken  issue 
thereon,  but  he  shall  be  fined,  and  a  capiatur  awarded  against 
him  without  more  (2),  as  the  course  is  in  all  such  cases. 

And  so  was  the  opinion  of  the  whole  court,  and  without 
any  difficulty  it  was  adjudged  for  the  defendant,  that  tlie 
plaintiff  should  take  nothing  by  his  bilL  Saunders  of  counsel 
with  the  defendant.  See  Cro.  Jac  699.  TTie  Ktnff  against 
Hopper  and  others,  (3) 


(2)  See  5  Bae.  Abr.  191.  207. 

(S)  In  the  report  of  the  principal 
case  in  1  Lev.  216.  it  appears  that  an- 
other objection  was  taken  to  the  plea, 
namely,  that  the  traverse  was  too  large, 
being  of  the  day  and  place  laid  in  the 
declaration,  and  of  all  other  times  be- 
fore defendant  was  sheriff  or  since.  (See 
the  ple^  antd,  p.  78.)  But  the  court 
overruled  the  objection  and  held  the 
traverse  good.  The  same  point  is  re- 
cognised in  Com.  Dig.  Pleader  (G  2.), 
448.  However,  unless  it  be  necessary 
to  mention  a  particular  time,  as  well  as 
place  in  the  plea,  in  order  to  constitute 
a  justification,  the  general  rule  is  to 
follow  the  day  in  the  declaration  with- 
out a  traverse.  In  this  case,  it  seems, 
the  defendant  might  have  justified  on 
the  day  alleged ;  for  he  might  have  been 
sheriff  at  that  time  for  any  thing  that 


would  have  appeared  to  the  contrary 
on  the  record.     And  if  the  day    be 
in   truth   material,    the   plaintiff  may 
shew  the  very  day  in  his  replication ; 
and  though  it  varies  frdm  that  in  the 
declaration,  it  is  no  departure.     But 
as  the  defendant  justified  on  a  different 
day,  which  he  might  do  if  he  pleased, 
it  appears  the  court  was  well  founded 
in  saying,  that  he  ought  to  trarerse 
the  day  in  the  declaration;  for  he   has 
made  it  material  by  shewing  that    he 
was  sheriff  during  a  particular  time 
only,  which  was   different    from    that 
mentioned  in  the  declaration.     1  Salk. 
222.  Webleyy.  Palmer.  2  Saund.  5b^3c^ 
note.    But  when  it  is  material  to  sta.te 
the  true  time,  if  it  varies  from  the  day 
in  the  [declaration,  the  day  must    hie 
traversed.    Lib.  Plac  306.  pi.  16.  (e^ 


(c)  As  the  defendant  in  the  princi-  declaration.    He  did  in  fact  do  botli, 

pal  case  chose  to  state  a  different  day  which  rendered    his  plea  liable    to     c 

in  his  plea  from  that  laid  in  the  declar-  special  demurrer  since  the  stat  4  A  Tin. 

ation,  he  was  bound  either  to  traverse  but  it  does  not  appear  that  the  ohj^o- 

all  other  days,  or  to  conclude  his  plea  tion  was  taken.      See  2  Saund.     3  b 

with  an  averment  of  the  trespasses  in  note, 
the  plea  being  the  same  as  those  in  the 
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DahfiUrt^  1  TIE  it  remembered,  that  heretofore^  to  wit,  in 
"^  J  m3  Easter  term  last  past,  before  our  lord  the 
king  at  Westminster^  came  George  Wright  by  Francis  Gregg 
bs  attorneys  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord 
the  king  then  there,  his  certain  bill  against  Ralph  Bamscotin 
the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c.  of  a  plea  of  trespass ;  and 
there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wi^  John  Doe  and  Richard 
Roe,  whidi  said  bill  follows  in  these  words,  to  wit ;  Derbyshire,  Trespass. 
to  wit,  George  Wright  oompliuns  of  Ralph  Ramscot,  being  in 
the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  marshalsea  of  our  lord  the 
king,  before  the  king  himself,  for  that  he,  on  the  first  day  of 
April,  in  the  17th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the 
Second,  now  king  of  England,  &c  with  force  and  arms,  did 
so  grievouBly  beat,  strike,  and  with  a  certiun  knife  stab,  a 
inastiff  dog  of  him  the  said  George,  of  the  price  of  one  hundred 
shiDingSy  at  Castletan  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  then 
and  there  being  found,  that  by  reason  thereof,  the  said  mastiff  ' 
£ed;  and  other  wrongs  to  him  did,  against  the  peace  of  our 
mi  lord  the  now  king,  and  to  the  damage  of  him  the  said 
Gtorge  of  10^  and  therefore  he  brings  suit,  &c. 

And  now  at  ^lis  day,  to  wit,  on  Friday  nextafter  the  mor-  Flea, 
niw  of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  the  same  term,  imtil  which  day  the 
said  Ralph  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then  to 
answer,  &a  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  comes  as 
well  the  said  George  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  said  Ralph  by 
John  Bradshaw  his  attorney ;  and  the  said  Ralph  defends  the 
force  and  injury  when,  &c.;  and  as  to  coming  with  force  and 
aonsy  or  whatever  else  is  against  the  peace  of  our  said  lord  the 
now  king,  he  the  said  Ralph  says  that  he  is  not  thereof  guilty, 
and  of  this  he  puts  himself  upon  the  country,  and  the  said 
Gfcrge  thereof  likewise,  &c. ;  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the  sdd 
trespasB  in  the  said  declaration  above  supposed  to  be  done,  he  [  83  ]  ' 
the  said  Ralph  says,  that  the  said  George  ought  not  to  have 
or  mainfiLin  his  Said  action  thereof  against  him,  because  he 
aay3,  that  the  said  George  on  the  said  first  day  of  April,  in  the 
17th  year  aforesaid,  at  the  pariah  of  Chapelin  tlie  Frith  in  the 
8ttl  county,  did  suffer  the  said  mastiff  to  remain  and  walk  in 
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Curia  advisare 
vult 


the  streets  in  the  town  of  Chapelin  the  Frith  aforesaid  not 
muffled^  and  by  reason  thereof  the  said  mastiff  did  run  vio- 
lently in  and  upon  a  certain  dog  of  one  EUen  Bagshaw  wido w, 
and  did  then  and  there  bite  the  said  dog,  which  said  dog  the 
said  EUen  then  and  there  kept  in  her  dwelling-house  for  the 
preservation  of  her  said  house ;  and  the  said  Ralph,  being  ser- 
vant of  the  said  EUeny  did  then  and  there  kill  the  said  mafitiflT, 
lest  he  should  do  any  further  mischief:  and  this  he  is  ready- 
to  verify ;  wherefore  he  prays  judgment,  if  the  said  George 
ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof  against  him. 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here 
is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the 
premises,  a  day  is  therefore  given  to  the  said  parties  before 
our  lord  the  king  at  Wiestminstery  until  next  after 

to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  because  the 
court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  is  thereof  not  yet,  &c 


[84] 
Case  10. 


aC.  ]Sid.3S6. 

1  Lev.  216. 

2  Keb.  2S7. 
It  is  DO  justifi- 
cation in  tres« 
pass  for  killing 
a  mastiff,  "that 
he  ran  violently 
upon  defend- 
ant's dog  and 
bit  him,**  but 
the  defendant 
should  sute 
further  that  he 
could  not  other- 
wise separate 
the  mastiff  from 
his  dog.  (1) 


Wright  versits  Ramscot. 
Trin.  19  Car.  11. 

TRESPASS.— the  plaintiff  declared  that  the  defendant, 
on  the  Ist  o{  April,  in  the  17th  year  of  the  now  king,  at 
Castleton,  in  the  county  of  Derby,  did  beat,  strike,  and  with 
a  certain  knife  did  stab  a  mastiff  of  the  plaintiff,  so  that  by 
reason  thereof  the  mastiff  died ;  and  other  wrongs,  &c.  The 
defendant  pleaded  in  bar,  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  same  day 
and  yeoXyOt  the  parish  of  Chapelin  the  Frith,  in  ^easane  county, 
suffered  his  mastiff  to  go  unmuzzled  in  the  street,  by  reason 
whereof  the  mastiff  run  violently  upon  a  dog  of  one  Ellen 
Bagshaw,  and  did  then  and  there  bite  the  said  dog  (which 
dog  the  said  EUen  kept  in  her  house  for  the  preservation 
thereof);  wherefore  the  defendant,  being  the  servant  of  the 
said  Ellen,  then  and  there  killed  the  mastiff  that  he  might  not; 


(1)  The  eiame  plea  is  in  Lib.  Plac. 
336.  pi  61.  There  is  a  similar  pre- 
cedent in  Keck  v.  HaUtead,  2  Lutw. 


1494.  where  the  justification  was  heKl 
good,  (a) 


(a)  In  that  case,  the  defect  which 
was  fatal  to  the  plea  in  the  principal 
case  did  not  occur,  and  besides  there 


was  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on   an 
issue  of  de  injuria. 
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do  Bay  farther  mischief.  And  this,  &c. ;  wherefore^  &c  Upon 
wUch  plea  the  plaintiff  demuired  in  law. 

And  Saunders  of  counsel  with  the  plaintiff  argued  that  the 
plea  was  bad,  because  the  law  takes  notice  of  a  mastiff  as  a 
Taloable  thing;  and  there  is  an  original  writ  for  killing  a 
mastiff  in  the  *  Register.  And  in  Cro.  Eliz.  125.  t  it  is  said 
tkt  the  law  takes  notice  of  a  mastiff,  hound,  spaniel,  and 
tnmblo't;  and  a  man  may  justify  a  battery  in  defence  of 
lis  dog;  as  appears  in  Bastal's  Entries.  §  AndinCro.  Jac44.||, 
trespass  was  brought  for  killing  a  mastiff;  and  there  it  is 
sot  doubted  but  the  action  wdl  lies  (2);  but  there  the  de- 
fendant justified,  because  the  mastiff  infested  a  warren,  and 
coold  not  be  restrained  doing  damage  there  (3);  but  here  the 
defendant  hath  done  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff  by  Tnalnng  him 
lose  a  valuable  thing  without  any  cause ;  for  the  plaintiff  is 
Dot  bound  by  law  to  muzzle  his  mastiff,  so  long  as  he  does 
no  damage ;  and  it  is  natural  for  one  dog  to  bite  or  worry 
another ;  and  therefore  he  ought  not  to  be  killed,  unless  it 
curnot  be  otherwise  prevented.     And  here  the  defendant  has 


Wright,  r. 
Ramscqt. 

' • ' 

The  lair  takes 
notice  of  a  mas- 
tiff, hound, 
spaniel,  and 
tumbler,  as 
valuable  things. 
*  Reg.  109.  a. 
f  Ireknd  ▼. 
Huggins,  Ow. 
93.  a  a     In 
the  report  of 
which  case  in 
3  Leon.  S19.  it 
is  said  the  court 
held  trespass 
would  not  He, 
but  this  is  a 
mistake 
X  7  Rep.  18.  a. 
the  case  of 
Swans. 
§611.  b.  pi. 
10.  (1). 
I  Wadhurst 
againstDamme. 


(1)  S.  p.  Cro.  Eliz.  125.  Ow.  94. 
SBro.£Dt  144. 

(2)  So  is  Ow.  94.  Hob.  28S.  Ed- 
wdiY.Engkian.  Cro.  Jaci6S.  AtMU 
T.  Corbel.  •  So  "irill  trover  lie.  1  Rol. 
Abr.  5.  pi.  5.  So  trover  will  lie  for  a 
pinot  or  monkejy  because  they  are 
nerehandise  and  valuable.  Cro.  Jac. 
m  Grymes  v.  Shack,  (b) 

13)  ADd  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege 
tht  he  could  not  otherwise  prevent  the 
(log  Ironi  killing  the  conies,  but  it  is 
sBfBcient  to  stote,  that  the  dog  was  in 


the  warren  pursuing  the  conies  there, 
and  therefore  he  killed  him.  Cro.  Jac. 
44.  So  it  is  if  a  dog  runs  after  deer  in 
a  park.  3  Lev.  28.  Barrington  v.  TVr- 
ner.  (c)  See  the  form  of  a  plea  justify- 
ing killing  a  greyhound  for  running 
after  deer  in  a  park,  2  Rich.  Pract. 
C.  P.  435. 5th  ed.  The  contrary  indeed 
was  held  in  2  Rol.  Abr.  567*  (L.))  pi.  2. 
Lewin's  case ;  but  that  case  was  over- 
ruled. 3  Lev.  28.  See  also  Cro.  Car. 
228.  ReyneU  v.  Champersoan.  (d) 


(h)  It  seems  that  an  action  will  lie 
for  an  uijnry  to  any  reclaimed  animal 
Com.  Dig.  ActUm  sur  Trover  (C).  [An 
aftkm  will  lie  for  the  wilful  disturbance 
of  a  decoy;  11  East,  574.  note  (a). 
Ktdk  v.  HicheringUL  Ibid.  571.  Car- 
^i»9tm  V.  Taylor.  2  Camp.  258.  S.C; 
l»vt  Dot  of  a  rookery.  2  B.  &  C.  934. 
Bcauittm  V.  MocJtett.'  4  D.  &  R.  518 
5C.  Bees  are  property,  and  are  the 
wlgcct  of  larceny.    2  B.  &  C.  944.] 

(c)  [5  C. k  P.  581.  Proiheroey.Mat' 


hewi."]  But  these  cases  apply  only  to 
warrens  and  parks,  strictly  so  called: 
for  in  11  East,  568.  Vere  v.  Lord  Cato- 
dor  and  anoAer,  it  was  holden,  that  a 
game-keeper  could  not  justify  killing  a 
dog  which  was  pursuing  a  hare  in  his 
lord's  manor  and  close.  It  is  observable, 
that  the  plea  did  not  state  that  the  hare 
was  put  in  peril :  but  queryj  Whether 
such  statement  would  have  aided  the 
plea? 

(d)  In  which  ease  it  was  determined 
L  3 
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•  BuUock  ▼. 
Sir  J.  Smith, 
t  Cowleigh  ▼. 
Edwardi. 


not  said  that  he  could  not  otherwise  part  or  take  qff  the  nuutiff 
from  vDorrying  the  other  dog;  and  if  he  had  said  so,  it  would 
have  altei^  the  case :  and  he  might  have  justified  the  heat" 
ing  of  the  mastiff  to  preserve  his  dog,  but  not  the  hHIxng  of 
him,  unless  it  could  not  be  otherwise  prevented.  But  in  this 
case  he  says  nothing  more  but  that  he  killed  the  mastiff  to 
prevent  the  other  Aog  firom  being  killed ;  whereas;  for  any 
thing  that  f^pears  to  the  contrary,  he  might  have  saved  the 
other  dog  without  killing  the  mastiff:  and  so  he  has  killed 
the  mastiff  without  any  necessity  or  cause,  which  is  not  justi- 
fiable ;  and  he  has  not  in  any  way  excused  that  injury.  And 
therefore  he  concluded  that  the  plea  was  bad.  And  of  that 
opinion  was  the  whole  court ;  and  judgment  was  given  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Note.  —  There  was  another  exception  to  the  plea,  namely, 
that  the  plaintiff  laid  the  trespass  at  CastletaUy  and  the  de- 
fendant has  justified  at  the  parish  of  Chapel  in  the  Frith ;  and 
yet  his  justification  was  not  local  but  transitory,  in  which  case 
he  ought  to  have  justified  in  the  same  place  where  the  plaintiff 
has  declared :  but  it  was  not  moved.  See  for  this  Cro.  Eliz, 
174.»  184.  t(l) 


(1)  See  also  Cro.  Eliz.  705.  Peacock 
V.  Peacock.  Ibid.  842.  Pursety.  HtUchr 


ings. 
Ibid 


1  Lutw.  345. 
618.      2  Lutw. 


Pyhe  V.  PuUeyfu 
1437.     Seark  v. 


that  the  owner  of  a  several  fishery  may 
take  and  detain  nets  damage  feasant, 
but  may  not  cut  or  destroy  them.  As 
to  the  right  to  set  dog-spears  or  other 
engines  for  destroying  dogs  in  the  pur- 
suit of  game,  see  7  Taunt  489.  Deane 
V.  Clayton.  2  Marsh.  577.  S.  C.  and  1  B. 
Moore,  203.  S.  C ;  in  which  case  the 
court  of  Common  Pleas  was  divided  in 
opinion,  f  The  court  of  Exchequer  have 
lately  decided  in  favour  of  the  right  8 
Mees.  &  W.  782.  Jordin  v.  Crump.'} 
And  as  to  man-traps  and  spring-guns,  see 
3  B.  &  A.  304.  IhU  V.  Wilkes  ;  in  which 
it  was  holden,  that  a  person  having  notice 
that  spring-guns  were  set  in  a  wood,  and 
nevertheless  trespassing  in  it,  could  not 
maintain  an  action  for  an  injury  sus- 
tained from  them.  But  the  general 
question  was  not  settled.     [The  action 


was  afterwards  held  maintiunable  in 
a  case  where  the  plaintifi^  had  no  no- 
tice that  the  gun  was  'set,  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  setting  spring-guns  without 
notice  was  an  unlawful  act,  independent- 
ly of  the  Stat  7  &  8  G.  4.  c  18.  (which 
had  passed  in  the  interval  between  the 
commencement  of  the  action  and  the  ar- 
gument). 4Bing.626.  Birdy.HolbrocL 
1  M.  &  P.  607.  S.C.  Some  doubt  has 
been  entertained  whether  that  principle 
was  correct  8  Mees.  &  W.  789.  The 
statute^  however,  has  made  the  setting 
or  placing  of  spring-guns,  man-traps,  or 
other  engines  calculated  to  destroy  hu- 
man life  or  inflict  grievous  bodily  hamii 
with  intent  that  or  whereby  the  same 
may  destroy  human  life  or  inflict  grievous 
bodily  harm,  (except  in  a  dwelling-house 
at  night,)  not  merely  aU  unlawful  act 
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Ihfford.  S  Lev.  113.  Bridgewaier  v. 
Bttkewttjf.  Cora.  Dig.  Pleader^  4,57. 
Ante,  14.  Sawe  v.  PUmner^  note  (1). 
Id  Cartli.  326.  Martin  v.  Wilsford, 
Ward  C.  B.  said,  it  was  a  certain  rule 
lo  jileadiog,   that  where  the  action  is 


transitory,  the  defendant  must  follow 
the  plaintiff,  unless  his  justification  is. 
local,  and  then  he  must  traverse  abs^ 
que  hoc  that  he  is  guilty  extra.  See 
ante,',8  a.  note  (2).  2  Saund.  5  c^  5  d. 
note,  {e) 


bat  a  misdemeanor.  (See  further  on 
tbis  sahject,  1  Q.  B.  S7«  L^fnch  v.  Nur^ 
dm.)] 

(0  [And  now  by  R^.  Gen.  ff.  T. 
4W.4.  aO  statement  of  venue  in  the 


pleadings  Is  abolished  except  as  respects 
the  name  of  a  county  (i.  e.  the  venue  in 
the  action)  in  the  margin.  See  ante, 
p.  8  a.  note  (i/).] 
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Case  11.  Pitt  versVfS  Knight. 

HiL  18  &  19  Car.  IL  Reg.  RolL  1548. 


Writ  of  error. 


to^  1 O^^  ^^^  *^®  ^^  ^^  ^^*  ^  *^®  fiterifi  of  the 
^^  city  of  Bristol  his  writ  close  in  these  words,  to 
wit :  Charles  the  Second,  by  the  grace  of  God,  of  Englawidy 
Scotland^  France^  and  Ireland^  king,  defender  of  the  faith,  &c. 
to  the  sheriffs  of  the  city  of  Bristol^  greeting :  Forasmuch  as 
in  the  record  and  process,  and  also  in  the  giving  of  judgment, 
in  the  plaint  which  was  before  you  in  our  court  of  the  said 
city  without  our  writ,  between  F,  K.  and  J.  K.  senior,  and 
W,  P.,  of  a  certain  debt  which  the  said  F.  and  J.  demand  of 
the  said  W.^  manifest  error  has  intervened,  as  it  is  said,  to  the 
great  damage  of  the  said  W.  as  from  his  complaint  we  have 
been  informed ;  we  being  willing  that  the  error,  if  any  there 
be,  should  be  duly  corrected,  and  full  and  speedy  justice  be 
done  to  the  said  pai1;ies  in  this  behalf,  command  you,  that  if 
judgment  be  thereon  given,  then  you  send  to  us  distinctly  and 
openly  under  your  seal  the  record  and  process  aforesaid,  with 
all  things  touching  the  same,  and  this  writ,  so  that  we  may 
have  them  from  the  day  of  St  Michael  in  three  weeks,  where- 
soever we  shall  then  be  in  England^  that,  inspecting  the  record 
and  process  aforesaid,  we  cause  further  to  be  done  therein 
for  amending  the  said  error,  what  of  right,  and  according  to 
the  law  and  custom  of  England^  shall  be  meet  to  be  done* 
TVltness  ourself  at  fVestminster,  the  16  th  day  of  June,  in  the 
18th  year  of  our  reign. 
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The  execution  of  this  writ  appears  in  a  certain  panel  to      Pitt  v. 
this  writ  annexed.     The  answer  of  J.  LL  and  J.  C.  esquires,     Knight. 

Fleas  in  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  of  the  tolsey  of  the  thus  x^turned, 
dty  of  Bristol,  holden  in  the  guildhall  of  the  said  city,  ac-  *°  ^*^- 
cording  to  the  law  of  merchants,  and  according  to  the  usage 
and  custom  of  the  said  city  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of 
man  is  not  to  the  contrary  used  and  approved  of  in  the  same, 
and  according  to  the  liberties  and  priidlege^  of  the  mayor  and 
oommonalty  of  the  said  city  granted  by  divers  charters  of  the 
progenitors  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  and  confirmed  by 
the  king  himself,  before  J,,  W.  and  A.  G.  as  well  sherifis  of 
tbe  county  of  the  sud  city,  as  bidliflb  of  the  mayor  and  com- 
monalty of  the  said  city,  to  wit,  on  Wednesday  the  18th  day 
aSMarchy  in  the  15th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charks 
the  Second,   by   the  grace  of  Grod  of  England,   Scotland, 
Framxy  and  Ireland,  king,  defender  of  the  faith,  &c.  J.  A. 
e^nire  then  and  there  being  steward.     At  this  court  come 
F.  IL  and  •/.  K.  senior,  in  their  proper  persons,  and  affirm 
thdr  certain  plaint  against  W.  P.  of  a  plea  of  debt  upon  de*  Plaint  letied. 
Band  of  &QOL  and  find  pledges  to  prosecute  their  plaint,  to 
wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe,  and  pray  process  to  be  made 
to  them  thereupon  against  the  said   W.  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  said  city  from  all  the  time  aforesaid  used  and 
approved  of  in  the  same:  whereupon,  at  the  request  of  the 
aud  P.  and  J.  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  J.  J. 
Serjeant  at  mace  within  the  said  city,  and  minister  of  the  said 
conrt,  is  oommanded  by  the  said  court  here,  that  he  summon  A  summons  re- 
by  good  summoners  the  said  W.  according  to  the  custom  of  next  court,  at 
tbe  said  city,  to  be  at  the  next  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  'Jl^  guiWhail  of 
of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city  here,  to  be  holden  m  the  guild-  20th  of  March. 
hall  aforesaid,  before  the  said  as  well  sheriffs  of  the  county  of 
the  said  city,  as  bailifi  of  the  said  mayor  and  commonalty  of 
the  said  city,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  to  wit, 
on  Friday  the  20th  day  of  March  next  following,  to  answer 
the  said  P.  and  J.  in  the  plea  of  the  said  plaint,  and  the  same 
day  is  given  to  the  said  P.  and  J.  here,  &c     At  which  sud 
next  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said 
^,  holden  in  the  guildhall  aforesaid  before  the  said  as  well 
«heri£b  of  the  county  of  the  said  city,  as  bailiffs  of  the  said 
mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  said  city,  to  wit  on  the  said 
Fridoy  the  20th  day  of  March,  in  the  said  16  th  year  of  the 
re^  of  our  said  lord  Charles  the  Second,  come  the  said 
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[88  ] 
Capias  iBsiiedf 
returnable  at 
the  next  court 
at  the  guildhall 
on  2Sdof 
March. 


Cepi  corpus. 


F.  K.  and  J.  K/m  their  proper  persons,  and  offer  themselves 
against  the  said  W.  P.  in  the  plea  aforesaid,  and  he  does  not 
come.     And  the  sidd  J.  J.  seijeant  at  mace,  and  minister  of 
the  said  court  now  here  at  this  conrt  returns,  that  the  said 
W.  P.  haa  Tiothing  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  court 
whereby  he  can  be  summoned :  whereupon^  at  the  request  of 
the  said  F.  [and  J.  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city 
from  the  whole  time  aforesaid  used  in  liie  same,  the  said  Ser- 
jeant at  mace  and  minister  of  the  said  court  is  commanded  by 
the  said  court  here j  that  he  take  the  said  ^  if  he  shall  be 
found  within  the  liberty  of  the  said  city,  and  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  said  court,  and  him  should  safely  keep,  so  that 
he  may  have  his  body  at  the  next  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
king  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city,  to  be  holden  in  the  guild- 
hall aforesaid,  before  as  wdl  the  said  sheriffs  of  the  county  c^ 
the  Said  city,  as  bailiflb  of  the  said  mayor  and  commonalty  of 
the  said  city,  acooiding  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  to 
wit,  on  Monday  the  23d  day  of  March  next  coming,  to  an^ 
swer  the  said  F.  and  «/.  in  the  plea  of  their  said  plaint;  and 
the  same  day  is  given  to  the  said  F.  and  J.  here,  &o.    At 
which  said  next  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  tolsey  of 
the  said  city,  holden  in  the  guildhall  aforesaid,  before  the  said 
as  well  sheri&  of  the  county  of  the  said  city,  asbailifiof  the 
said  mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  said  city,  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  said  city,  on  the  said  Monday  the  23d  day  of 
Marchf  in  the  15tb  year  aforesaid,  come  as  well  the  said  jP. 
and  J.  as  the  said  W.  in  their  proper  persons ;  and  the  ssdd 
J.  J.  seijeant  at  mace  and  minister  of  the  said  court  now 
here  returns,  that  he,  by  virtue  of  the  said  precept  to  him  in 
form  aforesaid  directed,  had  taken  the  body  of  the  said  IV. 
which  he  has  ready  in  court  here,  before  the  said  as  well  she- 
riffs of  the  county  of  the  said  city,  as  bailifl^  of  the  said  mayor 
and  commonalty  of  the  said  city,  according  to  the  custom  of 
the  said  city,  as  he  was  commanded:  whereupon  here  at  the 
same  court,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  with  the 
assent  of  the  said  parties,  a  day  is  given  by  the  said  court  here 
to  the  said  parties  in  the  said  plaint,  in  the  state  which  it  is 
now  in,  until  the  court  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city,  to  be 
holden  in  the  guildhall  aforesaid,  before  the  said  as  well  she- 
ri&  of  the  oounty  of  the  said  city,  as  buliffe  of  the  said  mayor 
and  commonaUy  of  the  said  city,  according  to  the  custonx  of 
the  said  city,  to  wit,  on  Friday  the  18th  day  of  March  jxqxX 
foUowingy  saving  the  parties,  iso.    Before  which  day,  to  wit. 
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oD  the  29Ui  day  of  September,  in  the  15th  year  aforesaid^  the      Pitt  v. 
aid  /.  WT  and  R.  V.  according  to  the  cnstom  of  the  said     Knight. 
city,  were  duly  amoved  and  discharged  from  their  said  offices  ' 

KweUof  sherifis  of  the  county  of  the  said  dty,  as  bailiffi  of  moved  and" 
the  said  mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  scud  city,  and  J.  B.  others  chosen 
md  A  S.9  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  were  duly 
elected,  admitted,  and  sworn  as  well  into  the  said  office  of 
gheriflb  of  the  county  of  the  said  city,  as  into  the  office  of 
hsuEfi  of  the  mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  said  dty,  in  the 
room  of  the  said  J.  W.  and  R.  Y.  At  which  said  court  of 
die  tobe J  of  the  said  city,  holden  in  the  guildhall  aforesaid, 
before  the  said  now  as  well  sheriffs  of  the  county  of  the  said 
dty,  u  hfS&SA  of  the  said  mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  said 
city,  accoiding  to  the  custom  of  the  sud  city,  on  the  said  18th 
isjat March,  in  the  16th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord 
tk  wm  king,  come  as  well  the  said  F.  and  J,  as  the  said  Wi 
b  their  proper  persons ;  and  thereupon  the  said  W.  in  the 
ame  oonrt  here,  finds  ImuI  and  pledges  for  the  said  fV.  in  the  [  89  ] 
plea  aforesaid,  to  wit,  W.  W.  merchant,  and  C.  P.  grocer,  |^|^^*P"*" 
two  citizens  of  the  said  city,  who  come  into  court  here  in 
tbar  proper  persons,  and  with  the  assent  of  the  said  F,  and  J. 
ad  according  to  the  usage  and  custom  of  the  said  city,  did 
gire  bul,  and  each  of  them  for  himself  did  ^ve  bail,  for  the 
^W.  P.m  the  plea  aforesaid,  that  he  should  stand  right 
bere  in  court  until  the  end  of  the  said  plea,  and  according  to 
tiie  custom  of  the  said  city,  did  acknowledge,  ^ve  bail,  and 
grant,  and  each  of  them  for  himself  did  acknowledge,  give 
bail,  and  grant>  that  if  it  should  happen  that  the  said  W.  P. 
"iunild  be  lawfully  convicted  or  condemned  of  the  said  debt, 
frany  part  thereof,  and  if  the  said  W.  P.  should  after  judg- 
Jnent  given  therein,  absent  or  withdraw  himself,  so  that  the 
^  F.  and  J,  could  not  have  execution  of  his  body  for  the 
^  debt,  t<^ther  with  their  damages,  costs,  and  charges  to 
be  awarded  to  them  in  that  behalf,  that  then  the  said  F.  and 
/^oold have agunst  the  said  W.  ^and  C.  P.  thesame exe- 
cution of  and  for  the  stud  debt,  damages,  costs,  and  charges  so 
rerorcred,  as  the  said  F.  and  «71  should  have  against  the  said 
^.  P.  if  he  had  appeared,  or  had  been  otherwise  found  or  taken 
vithin  the  liberty  of  the  said  city,  and  the  said  W.  W.  and 
CP,  ahoold  undergo,  have,  and  sustain,  and  each  of  them 
BerenDy  by  himself  should  imdei^,  have,  and  sustain  the 
ome  and  the  like  pain  and  imprisomnent  for  the  said  debt, 
damageB,  and  costs,  and  dbarges  so  recovered,  as  the  said  W. 
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should  have  and  sustam  if  he  should  appear  in  his  proper  per- 
son,  or  were  otherwise  found  or  taken  within  the  liberties  of 
the  said  city :  and  thereupon^  with  the  assent  of  the  said 
parties,  a  further  day  is  given  to  the  parties  aforesaid  in  the 
plea  aforesaid,  until  the  court  of  our  s^d  lord  the  king  of  the 
tolsey  of  the  said  city  here,  to  be  holden  in  the  guildhall 
aforesaid,  on  Monday  the  27th  day  of  June  next  following,  in 
the  present  state,  saying  the  parties,  &c.  At  which  said  court 
of  our  said  lord  the  king,  holden  at  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city 
here,  in  the  guildhall  aforesaid,  before  J.  B.  and  B,  S.  as 
well  sheriffs  of  the  county  of  the  said  city,  as  bailiffi)  of  the  said 
mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  same  city,  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  said  city,  on  the  said  Monday  the  27th  day  of 
June^  in  the  16th  year  aforesaid,  come  as  well  the  said  f* 
and  J.  as  the  sud  fF.  P.  in  their  proper  persons ;  and  the 
said  F.  and  J.  in  the  same  court  here,  put  in  their  place  F.  V. 
their  attorney,  against  the  said  fF.  P.  in  the  plea  aforessud, 
and  by  their  said  attorney  in  the  said  court  declaring  upon 
the  said  plaint  against  the  said  fV.P  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  said  city,  say,  that  whereas  the  said  fV.  on  the  2d  day 
of  November^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1657,  at  the  city  of 
Bristol,  in  the  ward  of  All  Saints  there,  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court,  by  his  certain  writing  obligatory  sealed  with  the 
seal  of  the  said  fF.  and  here  into  court  brought,  the  date 
whereof  is  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  acknowledged  himself 
to  be  held  to  the  said  F.  K.  and  J.  in  the  said  sum  of  600/.  of 
lawful  money  of  England,  to  be  piud  to  them  upon  demand^ 
when  he  the  said  fF,  should  be  thereunto  requested ;  yet  the 
said  fF.  (although  often  requested)  has  not  yet  paid  the  said 
sum  of  600L  to  the  said  F.  K.  and  J.  or  to  either  of  them, 
but  to  pay  the  same  to  them  has  altogether  refused,  and  still 
refuses ;  wherefore  the  said  F.  and  J.  say,  that  they  are  in- 
jured, and  have  sustained  damage  to  the  value  of  100  shillings 
And  therefore  they  bring  suit,  &c.  (1) 


(1)  The  proceedings  of  this  court,  as 
here  stated,  are  very  regular.  For  in 
all  courts  of  inferior  jurisdiction,  there 
ought  to  be,  1.  ti  plaint  levied ;  2.  a  sum- 
numsy  which  must  be  returnable  at  the 
next  court,  setting  forth  therein  the  par- 
ticular day  and  place  when  and  where 
the  court  will  be  holden.  When  the 
summons  is  returned,  then,  S.  a  capias 


may  issue,  which  must  be  tested  on  the 
day  of  the  return  of  the  summons,  and 
returnable  at  the  next  court  after,  setting 
forth  therein  the  day  and  place  when 
and  where  such  next  court  will  be  hold* 
en ;  and,  lastly,  the  declaration,  which 
must  state  that  the  cause  of  action  arose 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
otherwise  the  judgment  will  be  revers* 
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And  thereupon,  in  the  same  court  here,  the  said  W.  P.      Pitt  v. 
pats  in  liis  place  J.  B,  his  attorney  against  the  said  F.  and  J.      Knight. 
in  the  plea  of  the  said  plaint,  and  by  his  swd  attorney  defends  ' 


ed.  1 T.  R.  151.  Trevor  v.  WaU.  antd, 
T4.il(1).  This  is  the  regular  course 
of  proceeding ;  but  in  2  Mod.  58,  59. 
CiwrierT.  Goodwin^  it  was  held,  that 
if  the  process  be  returnable  at  the  next 
ami,  without  mentioning  the  day,  it 
bgood.  Cowp.  21.  Bawiand  y.Veaie. 
In  maay  of  these  courts  it  has  long  been 
tlie  practice  to  issue  a  capias  in  the  first 
iisteDce  without  any  previous  summons. 
Loid  Hale,  in  1  Vent  220.  Read  v. 
^tkKd,  was  of  opinion  that  an  arrest 
uder  a  eepias  from  an  inferior  court 
tiAwt  a  premous  summons  was  a  false 
iapnsoDment:  but  that  doctrine  has 
^  anoe  denied.  2  Lutw.  1564, 
15^.  Gwinne  v.  Poole.  And  it  is  now 
yd,  that  an  irregular  or  inverted  order 
Af  proceeding  is  not  void,  so  as  to  make 
aunst  nnder  the  capias  a  false  impri- 
MWoeDty  but  is  merely  erroneous ;  and 
if  the  court  had  a  proper  jurisdiction  in 
tiieeuue,  neither  the  judges,  nor  minis- 
^  of  the  court,  nor  the  plaintiff,  are 
aUe  to  an  action  for  a  mere  error  in 
^  proceeding.  And  indeed,  as  the 
Pendant's  appearance  to  the  capias 
fores  the  want  of  a  summons,  there 
^^*=^  to  be  no  method  of  getting  at 
^  inegolarity.  Since  the  statutes 
(id  G.  3.  c  70.  as  to  inferior,  and 
^-  G.  1.  c.  29.  as  to  th^  superior 
ctmits)  for  preventing  vexatious  arrests 
^▼e  restrained  inferior  as  well  as  su- 


perior courts  from  arresting  for  debts 
under  10/.,  there  cannot  now  be  the 
same  mischief  in  awarding  a  capias  in 
the  first  instance  as  formerly.  There- 
fore, where  that  practice  has  long  pre- 
vailed, there  seems  to  be  no  impropriety 
in  continuing  it  (a)  But  it  must  be  al- 
leged in  the  plea  to  an  action  for  false 
imprisonment  for  an  arrest  under  the 
capias  by  a  taliter  processum  est^  that  the 
annas'  issued  at  a  subsequent  court  to 
the  levying  of  the  plaint ;  for  if  it  ap- 
pear on  the  plea  to  have  issued  at  the 
same  court  at  which  the  plaint  was  levied^ 
the  plea  will  be  bad ;  in  the  latter  case 
a  previous  summons  cannot  be  intend- 
ed ;  but  in  the  former  it  may  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  issued  at  the  court  at 
which  the  plaint  was  levied,  to  warrant 
the  issuing  of  the  capias  at  the.near^ 
court  And  where  it  is  sufficiently 
shewn  in  pleading  that  the  court  had 
jurisdiction  over  the  cause,  every  in- 
tendment will  be  made  in  favour  of 
their  proceedings  that  can  be  made 
consistently  with  the  facts  pleaded. 
Willes's  Rep.  30.  Moravia  v.  Shper, 
Ibid.  688.  TUley  v.  FoxalL  The  reader 
who  wishes  for  further  information  upon 
this  subject,  will  find  it  elaborately  dis- 
cussed by  Sir  John  Powell  in  his  learned 
argument  in  Gtoinne  v.  Poole,  2  Lutw. 
156a  1572.  (b) 


(o)  [But  now  by  Stat  1  &  2  Vict 
^  Ha  i.  1.  DO  person  shall  be  arrested 
«  nesoe  process  in  any  civil  action  in 
^  inferior  court  whatever.  And  by 
^2*3  Vict  c.  27.  8. 3.,  all  personal 
^f^Mws  brought  in  the  borough  courts 
^England and  Wales,  shall  be  com- 
*®ad  by  writ  of  summons.] 

(^)  It  is  no  ground  of  error  upon  a 
i^i^gBwnt  after  verdict  in  an  inferior 


court,  that  the  plaint  was  levied  before 
the  cause  of  action  accrued.  3  B.  &  A. 
605.  Bishop  v.  Baye.  See  1  Wils.  180. 
Feathers  Y.  Bryan,  Accord,  1  Dougl.  61. 
Ward  V.  Honeywood,  Contr.  [Where 
however,  upon  error  from  an  inferior 
court,  it  appeared  by  the  record  that,  in 
an  action  of  debt,  a  summons  and  at- 
tachment issued  at  the  same  time,  and 
were  returnable  at  the  same  time,  and 
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the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.  and  prays  leave  to  inqorl 
thereto  here^  until  the  next  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of 
the  tolsey  of  the  said  dty,  to  be  holden  in  the  guildhall  afore- 
said,  before  the  eudd  as  well  sheriffs  of  the  oounty  of  the  said 
city,  as  the  bailiffs  of  the  sidd  mayor  and  commonalty  of  the 
said  city,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  to  wit,  on 
Friday  the  Ist  day  of  July  next  following,  and  it  is  granted  to 
him,  &C.;  and  the  same  day  is  given  by  the  court  here  to  the 
said  F.  and  J.  here,  &c.     At  which  said  next  court  of  our  said 
lord  the  king  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city  here,  holden  in  tiie 
gmldhall  aforesaid,   before  the  said  as  well  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  the  said  city,  as  bailiffs  of  the  mayor  and  common- 
alty of  the  said  city,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city, 
to  wit,  on  Friday  the  1st  day  of  July,  in  the  16th  year  afore- 
said, come  as  well  the  said  F.  and  J.  as  the  said  W.  P.  by 
their  said  attorneys,  as  before;  and  the  said   ^  P.  in  the 
same  court  by  his  said  attorney,  as  before,  defends  the  wrong 
and  injury  when,  &c.,  and  says,  that  the  said  F.  K.  and  «/l 
ought  not  to  have  their  said  action  thereof  against  him,  be- 
cause he  says,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the  term  of  Easter, 
in  the  16th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king, 
the  said  F.  K.  and  J.  K.  by  the  names  of  F.  K.  and  J.  JSL  late 
esquires,  but  now  knights,  came  into  the  court  of  rour  said 
lord  the  now  king,  before  the  king  himself,  (the  said  court 
then  being  at  Westminster,  in  the  coimty  of  Middlesex^  by 
R.  P.  their  attorney,  and  then  brought  into  the  said  court 
their  certain  bill  against  the  said  W.  P.  by  the  name  of  JV.  JP. 
otherwise  called  W.  P.  of  Westleigh  aforesaid,  gent,  then  being 
in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  marshalsea  of  our  lord 
the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  of  a  plea  of  debt,  and  found 
pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Hoe  ; 
by  which  said  bill  the  said  F.  and  «/•  K.  by  the  said  names  of 
F.  K.  and  J,  K.  late  esquires,  now  knights,  complained  of  the 
said  fF.  P.  by  the  said  name  of  TV.  P.  otherwise  called  JFI  I\ 
of  Westleigh  aforesaid,  gent,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  mar- 


neither  of  them  was  served  personally 
on  the  defendant ;  that  at  the  return  of 
these  writs  the  plaintiff  declared,  and  at 
a  subsequent  court  had  judgment  by 
default,  the  defendant  never  having  ap- 
peared, and  no  appearance  having  been 
entered  for  him;  and  the  recorder  of 
the  inferior  court  certified  this  to  be  the 


practice  of  the  court  according  to  im- 
memorial custom :  it  was  held,  that  tlie 
custom  to  declare  against  a  defendant 
before  entry  of  appearance  by  him  or 
by  some  person  for  him,  was  bad  in 
law.  3B.&a772.  WUUamsY.JLard 
BagoL    5D.&R.719-S.C.] 
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aU  of  the  manhalsea  as  aforesaid,  of  a  plea  that  he  should  Pitt  v. 
render  to  them  600L  of  kwfiil  money  of  England,  which  he  Knight. 
owed  to,  and  unjustly  detained  firom  them ;  for  that  whereas  ' 
tke  said  Wi  on  the  2d  day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  1657,  at  the  city  of  Bristol  aforesaid,  in  the  county  of 
the  eame  city,  by  his  certain  writing  obligatory,  sealed  with 
the  seal  of  tiie  said  fV.  and  to  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
king  then  there  shewn,  the  date  whereof  was  the  same  day 
and  year,  acknowledged  lumself  to  be  held  and  firmly  bound 
to  the  said  F.  and  •/•  in  the  said  600iL  to  be  paid  to  the  said 
F.wd  Ji  when  he  should  be  thereunto  required;  yet  the  said 
W.  (although  often  required)  had  not  then  paid  the  sidd  600L 
to  the  said  F.  and  J.  or  to  either  of  them,  but  to  pay  the 
asme  to  them  had  altogether  refused,  and  still  refused,  to  the 
damage  of  th^i  the  said  F.  and  J.  of  500/. ;  and  therefore 
they  brought  suit,  &c  Afterwards,  to  wit,  on  Friday  next 
after  the  Morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  in  the  term  of  the 
Hcfy  Trinity  then  next  following,  and  now  last  past,  imtil 
which  day  the  sdd  W.  P.  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  biU, 
and  then  to  answer,  &c  before  our  lord  the  king  at  fFestmin- 
ttfr,  came  as  well  the  said  F.  and  J.  by  their  said  attorney,  as 
the  said  fV.  P.  by  J.  H.  his  attorney ;  and  the  said  F.  and  J. 
prayed  that  the  said  W.  might  answer  their  said  dedaraticm; 
whereopon  the  said  JV,  defended  the  wrong  and  injury  when, 
&c. ;  and  the  sdd  attorney  of  the  said  W.  sdd,  that  he  was 
iKit  informed  by  the  sidd  WilKam  his  master,  of  ^ving  any 
answer  thereto  for  the  said  W.  to  the  said  F.  and  J.  in  the 
iJaint  aforesaid,  and  then  said  nothing  else  in  bar  or  preclu- 
skdi  of  the  said  action  of  the  said  F.  and  J. ;  wherefore  the 
aid  F.  and  J.  remained  imdefended  therein  against  the  said 
W.i  therefore  it  was  then  and  there  considered  by  the  said 
court,  that  the  said  F.  and  J.  should  recover  against  the  said 
W.  thenr  said  debt,  and  fifty-one  shillings  for  the  damages 
which  they  had  sustained,  as  well  on  occasion  of  the  detention 
of  that  debt,  as  for  their  costs  and  charges  by  them  about 
their  suit  in  that  behalf  expended,  by  the  court  of  our  said 
lord  the  king  then  there  awarded  to  the  said  F.  and  J.  with 
their  assent,  and  that  the  said  W.  P.  should  be  in  mercy,  as 
i»y  the  record  and  process  thereof  remaining  in  the  said  court 
cf  our  Bald  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself  ftilly  ap- 
pears. And  the  said  W.  P.  further  says,  that  the  said  writing 
obligatory  specified  in  the  record  of  the  judgment  of  the  reco- 
very, whereby  the  etdd  F.  and  J*  recovered  the  said  debt  in 
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ReplicadoD. 


fonn  aforesaid,  and  the  said  writiiig  obligatory  now  here  into 
court  brought  by  the  said  jP.  andJ^.  is  one  and  the  same  writing 
obligatory,  and  not  other  or  different ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to 
veriiy :  wherefore,  since  the  said  F.  and  J.  K.  have  long  since 
in  form  aforesaid  recovered  the  said  debt  by  them  now  above 
demanded,  the  said  W.  prays  judgment  if  the  said  F.  and 
J.  jfiT.  (the  record  of  the  said  judgment  and  recovery  still  being 
in  all  things  in  full  force  and  effect)  ought  to  have  their  siud 
action  thereof  against  him,  &c.  (2) 

And  thereupon  the  said  F*  and  J.  pray  leave  to  reply  to 


(2)  It  is  not  necessary  to  set  forth 
the  whole  proceedings  as  is  done  here : 
it  is  enough  to  state  shortly  that  the 
plaintiffs  in  EasUr  Term^  &c.  impleaded 
the  defendant  in  the  court  of  our  lord 
the  king,  before  the  king  himself  (the 
said  court  then  being,  &c.)  in  a  plea  of 
debt,  and  that  such  proceedings  were 
thereupon  had,  that  afterwards  in  7W- 
nity  Temh  &c.  the  plaintiff  by  the  con- 
sideration of  the  said  court  recovered 
his  said  debt,  &c.  So  in  pleading  the 
judgments  even  of  inferior  courts,  whe- 
ther of  record  or  not,  it  is  now  held  not 
to  be  necessary  to  set  out  the  cause  of 
action,  or  that  the  defendant  became 
indebted  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court ;  tbut  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  at 
a  certain  court,  &c.  held  at,  &c.  A.  B* 
levied  his  certain  plaint  against  (7.  D, 
in  a  certain  plea  of  trespass  on  the  case 
or  debt,  &c.  (as  the  case  may  be)  for  a 
cause  of  action  arising  within  thejurii' 
diction  of  the  court  (c),  and  thereupon 
such  proceedings  were  had,  that  aftef- 
wards,  &c  it  was  considered  by  the 
said  court,  that  the  said  A,  B.  should  re- 
cover against  the  said  P.  &c.  Cowp.  18.' 


Rowland r,  Veale,  recognized  by  BuUer 
justice,  in  BeUt  v.  Broadbent.  3  T.  R. 
185.  See  however  Willes's  Rep.  S4u 
Formerly  it  was  necessary  to  set  forth  the 
whole  proceedings  in  the  inferior  court, 
it  being  not  allowable  to  set  them  out 
with  a  taUter  processum  esL  2  Lutw. 
913. 918.  Dennis  v.  Bawls.  2  VenL  100. 
Pinager  v.  Gale.  But  these  objections 
have  of  late  years  been  overruled.  2 
Lev.  81.  Doey.Parmiter.  1  Ld.  Raym. 
80.  Mackarith  v.  Pollard.  3  Lev.  403. 
Patrick  V.  Johnson.  1  Wils.  317.  ilf«r- 
ray  V.  Wilson,  2  Wils.  5.  Adams  ▼. 
Freeman.  2  Lutw.  1410.  1414.  Waihef^ 
V.  Freeby.  2  Mod.  102.  Lane  v.  Bobin- 
son.  Ibid.  195.  Higginson  v.  Martin^ 
Carth.  53.  Simpson  v.  MerriU,  the  re- 
cord whereof  is  in  2  Lutw.  1369.  When 
it  is  necessary  to  shew  that  the  process 
was  returned,  the  distinction  is  between 
a  capias  upon  mesne  process,  and  a  writ 
of  execution :  to  a  capicu  upon  the 
former,  the  return  of  the  precept  must 
be  set  forth ;  but  in  the  latter  it  is  un- 
necessary. Cowp.  20.  Bowlandv.  Veaie. 
Willes,  126.  n.  b.  Morse  v.  James.  (</) 


(c)  [In  debt  on  a  judgment  for  a 
plaintiff  in  an  inferior  court,  the  de- 
claration must  allege  that  the  cause  of 
action  in  the  original  suit  arose  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  inferior  court 
lC.M.&R.d02.iie«M/y.P(^    Secus, 


in  debt  on  a  judgment  for  a  defendant. 
Ibid.] 

(d)  [See  1 0  Bing.  1 92.  Lucas  v.  Nock^ 
ells,  per  Bayley  J.  Stephen  on  Plead* 
359.  4th  ed.] 
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tbe  fiiid  ]dea  of  the  said  W.  P.  here,  until  the  next  court  of      Pitt  v. 

oor  andkrd  the  king  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city  here,  to  be     Knight. 

Udenm  the  guildhall  aforesaid,  before  the  eaid  as  well  she-  • 

rift  of  the  county  of  the  said  city,  as  bailifib  of  the  mayor  and 

eommanalty  of  the  said  dty,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 

aid  6tjj  to  wit,  on  Monday  the  4th  day  of  July  next  foUow- 

ii^;  and  it  is  granted  to  them,  &c  ;  the  same  day  is  given 

to  the  said  parties  here,  &c     At  which  said  next  court  of 

oar  said  lord  the  king  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city  holden  in 

the  guildhall  aforesaid,  before  the  said  as  weU  sheriffs  of  the 

ooonty  of  the  said  city,  as  bailiffs  of  the  said  mayor  and  com- 

araahy  of  the  said  city,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said 

dtj,  on  the  said  Monday  the  4th  day  of  July,  in  the  16th  year 

iboreaaid,  come  as  well  the  said  JF*.  and  J,  as  the  said  fF.  by 

titdr  aid  attomies.     And  thereupon  the  sud  F.  and  J,  say, 

dttt  tliey,  by  any  thing  before  allied,  ought  not  to  be  barred 

from  haying  their  said  action  thereof,  because  they  say  that 

tliere  is  not  any  such  record  of  the  recovery  of  the  said  debt 

and  damages   against  the  siud  fF.  as  he  by  his  sidd  plea 

<loth  above  suppose;  and  this  they  are  ready  to  verify :  where-  Nul  tiel  record. 

lure  they  pray  judgment,  and  their  said  debt  to  be  adjudged  to 

theiD,&c.(3) 


(3)  See  Sohnums  v.  Zyon.  1  East, 
%8>  When  a  record  of  another  court 
^  pleaded,  the  plaintiff  may,  if  he 
I^etMSy  reply  nul  tiel  record^  and  con- 
dadewith  a  verification  and  a  prayer 
^jv^ment  as  is  done  here ;  for  this  is 
*>naiited  by  the  course  of  precedents ; 
tbe  defendant  thereupon  rejoins  ^  there 
'wneft  a  reoord^  and  the  court  gives 


him  a  day  to  bring  it  in.  2  Salk.  Z^* 
Moor  y.  Garret.  Lib.  Plac  286.  2Wil8. 
113.  Sandjbrd  Y.  Rogers.  But  in  the 
case  last  cited,  the  court  was  of  opinion 
that  there  is  a  complete  issue  by  the 
ntd  tiel  record;  and  that,  to  avoid  pro- 
lixity, it  is  better  at  the  end  of  the 
replication  to  give  a  day  to  the  defend- 
ant to  produce  the  record,  (e)     And 


(«)2B.&P.sa2.  Tipping  V.  John- 
*»i  iceonLf  where  it  was  holden  that, 
iftlie  defendant  demur  to  such  a  repli- 
^^t  the  plaintiff  may  nevertheless 
agn  judgment  on  the  non-production  of 
«*  leeotd  at  the  day  given.  So  in 
•  Taant  Sa  Jodbon  v.  Wiches.  2  Marsh. 
^  &C.  where  the  phuntiff  declared 
^  *•  reeognizance  of  bail,  and  the  de- 
feadaot  pleaded  no  ca.scL  issued  against 
^  principal,  the  plaintiff  replied,  set- 
^  out  the  ockM.  and  concluding  with 

T0L.I. 


a  prayer  that  the  court  might  inspect 
the  record,  it  was  holden  that  there 
was  a  sufficient  issue.  j^And  now  by 
rule  of  H.  T.  4  W.  4.  No.  8.  «  Where 
«<a  defendant  shall  plead  a  plea  of 
<<  judgment  recovered  in  another  court, 
^  he  shall  in  the  margin  of  such  plea 
**  state  the  date  of  such  judgment ;  and 
*<  if  such  judgment  shall  be  in  a  court 
*'  of  recoid,  the  number  of  the  roll  on 
^  which  such  proceedings  are  entered, 
<<  if  any ;  and  in  default  of  his  so  doing, 
H 
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Rejoinder. 


Ktt  verms  Knight. 

And  therenpon  the  said  W.  prays  leave  to  rejoin  to  the  sud 
plea  of  the  said  F.  and  /.  here,  until  the  next  court  <^our  said 
lord  the  king  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city  here,  to  be  hdden 
in  the  guildhall  aforesaid,  beftre  the  said  as  well  sheiifiof  the 


certainly,  as  these  pleas  are  for  the  most 
part  dilatory,  it  is  the  plaintiff's  interest 
to  adopt  that  form,  and  therefore  the 
modem  practice  is  so.  If  a  record  of 
the  same  court  be  pleaded,  formerly 
the  plaintiff  might  pray  oyer  of  the 
record,  and  if  it  were  not  given  him  the 
next  day^  the  court  would  reject  the 
plea.  2Salk.  566.  Carth.  4t53.  Tkeo- 
hold  V.  Long.  S.  C.  1  Ld.  Raym.  34^7. 
Carth.517.  Creamers.  WtcketL  2  Str. 
82S.  Hunter  v.  Wiseman^  and  Gwinnel 
V.  I^omson^  there  cited.  But  now, 
since  the  practice  has  been  to  refuse 
oyer  of  records,  it  is  questionable  whe- 
ther this  method  can  any  longer  be  en- 
forced. And  therefore  at  present  the 
way  is  to  demand  a  note  in  writing  of 
the  term  and  number  of  the  roll  where- 
on the  judgment  or  other  matter  of  re- 
cord so  pleaded  is  entered  and  filed ; 
and  if  the  defendant's  attorney  neglects 
or  refuses  to  give  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  such  plea  is  not  to 
be  received.  Or  the  plaintiff  in  such 
case  may  reply  nul  tiel  record,  in  the 
same  manner  as  where  the  record  of  an- 
other court  b  pleaded.  Where  the  plain- 
tiff replies  nnl  tiel  record,  and  gives 


the  defendant  a  day  to  bring  it  in,  the 
entry  is  thus :  (after  praying  judgment, 
&c.)  <<  and  prays  that  tiie  said  record 
"  may  be  seen  and  inspected  by  the 
*'  court  (or  if  in  C.  B.  by  the  justices) 
^  here.  And  because  the  said  B.  (the 
<<  defendant)  has  not  the  said  record 
*<  now  ready  here  in  court,  it  is  said 
'*  by  the  court  here  to  the  said  B.  that 
<<  he  have  the  said  record  hereon  (if  by 
''  original,  a  general  return-day,  if  by 
<'  bill,  a  certain  day  in  term).  The 
<<same  day  is  given  to  the  said  A. 
"  (plaintiff)  here,  &c."  If  the  record 
is  not  brought  into  court  on  the  day, 
judgment  of  failure  of  record  is  given, 
which  is  entered  thus :  *<  At  which  day 
**  comes  here  as  wall  tiie  said  ii.  as  the 
**  said  B,  by  their  said  attondes,  and 
^  the  said  B.  has  not  here  the  said 
^  record,  but  makes .  default;  whereby 
**  it  sufficiently  appears  to  the  court 
<'  here,  that  there  is  not  any  such  re* 
<<  cord  of  the  said  recovery  as  the  said 
**  B,  has  above  a)leged;  wherefore, 
**  &c."  When  the  plaintiff  avers  a  re- 
cord,  as  where  he  brings  debt  upon  a 
judgment,  and  the  defendant  pleads  nul 
tiel  record,  and  the  plaintiff  replies  <ie/ 


the  plaintiff  shall  be  at  liberty  to  sign 
judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea ;  and  in 
case  the  same  be  falsely  stated  by  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiff,  on  produdnga 
certificate  from  the  proper  officer  or 
person  having  the  custody  of  the  re- 
cords or  proceedings  of  the  court  where 
such  judgment  is  alleged  to  have  been 
recovered,  that  there  is  no  such  record 
or  entry  of  a  judgment  as  therein 
stated,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  sign 
judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea,  by 


"  leave  of  the  court  or  a  judge."  Where 
in  assumpsit  for  money  lent,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  that  iu  an  action  hi 
which  the  now  defendant  was  plaintiff^ 
and  the  now  plaintiff  was  defencknt,  the 
now  plaintiff  set  off  the  saftte  debt  for 
which  the  present  action  was  brought, 
and  in  that  action  the  now  defendant 
obtained  a  verdict,  it  was  held  that  this 
was  not  a  plea  of  judgment  recovered 
within  the  meaning  of  the  above  rule. 
9M.ft W.  in, Brt^kenMr  v.]ronyer.'\ 
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coont^  (^the  said  dtj,  as  bkuliffs  of  the  said  mayor  and  com- 
unahj  of  the  said  dtj^  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said 
dkfim  Wednesday  the  6th  day  of  July  next  following^  and  it 
isgranted  to  him,  &c.  the  same  day  is  given  to  the  said  par- 
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ntordf  the  conclusion  of  the  replication 
jitkus:  '^and  this  he  kb  ready  to  verify 
"  brthe  record,  and  prays  that  the  said 
"raord  may  be  seen  and  inspected  by 
''tfaa  court  here.     And  because  the 


**  said  A.  has  not  now  that  record  ready 
<<  here  in  court,  he  is  directed  that  he 
<^have  that  record  here,  &c.  The 
"same  day  is  given  to  the  said  B. 
«  here,"  &e.  (/) 


(/)  If  an  Irith  judgment  be  pleaded, 
tk  replication  denying  it  should  con- 
dode  to  the  country.  '  5  East,  47S. 
GoflnuT.  Lord  Matthew.  For  even  if  the 
inii  jodgment,  since  the  Union,  were  a 
ncmd,  and  properly  pleadable  as  such, 
Jtt  betog  only  proveable  by  an  examin« 
^  eopy  on  oath,  the  verity  of  the  evi- 
<^  should  be  tried  by  a  jury^  and 
:«( bj  the  court.  [It  has,  however,  been 
^  that  it  is  not  a  record  in  this  coun- 
t7.  4B.  &  C.  411 .  Harris  v.  Saunders. 
6D.kR.47i.  s.  C.  11  A.  &E.  179, 
^trfutmy.Mahon.  8  P.  &  D.  143.  S.C.] 
^  partj  is  not  allowed  to  aver  against  a 
i^oord  when  pleaded ;  for  ^'  the  record 
^(^t  judgment  until  set  aside  or  re- 
"TCfsed  is  conclusive  as  to  the  subject- 
*  natter  of  it"  Per  Lord  Mansfield  C  J. 
aSBoir.  1005.  Moses  v.  M'Ferlan. 
^  also  2  M.  &  S.  565.  BamsboUom 
^AukhsttL  S.V.  And  therefore  the 
original  defendant  cannot  plead  that  a 
jaignKnt  obtained  against  him  was  ob- 
'^abed  hy  fraud ;  nor  can  his  sureties. 
^MaisLS92.  Moore  v.  Bowmaker. 
ninnt  97.  S.  C.  [Whether  a/ore^ 
pdgaeot  may  be  impeached  on  the 
l^wnid  of  having  been  fraudulently  or 
QBdaly  obtained,  has  been  a  subject  of 
"^  discussion.  The  principal  au- 
Unties  will  be  found  collected  in  the 
^borate  note  to  Doe  v.  Oliver,  in 
^auth^s  Leading  Cases,  vol  iL  p.  448,  et 
«?•  Seealso  1  Mann.  &  G.882.  Cowan 
»•  Bnudwood.  2  Scott,  N.  R.  138. 
^C,  A.  plea  of  judgment  recovered 
|§«wt  the  defendant  in  a  foreign  court 
B  BO  bar  to  an  action  brought  for  the 
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same  cause  in  this  country ;  for  such  a 
judgment  [does  not  operate  as  a  merger 
of  the  original  cause  of  action,  which  is 
the  ground  on  which  a  plea  of  judg* 
ment  recovered  in  our  courts  is  a  bar. 
5  Bing.  N.  C.  208.  Smith  v.  NichoUs. 
7  Scott,  147.  S.  C.  Where  a  foreign 
judgment  is  pleaded  by  way  of  estoppel 
(t.  e.  that  the  cause  of  action  has  been 
already  adjudicated  upon,  against  the 
plaintiff,  in  a  competent  court),  the  plea 
must  have  a  proper  commencement  and 
conclusion  (see  post,  325  a.  n.(4)),  re- 
lying on  the  estoppel.  11  M.  &  W.  877. 
General  Steam  Navigation  v.  Guillou. 
The  plaintiff  may  reply  to  a  plea  of 
judgment  recovered,  that  the  judgment 
was  not  recovered  for  the  same  cause 
of  action.  2  W.  Black.  779.  Hitchin  v. 
CampbeU.  3  Wibs.  340.  S.  C.  So  if,  in 
an  action  for  the  arrears  of  an  annuity, 
the  plea  is,  that  no  memorial  of  the 
deeds  by  which  the  annuity  was  granted 
containing  the  names  of  the^witnesses, 
the  consideration  for  granting,  &c.  &c., 
was  within  twenty  days  enrolled  in  the 
court  of  Chancery  in  pursuance  of  the 
statute ;  and  the  plaintiff  replies  that  a 
memorial  was  enrolled  in  pursuance  of 
the  statute,  setting  it  out;  such  re« 
plication  is  properly  concluded  with  a 
prout  patet  per  recordum,  and  a  verifi- 
cation thereby,  and  not  to  the  country ; 
for  the  defendant,  if  his  case  requires  it, 
may  waive  the  issue  on  the  record,  and 
put  in  issue  any  of  the  matters  of  fact 
alleged  in  the  replication.  9  Bing.  51. 
Richardson  y.Tomkies.  2  Moo.  &  8c 
5S»  S*  C] 
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Pitt  v.      ties  here,  &c    At  which  eaid  nAt  court  of  onr  said  lord  the 

Kkioht.     long  of  the  tohey  of  the  said  city  here  holden  in  the  guildhall 

'  aforesaid,  before  the  said  as  well  sherifis  of  the  county  of  the 

said  city,  as  bailiffi  of  the  said  mayor  and  commonalty  of  the 

sidd  city,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  on  the  said 

Wednesday  the  6th  day  of  July  m  the  1 6th  year  aforesaid,  come 

as  well  the  said  F.  and  Z  as  the  sud  fF.  by  their  said  atto> 

Tliftt  there  !•     nies.    And  thereupon  the  said  ffUUam,  as  before  says,  that 

nichareeord.    ^y^^^  j^  ^^^j^  ^  j^^^j  ^f  ^^  recovery  of  the  said  debt  and 

damages  against  him  the  said  ^  as  he  has  above  in  pleading 
[  93  ]  alleged,  as  by  the  record  thereof,  renudning  in  the  court  of 
our  lord  the  now  king^  before  the  king  himself  at  Westminster^ 
of  the  term  of  the  Holy  Trinity^  in  the  16th  year  of  the  reign 
of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  more  fully  appears;  but  be- 
cause the  record  of  the  said  recovery  remaining  in  the  said 
court  of  our  lord  the  kmg  at  Westminster^  cannot  be  judidally 
had  or  brought  into  the  court  now  here,  he  the  said  W.  prays 
judgment  if  the  court  now  here  will  any  further  proceed  of 
A  day  giTen  to  and  upon  the  premises,  &c. :  and  thereupon  it  is  said  by  the 

record.  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city  here,  to 

be  holden  in  the  guildhall  aforesaid,  before  as  well  the  sheriffs 
of  the  county  of  the  said  city,  as  bailiffs  of  the  said  mayor  and 
commonalty  of  the  said  city,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
said  city,  on  Monday  the  16th  day  of  December  next  following, 
the  said  record  by  him  above  pleaded  at  his  peril ;  the  same 
day  is  given  to  the  said  parties  here :  before  which  day,  to  wit, 
on  the  29th  day  of  September,  in  the  said  16th  year  of  the  reign 
of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  the  said  /.  B.  and  R.  S,  were 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city  duly  removed  and 
discharged  from  their  said  offices,  as  well  of  sheriffs  of  the 
county  of  the  said  city,  as  bailiffs  of  the  said  mayor  and  corn- 
New  aheriflb.  monalty  of  the  said  city,  and  J.  K.  and  A  O.  were  according 
to  the  custom  of  the  said  city  duly  elected,  admitted,  and 
sworn,  as  well  into  the  said  office  of  sherifis  of  the  county  of 
the  said  city,  as  into  the  office  of  bailifis  of  the  mayor  and 
conmionalty  of  the  said  city,  in  the  room  of  the  said  J.  B.  and 
B.  S.  At  which  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  tolsey 
of  the  said  city  here,  holden  in  the  guildhall  of  the  said  city, 
before  the  said  as  well  sheriff  of  the  county  of  the  said  city,  as 
bailiffs  of  the  said  mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  said  city,  ac- 
cording to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  on  the  said  Monday  the 
I6th  day  of  December  in  the  16th  year  aforesaid^  oome  as  well 
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tbesBid  j^.and  Z  as  the  said  JV.,  by  their  said  attomies;  and  Pitt  v. 
the  aaid  ^.  has  not  the  said  recoxd  now  here ;  and  thereupon  Knight. 
witktIieaHaentof  the  said  i^.  and  Z,  a  further  day  is  given  by  • 

the  court  here  to  the  said  fF.,  that  he.  have  here,  at  the  court  not  the  said 
of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city,  to  be  Jf^ord. 
Wden  in  the  guildhall  of  the  said  city,  before  the  said  as  weU  ^*"     "* 
derifi  of  the  county  of  the  said  city^  as  bailiffs  of  the  said 
nuyor  and  oonunonalty  of  the  said  city,  according  to  the  custom 
of  thenid  city,  on  Friday  the  15th  day  of  December  next  fol- 
lovingy  the  said  record,  by  him  as  aforesaid  pleaded,  at  his 
peril;  the  same  day  is  given  to  the  said  parties  here,  &c.:  be« 
fore  which  day,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  day  of  September,  in  the 
nth  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  the  said 
IK.  and  R.  O.,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city.  New  sbcriflTs. 
were  duly  removed  and  discharged  from  their  said  offices,  as 
wdlof  sheriflb  of  the  county  of  the  said  city,  as  bailiffs  of  the 
aid  mayor  and  conmionalty  of  the  said  city,  and  JV.  C.  and 
£  C  were,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  duly       [  94  ] 
dected,  admitted  and  sworn,  as  well  into  the  said  office  of 
fiiieriffi  of  the  county  of  the  said  dty,  as  into  the  office  of 
\fSiSk  of  the  mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  said  city,  in  the 
nxxQ  of  the  said  J.  K.  and  K  O.     At  which  said  court  of  our 
aid  lord  the  king  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city  here  holden  in 
tk  guildhall  aforesaid,  before  the  said  as  wdl  sheriffs  of  the 
county  of  the  aud  city,  as  baili&  of  the  said  mayor  and  com- 
QMoalty  of  the  said  city,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said 
citj,  on  the  said  Friday  the  15th  day  of  December,  in  the  17th 
jesr  aforesaid,  come  as  well  the  said  F.  and  J.  iT.,  as  the  said 
^•P.,  by  their  said  attomies ;  and  the  said  W.  has  not  the  said  DdiindaDt  has 
J«ord  now  here  ;  and  thereupon,  with  the  assent  of  the  said  JJ^^" "" 
^.  and  Z,  a  fiirther  day  is  given  by  the  court  here  to  the  said  Dies  ulterius 
^Rffiaw,  that  he  have  here,  at  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  ^»»* 
iing  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city  here,  to  be  holden  in  the 
gioldhallof  the  said  city,  before  the  said  as  weU  sheriffs  of  the 
^^^mij  of  the  sfdd  city,  as  bailiffs  of  the  said  mayor  and  com- 
i&onalty  of  the  said  city,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said 
Ay,  to  wit,  on  Thursday  the  first  day  of  February  next  follow- 
0^  the  said  record,  by  him  as  aforesaid  pleaded,  at  his  peril: 
tkeeamc  day  is  given  to  the  said  parties  here,  &c     At  which 
^  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said 
city  here,  holden  in  the  gmldhall  aforesaid,  before  the  siud  as 
wdlehcriflfe  of  the  county  of  the  said  city,  as  bailiffs  of  the  said 
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mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  said  dty,  aocoiding  to  the  cos* 
tom  of  the  said  city,  on  the  said  ITiursday  the  first  day  of 
February,  in  the  1 8th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now 
king,  come  as  well  the  said  JF*.  and  L,  as  the  said  Wi^  by  their 
said  attomies ;  and  the  sud  fF.  has  not  the  said  reooid  now 
here ;  and  thereupon,  with  the  assent  of  the  said  J.  and  L,  a 
further  day  is  given  by  the  court  here  to  the  said  fF.  that  he 
have  here,  &c.  (a  like  continuance  from  court  to  court  for  two 
courts  more).     And  at  the  said  court  holden  as  aforesaid,  on 
the  said  Wednesday  the  11th  day  of  April,  in  the  18th  year 
aforesaid,  it  was  ordered  by  the  said  court  here,  that  unless 
the  said  Wl  should  bring  here  into  court  the  said  record,  at 
the  said  next  court  to  be  holden  on  the  said  28th  day  cOfay 
as  aforesaid,  judgment  should  be  entered  in  the  said  plea  for 
the  said  F.  and  /.  At  which  said  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king 
of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  dty ,  holden  in  the  guildhall  aforesiud, 
before  the  said  as  well  sheriffi  of  the  county  of  the  said  city, 
as  bailiff  of  the  said  mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  said  city, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  on  the  said  Monday 
the  28th  day  oiMay,  in  the  18th  year  aforesaid,  come  as  well 
the  said  F.  and  Z,  as  the  said  W.,  by  their  said  attomies;  and 
'  the  said  W.  has  not  now  here  at  this  court  the  said  record  by 
him  above  as  aforesaid  pleaded,  but  has  made  default  there* 
in:  and  because  the  court  here  is  not  yet  advised  of  giving 
their  judgment  of  and'  upon  the  premises,  therefore  a  day 
is  given  to  the  said  parties  here  until  the  court  of  our  said 
lord  the  king  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city  here,  holden  in 
the  guildhall  aforesaid,  before  the  said  as  well  sheriffi  of 
the  county  of  the  said  city,  as  bailiffs  of  the  said  major 
and  commonalty  of  the  said  city,  according  to  the  custoin 
of  the  said  city,  to  wit,  on  Wednesday  the  18th  day  oiJtdy 
next  following,  to  hear  their  judgment  thereon,  because  the 
court  here  is  thereof  not  yet  advised,  &c.    At  which  said 
court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  tolsey  of  the  said  city 
here,  holden  in  the  guildhall  aforesaid,  before  the  said  as  well 
sheriffs  of  the  county  of  the  said  city,  as  bailifl^  of  the  said 
mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  said  city,  according  to  the  cus- 
tom of  the  said  city,  on  the  said  Wednesday  the  1 8th  day  otJiily^ 
came  as  well  the  said  F.  and  L,  as  the  said  W.,  by  their  said 
attomies :  and  thereupon  the  premises  being  seen,  and  by  the 
coiurt  here  fully  understood,  it  is  considered  by  the  said  conrty 
that  the  said  F»  and  J.  should  recover  against  the  said   fPZ 
their  said  debt  and  damages,  on  occasion  of  the  detention  o£ 
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thoflttddebt,  to44  2<.,byiihecoiirthereawarded  to  the  said      Pitt  v^ 
F.  and  L^  with. their  aasent^  and  the  said  W.  in  mercy,  &c.         Knight. 

Afterwaid8|  to  wit,  on  Wednesday  next  after  the  octave  of  ' 

SuWkxfyjJi  this  same  tenn,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  West- 
r,  comes  the  said  W*  P.  by  J?.  P.  his  attorney,  and  says, 


that  in  the  said  record  and  process,  and  also  in  giving  the  said  Commonerror 
jodgment,  there  is  manifest  ern»r  in  this,  to  wit,  that  where  ^*^^* 
bjtbe  said  reoosd  it  a^iears  that  judgment  was  given  that  the 
aiid^.  K.9aAJ.£L  should  recover  against  the  said  W.  P.  their 
and  ddrt,  and  also  421  2s.  for  their  damages  which  they  had 
Msfadodd  on  occasion  of  the  detention  of  the  said  debt,  as  for      [  96  ] 
thor  ooBts  and  charges  by  them  about  their  suit  in  that  behalf 
emended,  by  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  then  there    ' 
sffiided  to.liie  said  F*  and  Z,  with  their  assent,  and  the  said 
0^  should  be  in  m&rqr,  &c.;  yet  judgment  ought  to  have  been 
gi?eiiy  that  the  said  F.  and  L  should  take  nothing  by  their  stud 
pyntaaddeolBxation;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify,  &c.;  and 
the  and  W.  prays  the  writ  of  our  lord  the  king  to  warn  the 
mi  P.  and  Z  to  be  before  our  lord  the  king,  to  hear  the  said 
leoQid  and  peocess,  and  it  is  granted  to  him,  &c:  whereupon  Scire  ^ias.    .j 
tte  dberifi  of  the  dty  of  iSmA?/  are  commanded  that,  by  good 
and  UnrfiDd  men  of  their  bailiwick,  they  make  known  to  the 
od  P.  and  Z,  that  they  should  be  before  our  lord  the  king, 
from  tlie  day  of  Patter  in  15  days,  wheresoever,  &c.  to  hear 
tke  said  record  and  process  if,  &c.;  and  further,  &c  the  same 
<ky  is  ^ven  to  the  said  TT.,  &c    At  which  day,  before  our  Vieeeomes  non 
kid  the  king,  comes  the  s^d  JT.,  by  his  said  attorney,*  and  °^**  ^"^- 
the  aheriflb  have  not  sent  the  writ  thereof;  and  the  said  P. 
and  Z  h&ng  solemnly  called,  likewise  come  by  B.  H.  their 
attoniey;  whereupon  the  said  W.  as  before,  says,  that  in  the 
mi  reecnd  and  process,  and  also  in  giving  the  said  judgment 
thae  ia  manifest  error,  assigning  the  said  errors  by  him  above 
in  fcnrm  aforesaid  alleged ;  and  he  prays  that  the  said  judg- 
BieDtflbr  the  said  errors  and  others,  being  in  the  said  record 
and  piooeflB,  be  revoked,  annulled,  and  altogether  held  for 
Boddng,  and  that  he  be  restored  in  all  things  which  he  has  lost 
by  oeeason  of  the  said  judgment,  and  they  the  said  P.  and  Z 
do  reyoin  to  the  said  errors,-  and  that  the  court  of  our  said  lord 
the  king  here  may  proceed  to  the  examination  as  well  of  tiie 
said  record  and  process,  as  the  said  matters  above  assigned  for 
arcnr.    And  the  said  P.  and  Z  say,  that  neither  in  the  said  in  nulio  est    ' 
recofd  and  process,  nor  in  giving  the  said  judgment,  is  there  *"**'*°^ 
any  enor ;  and  pray  likewise  that  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
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king  here  may  proceed  to  the  examination,  as  well  of  the  said 
record  and  process,  as  of  the  said  matters  above  assigned  for 
error,  and  that  the  said  judgment  maybe  in  all  things  affinned ; 

e  and  because  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here  is  not  yet  ad- 
vised of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  said  premises, 
a  day  is  therefore  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our  lord  the 
king,  until  the  morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity ,  wheresoever,  &c 
to  hear  their  judgment,  because  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king 
here  is  thereof  not  yet,  &c.     At  which  day,  before  our  lord 
the  king  at  Wsstminster,  come  the  said  parties  by  their  said 
attomies ;  but  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here 
is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the 
premises,  a  farther  day  is  therefore  given  to  the  said  parties 
before  our  lord  the  king,  from  the  day  of  8L  Michael  in  three 
weeks,  wheresoever,  &c.  to  hear  their  judgment  therein,  be- 
cause the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  is  thereof  not 
yet,  &C.;  at  which  day,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster^ 
come  the  said  parties  by  their  said  attorneys ;  whereupon,  as 
well  the  said  record  and  proceedings,  and  the  judgment  given 
thereupon,  as  the  said  causes  and  matters  above  assigned  by  the 
said  W.  P.  for  error,  being  seen,  and  by  the  court  of  our  said 
lord  the  king  now  here  more  fully  understood,  and  diligently 
examined,  and  mature  deliberation  being  thereof  had,  for 
that  it  appears  to  the  said  court  here,  that  the  said  record  is 
not  in  anywise  vicious  or  defective,  and  that  there  is  not  any 
error  on  the  record,  it  is  considered  that  the  said  judgment  be 
in  all  things  affirmed,  and  stand  in  all  its  force  and  effect,  the 
said  causes  and  matters  above  assigned  for  errors,  or  any- 
other  thing  or  cause  contained  in  the  said  record  and  pro- 
ceedings, in  anywise  notwithstanding ;  and  it  is  further  con- 
sidered by  the  said  court  here,  that  the  said  F.  K.  and  J.  K. 

'  do  recover  against  the  said  W.P.  10/.  by  the  court  here 
awarded  to  them  the  said  F.  K  and  J.  K.  with  their  assent^ 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  lately  made  and  provided, 
for  their  damages,  costs  and  charges  which  they  have  sus- 
tained by  occasion  of  the  delay  of  the  execution  of  the  said 
judgment,  under  pretence  of  prosecuting  the  said  writ  of 
error ;  and  that  the  said  F.  and  J.  K  have  execution  thereof, 
&C. 
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Pitt  versw  Knight.  Caae  11. 

ERROR  upon  a  judgment  in  debt  in  the  court  of  Bristol^  S.C.  i  Ler. 

where  the  sidd  Knight  and  Knight  were  plamtiffs  against  339]  ^  ^^^ 

put  defendant,  and  declared  in  debt  upon  bond  for  600i  ^\^^^:  ^®- 

PiU  the  defendant  there  pleaded,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  there-  mrT  of  Bristol 

tofore  recovered  in  the  king's  bench  upon  the  same  bond.  *^ljf^.^* 

The  pl^^iTitiffa  repGed,  ntf/  tiel  record;  and  this,  &c :  where^  meat  leooTocd 

fare  they  prayjudgment^  and  their  debt  aforesaid  to  be  adjudged  ^j?*J^'  ^^ 

to  them.     The  ddPendant  there  rejoined  that  there  is  such  9,  nmiHd  record, 

record  of  the  recovery  of  the  debt  aforesaid  as  he  has  above  JJJ^tShU^" 

in  {heading  alleged,  as  by  the  record  thereof  remaining  in  the  debt,  but  «o 

ia^#  bench  appears:  but  because  the  record  of  the  recovery  aSSdant  le-* 

aforesaid  remaining  in  the  king's  bench  cannot  now  be  judi-  J«n«  *>>«*  there 

oalfy  had  or  brought  into  court  here,  the  said  defendant  prays  ha^Jth^^lud 

jo^^ment  if  the  court  now  here  will  proceed  any  further  of  ^^*2*J'.  ^^ 

and  upon  the  premises,  &c. :   and  thereupoh  the  court  of  court  below 

Bristol  gave  a  day  to  the  defendant  there  to  bring  in  the  re-  £J2[^t  •  d« 

cold;  and,  upon  failure  of  the  record,  judgment  was  given  topraduceit* 

there  that  the  plaintifib  should  recover  their  debt  and  damages,  JJjijJ^^ 

&C.,  although  they  had  prayed  no  damages  in  their  replication,  given  for  the 

plaintiff  to  re- 
cavcr  debt  €md  damagtM.  Hdd  that  this  is  no  error ;  for  the  not  praying  of  damages  is  but  mere 
fana  ( J  } :  aad  the  judgment  was  affirmed,  thougli  no  issue  Joined  in  the  rejoinder  cm  the  wml  Hd 
Twmd,  nor  any  demuncr  lor  want  of  the  usual  averment  of  **  this  he  is  ready  to  verify  by  the 
recaid.*  (8)  If  a  record  of  K.  B.  be  pleaded  in  an  inferior  court,  the  record  may  be  txansmitted 
Acre,  by  9tniorttri  out  of  Chancery,  and  M^'micf. 

And  the  errors  which  were  insisted  upon  at  the  bar  were  '^'^  mots. 
tro:  1.  That  the  plaintiffs  in  the  inferior  court  had  prayed  piaintifi  bdow 
■0  damages  in  their  replication.    2.  That  the  court  had  given  ^^^J^f^  °®. 
judgment  upon  failure  of  the  record  *5  where  they  ought  to  replieation. 
fcaTe  given  over  their  proceedings,  or  at  least  the  plaintiffs     *  C  ^^  ] 

(I)  In  21jeYA%  Barnes  Y,Gladmany  judgment  for  the  debt  and  damages. 

naled  good  upon  special  demurrer,  and  Per  Lord  Keeper  Bridgnuuu    1  Sir. 

dcdaied  to  be  an  unnecessary  form  of  523.  Curwen  v.  Pktdier.    Willes's  Rep. 

pleading;  for  by  praying/wijwi^ii* every  IS.  Shelly  r.  Wrigki.(a) 

thing  ia  included,  and  when  the  court  (2)  See  post,  p.  99.  note  (2). 
^tYcs  judgment,  it  consequently  gives 


(a)    I^See  S  A.  &  E.  763.  Vhian  v.  prayer  of  judgment    And  this  rule  ap- 

JemkiM.   5  N.  &  M.  36.  S.  C.    By  rule  plies  to  a  pleading  which  answers  only 

£  7!  4  W«  4.  Na  9.  it  is  no  longer  ne-  part  of  the  previous  pleading.   Sembk, 

V  in  any  replication  or  subsequent  Vivian  v.  Jenldn,  syprd.    1  Q.  B.  496. 


pieading  intended  to  be  pleaded  in  main-    BaUxmy  Davis.'] 
)  ot  the  whole  atctioni  to  use  any 


9$  Pitt  versus  Enight. 

3.  That  the      ought  to  have  demurred  upon  the  rejoinder^  and  judgment 
^ht^  hive    filio^d  Jm^v®  b®®^  ff^^  ^P®^  ***®  demurrer. 

gtTen  over  any  « 

further  proceeding,  or  the  pUdntifft  should  hare  demurred  to  the  rcgoinder. , 

And  as  to  the  first  error^  It  was  argued  that  the  replication 
was  bad  for  want  of  the  praying  of  damages^  and  therefore, 
the  pUJyt^ffe  Ojoght  not  to  have  judgment.     And  the  case  of 
t  Cro.  Elis.      Feared  and  Chambers  f  was  citedj  where  the  plaintiff  neither 
^^'  averred  his  replicaticHi,  nor  prayed  his  debt  and  damages^  and 

for  both  these  faults  the  judgment  was  reversed.  But  this 
point  was  over-ruled^  because  the  not  praying  of  damages  was 
only  matter  of  farm;  for  theplaintiffi  have  in  this  case  averred 
their  replication^  and  prayed  their  debt ;  and  the  omission  of 
the  word  *^ damages^  is  aided  by  the  statute  of  general  de- 
(fiTElu.  c5.  murrer.t 

As  to  the  second  point,  it  was  argued,  that  the  court  belovr 
ought  to  have  stayed  their  proceedings  upon  the  foreign  plea 
of  the  record  of  the  king's  bench,  and  ought  not  to  have  pro- 
ceeded or.  given  any  judgment,  because  it  could  not  be|[triecL 
And  these  cases  were  cited:  the  statuteof  Gloucester,  2  Inst. 
325.  a  foreign  plea  in  real  actions,  but  not  in  personal  ac- 
tions, is  aided  by  that  statute:  Bro.  Cause  de  remover  plea,  4 1« 
3  H.  4.  11.  b.  &  18.  debt  upon  bond  in  LoruiUm,  the  defend* 
ant  pleaded  by  duress  at  Windsor;  and  upon  demurrer,  the 
judgment  was  quod  sequatw  ad  commwiem  Ugern^  defendens 
eat inde  sine  die:  32  H.  6*  26.  by  issue  jcnned  on  a  fordgn 
plea»  the  court  is  ousted  of  jurisdiction. 

And  as  to  this,  it  was  argued  on  the  other  ade,  that  the 
record  of  the  king's  bench  might  be  removed  by  certiorari  out 
of  chancery,  and  trantferred  by  mittimus  to  tlie  court  of 
Bristol ;  and  so  the  issue  of  nul  tiel  record  might  be  tiied 
there,  and  therefore  the  plea  not  a  foreign  one.  (1)    And  if 

^  (1)  A  foreign  plea  is  where  the  action  lefoBe  to  receive  such  plea,  the  defend- 

is  carried  out  of  the  country,  or  place,  ant  upon  affidavit  made,  that  tiie  fact 

&c  wh^re  it  is  laid.  Garth.  402.  Chum-  did  arise  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  (unless 

ley  Y.  Broom.  See  the  form  of  it  in  Lill.  it .  i^pears  on  the  face  of  the  deela- 

Ent  475.    It  must  be  pleaded  before  a  ration,)  and  that  he  tendered  a  foreign 

general  imparlance»  and  an  oath  must  plea  in  the  manner  above  mentioned, 

be  made  of  the  truth  of  it    LitL  Rep.  may  have  a  prohibition  from  one  of  tlie 

236. 1  Sid.  234.  Collins  v.  Sutton.  Sty.  common  law  courts  at  Wesimimeer,  or 

'225.   Dudeny  v.  Collyer.  1  Vent  180.  in  vacation  from  the  court  of  Chactoery. 

St.Aubiny.dox.   2  SalL515.  JPime  I  P.  WilL  476.  ilnoii, 
V.  Blake.    If  an  inferior  court  should 
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it  Aoaa  ht.  otherwifie  oonstraed,  the  oonseqneiiee  would  be 
that  all  actions  in  an  inferior  court  would  be  ousted  by  a 
fiction :  for  in  troth  there  never  was  any  record  in  this  court 
as  the  defendant  below  has  pleaded. 

But  to  this  it  was  answered  hy  the  plaintiff  in  error^  that 
no  record  here  in  the  superior  court  shall  be  removed  out  of 
it  and  sent  to  an  inferior  court.  In  Cro.  Car.  297.*5  ^«^- 
terd^s  case,  it  was  doubtedf  whether  a  eerti&rari  to  certify  a 
record  out  of  this  court  to  the  common  pleas  upon  nnl  Hel 
rteordy  jdeaded  there^  were  allowable ;  butif  ithad  been  to  an 
bkfmar  cotot,  there  would  have  been  no  doubt  that  it  could 
not  be;  as  appears  from  Cro.  Car.  34.^  this  court  wiQ  not  exe^ 
cute  the  judgment  of  an  inferior  court  removed  by  eertioTarui^ 
And  as  to  the  objection  of  ousting  the  jurisdiction  of  an  in* 
ferior  court  by  a  fiction,  it  was  answered,  that  the  court  ought 
to  have  oofmpelled  the  defendant  to  swear  to  the  truth  of  his 
piea»  or  otherwise  have  entered  a  mhSL  dicii  against  him:  and 
if  he  swears  it,  then  there  is  no  greater  mischief  than  in  other 
smihr  cases.  But  admitting  that  the  record  might  well 
have  been  removed  to  Bristol,  yet  it  was  argued  that,  in  the 


Pirrr. 
Knight. 


•  Lutterdv. 
Lea. 

t  Bat  divers 
precedents  were 
shewn  that  such 
records  had 
been  sent  by 
nuttimui  out  of 
chancery  into 
C.B. 

[99] 


(2)  The  case  in  Cro.  Car.  34s  does 
not  seem  to  warrant  the  conclusion 
viuch  is  here  drawn  from  it  The 
pmnt  there  determined  was,  that  a 
judgment  in  the  Great  Sessions  in  Wales 
cannot  be  removed  by  certhrari  and 
■ifnfwMf  into  the  King's  Bench  or  Com- 
BM»  Fleasy  in  order  to  take  out  a  scire 
f&das  thereon,  to  affect  property  in 
tke  hands  of  a  person  resident  here  in 
Lambm  ;  and  the  reason  assigned  was, 
iksi  it  would  be  a  great  inconvenience 
to  the  subjects  to  make  lands  or  persons 


liable  to  judgments  in  •  other  manner 
than  they  were  at  the  time  the  judg- 
ment was  given.  But  this  is  now  alter- 
ed by  the  statute  33  G.  S.  c.  es.  s.  1., 
by  which  it  is  enacted  that,  where  final 
judgment  shall  be  obtained  in  the  courts 
of  Great  Sessicms  in  Wales^  or  the  coun- 
ties palatine  of  Chester ,  Lancaster^  and 
Durham^  and  the  persons  or  effects 
cannot  be  found  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  such  courts,  any  court  of  record  at 
Westminsler  may  issue  execution,  (a) 


(a)  [Aa  to  the  courts  of  Waks  and 
Chester^  wee  ante,  p.  73.  note  (a).  As  to 
execntioiis  on  judgments  in  the  C.  P.  at 
Ltmeasier,  aee  stat  4  &r  5  W.  4.  c  62. 
i.  31.  2  A.  &  £.  c.  81.  Lord  v.  Cross. 
4N.&M.30.  S.C.  2Cr.M.&R.736. 
Dueksporth  t.  Foffff.  1  Tyr.  &  G.  172. 
S.C. ;  in  the  C.P.  at  Durham,  see  stat.  2. 
A:3Tietcl6.s.28.:   Andasto  there- 


moval  of  judgments  from  inferior  courts 
for  the  purposes  of  execution,  see  stat 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10.  s.  22.  Where  a  judg- 
ment has  been  removed  under  that  star 
tute,  the  court  will  not,  on  a  motioQ 
to  set  it  aside,  inquire  into  the  regular- 
ity of  the  proceedings  below  previous  to 
the  judgment.  8  Dowl.  646.  Simons 
V.  I>e  Winis.'] 


t  Ibid.  194.  b. 


99  Pitt  verms  Enight. 

Pitt  r.    ,  present  case,  the  judgment  given  upon  failure  of  the  record 
Knight,     ^as  erroneous,  and  without  any  issue  joined.    For  the  de- 

"  fendant  in  his  rejoinder  says,  that  there  was  such  a  record, 

but  he  could  not  have  it  there,  which  is  as  much  as  to  say, 
that  he  wotM  not  have  it  there ;  and  therefore  the  phuntifis 
ought  to  have  demurred,  because  there  was  no  issue  joined 
by  the  defendant;  for  if  the  defendant  would  have  jomed 
issue,  he  ought  to  have  said  in  his  rejoinder  that  there  was 
such  arecord ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify  by  the  record^  as 
all  the  precedents  are ;  as  in  Bastall's  Entries,  Appeals  en 

•  Rtst.  183.  b.  mort,  5.  (1) ;  Conspiracy  in  bar,  2, 3.  * ;  Debt  in  gaoler,  2.t ; 

t  IS*  '^^  ^  Debt  on  recovery,  5.1 ;  and  all  the  books;  and  for  default  of 
this  averment  the  rejoinder  was  bad,  and  the  plaintiffs  ought 
to  have  demurred,  and  the  court  should  have  given  judgment 
upon  the  demurrer,  and  not  upon  fieiilure  of  the  record. 

And  now  in  this  term  the  court  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
record  in  this  court  might  have  been  certified  to  Bristol  by 
certiorari  and  mittimus.  But,  upon  the  other  point,  Kelynge 
chief  justice  declared  his  opinion  that  there  was  not  any 
issue  joined,  which  the  court  did  not  contradict.  But  when 
it  was  prayed  that  judgment  should  be  reversed,  the  court 
affirmed  the  judgment  against  their  own  opinions.  Quod 
nota.{2) 

Saunders  of  counsel  with  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  Jones 
with  the  defendant 

(1)  This  seems  misprinted  for  "  ap-  the  principal  case  was  cited  in  support 
<<  peals  in  robbery f  5."  See  Rast.  Ent  of  that  opinion.  But  this  consideration 
54.  b.  is  not  now  material ;  for  the  statute  of 

(2)  See  2  Lutw.  1269. 1273.  Sparks  4  Ann.  c  16.  s.  1.  enacts  <<  that  no  ad- 
V.  Cok.  945.  Bowel  v.  Dyon.  Lib.  '<  yantage  or  exception  shall  be  taken 
Hac  286.  Though  the  court  seemed  '<  for  the  want  of  the  averment  of  hoc 
first  to  be  of  opinion,  that  no  issue  was  **paratus  est  verificare  per  reoordunh 
joined,  yet  by  affirming  the  judgment  <<  except  the  same  shall  be  specially 
they  thought  that  the  defect  (if  any)  '<  shewn  for  cause  of  demurrer."  See 
was  mere  form,  which  could  not  be  antd,  p.  92.  n.  (3).  But  upon  the 
taken  advantage  [of  without  a  special  whole  of  this  record  there  appears  to  be 
demurrer.  And  accordingly  in  1  Salk.  1.  no  ground  for  this  objection ;  for  there 
Duneombe  v.  Churek.  8  W.  3.  it  was  seems  to  be  a  complete  issue  joined. 
held  that  the  want  of  such  an  averment  Vide  the  record,  ant^  p.  9%  93. 

was  helped  by  a  general  demurrer ;  and 
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Fasdu  19  Car.  IL  Re^  Rol.  285. 

x««*^"l  TrtE  it  remembered  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the 
**^^  J  m3  term  of  St  Hilary  last  past,  before  our  lord  the 
kiiig  at  Wegtmifuter,  came  Edward  Haymant  by  Richard  Hals 
bia  attorney,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord 
tbe  king  there  his  certain  bill  against  Henry  Gerrard^  other- 
wise caUed  Henry  Gerrardy  of  the  parish  of  St  Margarety 
Wiaimmgter,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  in  the  custody  of  the 
manhal,  &c.  of  a  plea  of  debt,  and  there  are  pledges  to  pro- 
seaite^  to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe,  which  said  bill 
foDowB  in  these  words,  to  wit:  London^  to  wit,  Edward  Hay-  Debt. 
mum  complains  of  Henry  Gerrard^  otherwise  called  Henry 
Gerrard,  of  the  parish  of  St.  Margaret,  Westminster,  in  the 
county  of  MubUesex,  being  in  the  custody  of  the-  marshal  of 
the  msTshalsea  of  our  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself, 
of  a  plea  that  he  render  to  him  10007.  of  lawful  money  of 
England,  which  he  owes  to,  and  unjustly  detains  from  him ; 
for  that  whereas  the  said  Henry,  on  the  9th  day  of  August,  in 
the  17th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second 
sow  king  of  England,  &c  at  London  aforesaid,  in  the  parish  [  100  ] 
of  SL  DunUan  in  the  West,  in  the  ward  of  Farringdon  With-- 
mUy  \rf  his  certain  writing  obligatory,  sealed  with  the  seal  of 
Um  the  esoAHenry,  and  to  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king 
now  liere  diewn,  the  date  whereof  is  the  same  day  and  year, 
admofwledged  himself  to  be  held  and  firmly  boimd  to  the  said 
Edward  in  the  said  10007.  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Edward, 
when  the  said  Henry  should  be  thereunto  required;  yet  the 
said  Henry  (although  often  required)  has  not  yet  paid  the 
sud  10002i  to  the  said  Edward,  but  to  pay  the  same  to  him 
has  hitherto  altogether  refused,  and  still  refuses,  to  the 
damage  of  him  the  said  Edward  of  40/. ;  and  .therefore  he 
brings  suit,  &c. 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  Wednesday  next  after  15  days  pin. 
of  Easier,  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  the  said  Henry 
had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then  to  answer,  &c. 
before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  comes  as  well  the  sud 
Edward  Hayman  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  said  Henry  Ger- 
rard by  John  Cuff  his  attorney ;  and  the  said  Henry  defends 
the  wrong  and  injury,  when,  &c.  and  prays  oyer  of  the  said  Oyer  of  the 
wiitiDg  obligatory,  and  it  is  read  to  him,  &c. ;  he  also  prays  ^■'^^■^ 
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Haynoaa  versus  Gemai. 


Hayman  v. 
Gerhard. 


No  money  or 
goods  of  W.;A. 
at  die  time  of 
his  death  came 
to  the  defend- 
ant's hands. 


C  101  ] 


Replication. 


A  nher  bowl 
of  the  said  W. 
A.  came  to  the 
defendant's 
hands; 


oyer  of  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  it  is 
read  to  him  in  these  words :  that  is  to  say,  **  The  condition 
^'  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  above-bonnden  Henry 
^*  Gerrard,  his  executors,  or  administrators,  or  any  of  them, 
<'  do  and  shall  truly  render  a  fuU  account  unto  the  above 
*^  named  Edward  Hayman,  his  executors,  or  administrators, 
'^  of  all  such  sum  or  sums  of  money,  rents,  goods,  bills^ 
^'  bonds,  and  debts,  which  were  due  and  belonging'to  fViUiam 
"  Narrel,  late  of  the  parish  of  St.  Martinis  in  the  Fields,  in 
<«  the  county  of  Middlesex,  gent,  deceased,  at  the  time  of  kb 
'^  death,  wl]dch  shall  any  ways  come  to  his  the  said  Henry^s 
^^  hands  and  possession,  as  joint  administrator  in  right  of  Ann 
^^  his  wife,  daughter  of  the  said  WiUiam  Norrel,  and  shaU 
**  upon  such  account  within  the  space  of  one  wee^  when 
^<  required,  make  an  equal  dividend  of  all  such  sums  of  mo- 
*^  nies,  rents,  debts,  fmd  goods,  unto  him  the  said  Edward, 
^^  and  pay  and  satisfy  the  said  Edward,  his  executors,  or  ad- 
•f  ministrators,  his  proportion  of  the  same,  that  then  this 
*^  obligation  to  be  void,  or  else  to  remain  and  be  in  full  force 
^^  and  virtue.'*  Which  being  read  and  heard,  the  said  Henry 
says,  that  the  said  Edward  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  his 
said  action  thereof  against  him,  because  he  says  that  no  sum 
or  sums  of  money,  rents,  goods,  bills,  bonds,  or  debts  what- 
soever, which  were  due  or  belonging  to  the  said  WiUiam 
Norrel  mentioned  in  the  said  condition  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  came  to  the  hands  or  possession  of  him  the  said  Henry^ 
as  joint  administrator  in  right  of  Ann  his  wife ;  and  this  he 
is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said 
Edward  ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof 
against  him,  &c. 

And  the  said  Edward  Hayman  says,  that  he,  by  reason  of, 
any  thing  by  the  said  Henry  Gerrard  above  in  pleading 
alleged,  ought  not  to  be  barred  from  having  his  said  action 
thereof  against  the  said  Henry  Gerrard,  because  he  says,  that 
after  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  wit,  on 
the  1st  day  of  December,  in  the  said  18th  year  of  the  reign  of 
our  lord  Charles  the  Seopnd  now  king  of  England,  at  London 
aforesaid,  in-the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid,  a  silver  bowl  of 
the  value  of  32.  of  the  said  WUUam  Norrel  in  the  said  oon^ 
dition  above-named,  and  belonging  to  the  said  fVUUam  Norrel 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  came  to  the  hands  and  possession  of 
the  said  Henry  Gerrard,  as  joint  administrator  in  right  of  his 
sud  vnSd,  and  daughter  of  tiie  said  WiUiam  Norrel;  (xnd  this 
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he  tie  said  Edward  Hayman  is  ready  to  verify;  wherefore  he    Hayman  v. 
pcays  judgment^  and  his  aaid  debt,  together  with  his  damages    Gsrrard. 
OD  oocmdoa  of  the  detention  of  that  debt,  to  be  adindged  to  ^       *       ' 

,.        ^  andthiaisto 

Imn,  SC  verify, 

A  general  demnrrer^  and  a  joinder  in  demurrer. 

But  because  ihe  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  is  Continuaoce. 
not  yet  advised  of  ^ying  thdr  judgment  of  and  upon  the  pre- 
mise^ a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our 
lord  the  king  at  Westminster ,  until  Friday  next  after  the  moD- 
row  of  the  Hety  Trinity^  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon 
the  praniaes,  because  tiie  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now 
heie  is  not  yet  advised  thereof^  &c 


D 
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Case  12. 
,SBT  on  bond.    The  defendant  prays  oyer  of  the  con-  ac.  1  Sid.  34a 
ditiouj  which  is^  that  if  the  defendant  render  a  full  ao-  ^  ^'  m* 
count  to  the  plaintiff  of  all  such  sums  of  money  and  goods  875. 
which  were  due  and  belonging  to  one  William  Narrel  at  the  ^^ionSTto 
lone  of  his  death,  which  shall  any  ways  come  to  the  hands  of  veiuier  an  ac 
the  defendant,  and  shall  upon  such  account,  ^thin  the  space  ^Vuma  of 
of  one  week,  when  required,  make  an  equal  dividend  of  all  money  and 
sudi  sums  of  money  and  goods,  and  pay  the  plaintiff  his  pro-  duTai^be^ 
portion  of  the  same,  then  the  bond  shall  be  void,  &c     The  |^?j^  ^ 
defendant  pleads,  that  no  goods  or  sums  of  money  came  to  his  time  of  hu 
hands;    and  this,  &c.     The  plaintiff  replies,  that  a  silver  j^^^i^'^** 
bowl,  which  belonged  to  the  sud  Norrel  at  the  time  of  his  ways  oome  to 
death,  came  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  namely,  on  such  a  ^^^^LMd" 
day  and  year;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify,  &c     Upon  to  make  an 
which  repUcation  the  defendant  demurred  in  law.  3S?roch1^ 

of  money,  &c 
and  pay  plaintiff  a  proportton  of  the  aame.    Flea,  thai  no  goods  came  to  defendant's  hand&    Re^ 
plicationp  that  a  sfl^er  bowl  oame  to  his  hands,  and  concludes  with  an  avennent;  whereupon  de- 
nniriw.     Adjudged,  that  the  repticatbn  was  bad,  for  ndt  aangning  a  breach,  vis.  that  defendant 
£d  not  make  a  dividend  or  pay  the  proportion ;  but  that  the  cotudiiaion  with  on  avermoit  was 

0) 


And  it  was  aigued  by  Saunders  of  counsel  with  the  defend-  Argument  for 
ant,  that  the  replication  was  bad  for  two  reasons :  first,  be- 
canae  the  plaint^  in  his  replication  does  not  shew  a  breach: 
for  the  ooadition  is,  that  the  defendant  should  render  an  ao- 
coonty  and  pay  a  moiety  of  such  goods  as  should  come  to  his 

(1)  See  posteai  p.  105.  notes  (3)  and  (4). 
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Hatman  r.  liaxida;  and  the  defendant  lias  pleaded  that^no  goods  came  to 
GxRRARD.    Ilia  hands :  Now  it  is  not  suflScient  for  the  plaintiff  to  say  that 
'  goods  came  to  the  defendant's  hands;  but  he  onghtfurther  to 

shew  that  the  defendant  has  not  made  a  dividend,  or  paid  the 
proportion;  for  otherwise  the  plaintiff  has  not  shewn  any 
cause  of  action.  And  he  put  the  case  of  a  bond  to  perform  an 
award;  there,  if  the  defendant  pleads  no  award  made,  it  is 
not  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  shew  the  award  in  his  repli- 
cation; but  he  ought  to  shew  besides  a  breach  thereof,  in  order 
to  maintain  his  action,  otherwise  the  replication  will  be  bad. 
Secondly,  he  argued,  that  admitting  that  the  plaintiff  is  not 
bound  in  this  case  to  shew  a  breach  in  his  replication,  yet  he 
ought  to  conclude  to  the  country^  and  not  with  an  averment; 
for  the  defendant  has  pleaded  in  the  negative  that  no  goods 
came  to  his  hands;  and  the  plaintiff  has  replied,  that  a  silver 
bowl  has  come  to  his  hands,  which  is  a  positive  affirmative, 
and  therefore  an  issue  ought  to  have  been  tendered  by  the 
plaintiff  in  his  replication :  as  in  Co.  Litt*,  where  in  debt 
for  rent  on  a  parol  lease,  the  defendant  pleads  nVul  habuit 
in  tenemeniis,  the  plaintiff  replies  that  he  was  seised  in 
fee,  he  oiight  to  conclude  to  the  country.  So  in  Yelvertonf, 
debt  against  an  executor,  who  pleads  nothing  in  his  hands 
except  lOL  which  he  retidns  for  his  own  debt,  the  plaintiff 
replies  that  he  is  an  executor  of  his  own  wrong,  and  that  he 
has  goods  beyond  the  10/. ;  there  he  ought  to  conclude  to 
the  country,  and  for  want  thereof  the  replication  was  bad. 
And  therefore  he  concluded  that  the  replici&tion  in  this  case, 
for  the  one  reason  or  the  other,  was  insufficient. 

Jones  for  the  plaintiff  argued,  that  the  replication  was  good. 
And  as  to  the  first  point  he  said,  that  in  no  case,  except  in 
that  of  an  award,  is  the  plaintiff  bound  to  shew  a  breach. 
And  there,  he  said,  the  reason  was,  because  an  award  may  be 
good  in  one  part,  and  void  in  another,  and  therefore  it  is 
incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  a  breach  thereof,  that 
the  court  may  judge  whether  he  has  well  conceived  his  action 
or  not:  for  perhaps  he  has  brought  his  action  for  a  breach 
of  that  part  of  the  award  which  is  void  in  itself,  and  con- 
sequently has  not  any  cause  of  action.  (1)    And  he  put  the 


•  126.  a. 


1 1S7.     Alei- 
ander  ▼.  Lane. 


[  103] 


Argument  for 
plaintiff. 


(1)  The  same  reasoning  in  the  case 
of  Meredith  and  AUeyn,  1  Salk.  138. ; 
and  "  that  the  case  of  the  award  is 
<<  single,"  per  HoU  C.  J. ;  recognized 


in  Willes's  Rep.  12.  Shdiy  v.  Wright 
The  want  of  assigning  a  breach  in 
the  case  of  an  award  is  matter  of  sub- 
stance,  and  bad  upon  a  general  demur- 
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o£  OrigtaBnd  Spencer  ^yOiidii^caae  of  Ba^^  Haymanv. 

and  the  case  of  Jefferey  and  GuyX,  that  when  a  special  point    Gxrrard. 
is  in  lasae,  the  plaint^  need  not  shew  more.  (2)    And  as  to  ^        ^  .     ' 
the  other  point  he  did  not  say  much,  but  that  the  defendant  320. 
dioald  have  rejoined  and  tendered  the  issue  in  his  rejoinder,     t  Ibjd.  899. 

A^i  11.  -1^.         ••  11  ^"^  Yelv.  24. 

And  the  court  deuvered  their  opmions  ^enoAm,  that  the  re-  ac. 
plication  was  bad,  because  the  phdntiff  had  not  shewn  abreach  ^„^'^?'  « 
m  it.  And  as  to  the  cases  cited  by  Jones^  they  said  that  all  the  court. 
oi  than,  except  the  last  case,  wefe  after  yerdict,  and  there- 
fore aided.  And  as  to  the  last  case,  they  said  that  the  plain- 
tiff in  that  cBse  could  not  reply  otherwise,  on  account  of  the 
defendant's  special  plea.  And  Twysden  cited  a  case  where  a 
man  was  bound  to  pay  to  the  obligee  102L  upon  the  day  of 
bis  marriage ;  and  in  an  action  upon  the  bond  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  the  obligee  was  not  married ;  and  the  j>laintifF 
replied  that  he  was  married  on  such  a  day ;  and  upon  issue 
joined  and  yerdict  giyen  thereon,  it  was  adjudged  to  be  aided 
after  irerdict,  but  if  the  defendant  had  demurred  as  here,  it 
had  been  bad,  as  he  said  the  opinion  of  the  court  then  was. 
And  thereupon  the  opinions  of  the  judges  being  giyen  seria- 
tim,  and  the  court  ready  to  giye  judgment  for  the  defendant, 
at  the  instance  of  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  by  consent,  the 
Blatter  was  referred  to  Jones  and  Saunders,  who  haye  deter- 
mined the  matter  by  their  award,  and  therefore  no  judgment 
was  entered. 

Note. — The  court  said  that  the  replication  in  this  case  was 
well  concluded,  and  as  it  ought  to  be:  quod  mxrum  videtur; 
for  it  seems  to  me  that  the  replication  was  bad  upon  that  ac- 

ler ;  Hob.  23S.  Heard  and  BaskerviUe.  admit  the  existence  of  the  award»  and 

lind.  198.    BriMead  and  Archbishop  consequently  would  be  a  plain  depar- 

of  York;  So  if  a  bad  breach  be  assign-  tare  from  the  plea.     Sir  T.  Raym.  94. 

ed ;   Com.  Dig.  Pleader  (F),  14 ;  and  Morgan    and    Mann,      I   Mod.  227* 

not    uded    after   yerdict     Hob.  196.  Gayle  y.  Beits,    And  in  fact  no  other 

Ydy.  153.  Barrei  y.  Fletcher,  And  yet  answer  can  in  such  case  be  giyen  in  the 

the  breach,whenas8igned»  is  not  issuable  rejoinder,  but  that  the  arbitrator  did 

or  trayersable,  nor  can  the  defendant  not  make  any  such  award.    1  Ley.  245. 

give  any  answer  to  it ;  for  the  plea  as  Skinner  and  Andrews.    And  upon  this 

between  the  parties  has  an  issue  before,  issue  the  defendant  may  shew  that  the 

and  the  breach  is  but  an  excrescency  award  is  yoid.    Ibid,  et  vide  post,  327. 

or  forplnsage;  Hob.  233.  198.    Yely.  note  (1).  (a) 

158.  Ibid.  25.  Baify  r.  Taylor  ;  for  any  (2)  So  is  3  Ley.  24.  Genne  ▼.  Tinker, 

answer  to  the  breach  must  necessarily  1  Salk.  138.  Meredith  and  AUeyn, 

(a)  But  see  post,  .327  &  note  (3)  control 
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Haym AN  t^.  count  (S),  but  well  enough  for  the  other  point  (4) ;  for  the 
Gerrard.    |x)ok8  cited  by  Janes  are  veiy  strong  to  the  point. 


(S)  In  the  report  of  this  case  in 
1  Sid.  341.  Wyndham  J.  is  said  to  have 
doubted,  whether  the  conclusion  with 
an  averment  was  improper,  because  he 
thought  the  matter  of  the  replication 
was  new,  which  might  be  answered 
by  the  other  side.  If  the  replication 
had  indeed  introduced  new  matter,  the 
conclusion  with  an  averment  would 
certainly  have  been  proper;  as  it  is  an 
established  rule  that,  whenever  new 
matter  is  introduced,  the  pleading  must 
conclude  with  an  averment,  in  order  to 
give  the  other  party  an  opportunity  of 
answering  it  Garth.  S37*  Currey  v. 
Stephenson.  1  Lutw.  101.  Cowper  v. 
Towers.  2  Wils.  66,  FUewood  v.  Pep- 
plewell.  Doug.  60.  Chandler  v.  Roberts^ 
and  the  authorities  there  cited.  2  T. 
R.  576.  Henderson  v.  Withy.  But 
where  there  is  an  affirmative  on  the  one 
side  and  a  negative  on  the  other,  or 
vtceversdf  the  conclusion  must  be  to 
the  country.  Sir  T.  Raym.  98.  Charle- 
ion  V.  Finney.  Garth.  87.  Skinner  v. 
Kilby.  2  Saund.  189.  Roberts  v.  Mar^ 
rietL  2  Burr.  1022.  IVtyxiud  v.  Mercer. 
And  so  it  is,  though  the  affirmative  and 
negative  be  not  in  eacpress  words,  but 
only  tantamount  thereto.  GoXittl26.a. 
Yeiv,  137.  (b)  Though  these  rules  be 
clear,  yet  in  the  application  of  them, 
great  nicety  and  attention  to  the  cases  on 
the  subject  are  absolutely  necessary.  In 


Trapaud  and  Mercer  above  cited,  the 
court  held  the  conclusion  of  the  replica- 
tion to  tke  country  to  be  proper,  con- 
ceiving that  there  was  a  sufficient 
affirmative  and  negative,  notvithstand- 
ing  it  was  much  insisted  that  the  repU* 
cation  contained  new  matter.  But  in  a 
late  case  (Fearon  v.  Pearson,  T.T. 
31  G.  3.  K.  B.  MSS.)  the  authority  of 
that  case  was  rather  shaken :  That  was 
debt  on  bond ;  on  oyer,  the  condition, 
after  reciting  that  the  plaintiff  had  ap- 
pointed the  defendant  his  deputy  cus- 
tomer for  the  port  of  Whiiehaven,  vas, 
that  the  defendant  should  justiy  account 
half  yeariy  for  and  pay  to  the  plaintiff, 
or  such  person  or  persons  as  he  should 
appoint,  all  such  fees,  &c.  as  the  de- 
fendant should  thereafter  receive  in 
respect  of  his  said  office.  The  defendant 
pleaded  a  general  performance.  Repli- 
cation, that  the  defendant  received,  in 
respect  of  his  said  office,  fees  due  to 
the  plaintiff  to  the  sum  of  SS5L  which 
he  ought  to  have  paid,  but  had  not 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  or  to  his  appoint- 
ment Rcjjoinder,  protesting  against 
such  receipt,  that  before  the  defendant 
had  and  received  the  same,  the  plain- 
tiff appointed  A»  JB.  to  receive  the 
fees  which  should  become  dae  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  he  paid  all  fees 
so  received  to  the  said  A.  JB*t  ^^ 
concluded  with  an  averment.   Upon  do- 


(&)  [The  ordinary  plea  of  payment, 
in  an  action  of  indA.  assumpsit,  must 
conclude  with  an  averment.  1  G.  M. 
&  R.  522.  Ensail  v.  SmM.  5  Tyrwh. 
141.  S.  G.  So  in  an  action  of  debt;  for 
the  plea  is  in  confession  and  avoidance, 
and  not  in  denial.  1  Mees.  &  W.  336. 
Goodchild  v.  Pledge.  A  plea  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  condudiDg  to  the 


country  is  bad ;  for  there  Is  a  negative, 
and  no  affirmative.  1  Mees.  &  W.  533. 
WheaOey  v.  WUUams.  1  Tyr.  &Gr. 
1043.  S.G.  9  Mees.  &  W.  629.  Sptmg 
V.  JVriyhL  Seeusy  as  to  a  plea  denying 
a  fact  necessarily  implied*  though  not 
alleged,  in  a  dedaration.  6  Ueea.  &  W. 
707.  Edinburgh  BaawtQfComp.y.ffeb' 
ikwhtte.2 


Mich.  19  Car.  II.  Re^s. 


103  6 


atnnvr  for  this  eaiise,  il  was  objected 
dHt  here  was  a  sniReient  negatiye  and 
aJBrmatire ;  that  it  was  not  necessary 
ifaej  ahould  be  particular ;  for  where  the 
plea  of  one  party  is  general,  the  other 
need  not  be  particnlar;  that  payment 
to  the  appointee  was  in  hiw  a  payment 
to  the  principal  himself,  and  it  ought  to 
kare  been  so  pleaded,  and  the  above- 
mentioned  cases  ofHaymanv.  Gerrard; 
Ba^  T.  TayloTy  Co.  Litt  126.  a.;  and 
Tnpamd  ttnd' Mercer,  were  cited ;  and 
this  la^t  case  was  mach  relied  upon, 
aod  pressed  as  directly  in  point  But  the 
coQrt»  namely,  Lord  Kenyon  C.  J.  and 
Askurgi  and  Grose  justices  (absente  Bui' 
kr  J.)  held  that  the  rejoinder  contdned 
new  matter,  namely,  the  appointment 
of  il.  A  to  receive  the  fees,  and  so  was 
rightly  concluded  with  an  averment, 
tad  seemed  to  doubt  the  authority  of 
Trcptttid  and  Mercer,  In  the  present 
ease»  however,  the  replication  does  not 
introduce  any  new  matter,  but  merely 
maintains  the  affirmative  of  that  which 
tt  denied  by  the  plea,  and  therefore  it 
oGght,  agreeably  to  the  above  opbion 
of  Sawtdersy  to  have  concluded  to  the 
ooontry.  (c) 

In  many  cases  no  certain  rule  can  be 
lud  down,  when  the  ^conclusion  shall 
be  with  an  averment,  and  when  to  the 
country;  for  the  precedents  warrant 
the  conclusion  either  way.  2  Wils, 
lis.  Sandford  v.  Rogers,  and  the  pre- 
cedents and  authorities  there  cited. 
3  T.  R.  443.  Hedges  v.  Sdndon;  and 
Sam^ord  and  Rogers^  and  Gardner 
V.  FUkeTt  there  cited.  Sir  T.  Raym. 
199.  Barman  v.  TrmnJL  1  Vent.  101. 
S.  C      If   the   replication    deny   the 


whole  substance  of  the  plea,  the  plain-^ 
tiff  must  conclude  to  the  country.  At 
the  same  time  there  are  exceptions  to 
this  rule.  In  some  cases  it  has  been 
holden,  that  whenever  there  is  an  in* 
dttcement  and  a  formal  traverse  with  an 
absque  hoc,  &c.  the  conclusion  must  be 
with  an  averment  Co.  Litt.  126.  a. 
i  Saund.  189.  RoberU  v.  MarrieU.  2  Str. 
871.  Baynham  V.Matthews;  and  almost 
all  the  precedents  in  the  books  of  en- 
tries are  so.  But  the  more  modem 
authorities  have  qualified  the  rule  with 
this  distinction,  that  when  the  whole  of 
the  matter  of  the  plea  is  denied  by  the 
replication^  it  must  conclude  to  the 
country,  notwithstanding  it  has  an  in« 
troductory  inducement  and  the  formal 
words  absque  hoc,  &c;  but  when  a 
particular  fact  alleged  is  selected  and 
denied,  the  replication  must  conclude 
with  an  averment.  1  Salk«  4.  Haywood 
V.  Dames.  1  Burr.  317.  Robinson  v. 
Raley.  Dougl.  94.  Boyce  v.  Whitaker. 
Ibid.  428.  Smith  v.  Dovers,  431.  not^ 
(1).  2  T.  R.  442.  Hedges  v.  Sandon^ 
and  Clark  v.  Gkiss^  T.  T.  28  G.  2, 
K.  B.  M SS.  which  case  was  debt  on 
bond. -^  Flea,  that  the  defendant  was  in 
prison,  and  that  the  bond  was  given  by 
duress.  Replication,  that  the  defendant 
executed  it  of  his  own  free-will,  and  for 
a  good  and  valuable  consideration,  absque 
hocy  that  he  executed  itby  duress  of  im- 
prisonment, and  concluded  with  an  aver* 
ment  Demurrer,  shewing  for  cause  that 
it  concluded  with  an  averment,  whereas 
it  ought  to'condude  to  the  country ;  and 
held  bad  for  that  reason ;  and  although 
it  was  urged  for  the  plaintiff^  that  they 
could  not  take  issue  on  the  whole  plea^ 


(c)  [See  7  B.  &  C.  809.  Calvert  v.  221.  Fleming  v.  Coopen  6  Ncv.  &  M, 
Gordon.  1  Mann.  &  R.  497.  S.  C.  8  809.  S. C.  9  A.  & £.  84a  BrunsktUy. 
MeeM.hW.6i5.  Webby.  James,  Accord.  Robertson.  2  Per.  &  D.  269.  S.  C.  1 
See  also  2  A.  &  E.  483.  Low  v.  Bur-  Mann,  k  G.  802.  Smith  v..  Tamer, 
rows.  4Nev.&M.367«  S.C.  5  A.&E.    2  Scott,N.R.77.  S.C. 
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aA  the  fact  was  that  the  party  ^as 
actually  in  prisoD>  but  gave  the  bond 
for  a  just  debt»  therefore  plaintiff  was 
under  a  necessity  of  traversing  its  being 
given  by  duress^  as  he  could  not  deny 
the  imprisonment  But  the  court  an- 
swered, that  he  might  have  replied  in 
the  common  form,  and  though  he  was 
in  prison,  yet  if  the  bond  was  not  given 
by  duressy  the  issue  must  be  for  him;  for 
the  duress  is  the  substance  of  the  plea. 
See  3  Leon.  239.  Knighl  and  Norton's 
case,  the  proper  way  of  replying.  But 
this  rulci  that  where  a  particular  fact  is 
selected  and  denied,  the  conclusion  must 
be  with  an  averment^  is  not  universally 
true.  Many  instances  may  be  men- 
tioned, where  the  conclusion  in  such 
case  must  be  to  the  country.  As  in  an 
avowry,  that  the  plaintiff  held  the  pre- 
mises from  such  a  time,  at  such  a  rent, 
under  a  certain  demise,  and  that  so 
much  rent  was  in  arrear;  the  plea, 
denying  that 'any  rent  was  in  arrear, 
must  conclude  to  the  country.  So 
where*  to  a  plea  of  accord  and  satisfac- 
tion^ the  replication  denies  that  the 
plaintiff  received  in  satisfaction,  it  must 
conclude  to  the  country,  and  many  other 
instances  might  be  mentioned.  Courts 
of  justice  discourage  unnecessary  pro- 
lixities in  pleading,  because  they  tend 
to  expence,  and  are  frequently  used  as 
engines  of  delay.  Therefore  it  may  be 
laid  down  as  a  safe  rule,  that  where  a 
defendant  cannot  take  any  new  or  other 
issue  in  his  rejoinder  than  the  matter  he 
had  pleaded  before  without  a  departure 
from  his  plea,  or  where  the  issue  on  the 
rejoinder  would  be  the  same  in  substance 
as  on  the  plea,  that  the  plaintiff  ought 
to  conclude  to  the  country.  As  for  ex- 
ample, in  trespass  the  defendant  pleads 
a  licence,  if  the  replication  denies  the 
licence  it  ought  to  conclude  to  the 
country,  there  being  a  direct  negative 
and  affirmative;  for  if  it  be  pleaded 
with  a  traverse,  and  a  conclusion  with  an 


averment,  the  rejoinder  can  only  repeat 
what  is  already  alleged  in  the  plea> 
namely,  that  he  did  give  him  a  licence* 
The  same  thing  applies  to  a  variety 
of  other  instances,  such  as  defects  of 
fences,  prescriptions  for   common. or 
right  of  way,  and  in  short  lo  every  case 
where  the  replication  induces  the  tra- 
verse with  a  repetition  of  the  declaration, 
as  by  saying  that  defendant  of  his  own 
wrong  committed  the  trespass  or  other 
matter  compliuned  of,  and  then  adds 
a  formal  traverse.    In  all  these  and  the 
like  cases,  the  better  and  shorter  mekhod 
is  directly  to  deny  the  fact  of  defect  of 
fences,  prescription,  and  the  like,  with- 
out a  formal  traverse,  and  conclude  to 
the  country.      However,   it  must  be 
owned,  the  general  course  of  precedents 
in  these  and  similar  cases  is  to  traverse 
with  an  absque  hoc,  and  conclude  with 
an  averment ;  and  therefore  it  is  pro* 
bable  that  the  court  would  hold  the 
conclusion  either  way  good  ;   but  as 
questions  of  this  kind  do  for  the  most 
part  arise  upon  mere  dilatory  pleas,  the 
rule  last  above  mentioned  may  perhaps 
be  found  to  be  of  some  use.  Therefore, 
if  there  be  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  usury, 
or  of  gaming,  or  the  like,  which  are  too 
often  used  as  mere  dilatory  pleas,  the 
replication  may  say  that  it  was  not  cor- 
ruptly agreed,  &c.  and  conclude  lo  the 
country.    JFox  and  Alston,  cited  in  Hiy- 
binson  v.  Raky,  and  2  Str.  87L  J9!c^m- 
ham  V.  Matthews.    But  if  the  replica- 
tion, by  way  of  inducement,  states  that 
the  security  was  given  for  a  just  debt 
and  traverses  the  corrupt  agreement, 
then,  according  to  the  case  CtiBaynham^ 
V.  Matthews,  the  conclusion  must  be 
with  an  averment ;  but  by  the  later  au- 
thorities, and  particularly  by  the  opi- 
nion of />eft»son  J*  in  the  case  of  Clark 
And    Glass,   (where    he   said  that   he 
thought  the  conclusion  in  the  case  of 
Baynham  v.  Matthews  would  have  been 
good  either  way),  and  the  case  of  Hedges 
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Y.  Samdom  above  eitedy  the  concliuion 
vifl  be  good  either  way.  (d)  But  now 
nnee  the  atatote  of  4  &  5  Ano.  c.  ]6.  a 
vraog  (sondusion  is  only  matter  of  form, 
and  iniiat  be  specially  shewn  for  cause  of 
demurrer.     See  1  East^  369*    Solanunu 

(4)  And  according  to  the  opinion  of 
Sammders,  this  case  has  been  denied  to 
be  law  in  Meredith  v.  Allen,  Carth.  116. 
where  the  court  said  that  they  of  their 
own  knowledge  were  satisfied  that  the 
case  of  Hayman  y.  Gerrard  was  not  law, 
nor  taken  to  be  so  at  the  bar  at  the 
dme  when  the  judgment  in  that  case 
vas  giTcn.  It  would  indeed  be  absurd 
to  compel  the  plaintiff^  to  assign  a 
hraach,  where  the  plea  itself  admits  a 
Doo-performance.  The  true  distinction 
between  those  cases  where  it  is  neces- 


sary to  assign  a  breach  in  the  replication, 
and  where  not,  seems  to  be  taken  by 
Holt  C.  J.  in  the  same  case  of  MerediUi 
V.  AUeyn,  in  1  Salk.  138.  <<  That  in  all 
*<  cases  (that  of  a  bond  to  perform  an 
**  award  excepted),  if  the  defendant 
**  pleads  a  special  matter,  that  admiU 
*<  and  excuses  a  wm-peffonnance,  the 
<<  pkdntiff  need  only  answer  and  falsify 
**  the  special  matter  alleged ;  for  he 
*^  that  excuses  a  non-performance  sup- 
*<  poses  it,  and  the  plaintiff  need  not 
<<  shew  that  which  defendant  has  sup- 
«  posed  and  admitted  (/);  but  if  de- 
<<  fendant  pleads  a  performance  of  the 
^  condition^  though  it  be  not  wellplealled, 
'<  theplaintiff inhisreplication  mustshew 
"  a  breach ;  for  then  he  has  not  a-cause 
<'  of  action  unless  he  shews  one."  (^) 


(d)  [But  now,  by  Reg.  Gen.  (Plead- 
ii^)  H.  7.  4  W.  4.  N.  13.  <<  all  special 
tfaversea,  or  traverses  with,  an  induce- 
ment of  affirmatiye  matter,  shall  conclude 
to  the  country."] 

(e)  IS A.kE.SS9. Farley y.JBrt/ant. 

5  NcY.  &  M.  42.  S.  C.  5  Dowl.  84. 
Smnik  T.  Smith.  But  see  1  Mees.  &  W. 
533.537.  WheaOey X.Williams.  SMeeB. 

6  W.  629.  Spong  t.  Wright  6  Bing. 
N.C.  453.  505. 529. 530.  565.  Gwynne 
T.  BumeO.  1  Scott,  N.  R.  701.  7  CI.  & 
Fuu  572.  S.  C.  Post,  Vol.  II.  p.  319. 
notes  to  Bennet  v.  Holbech.'] 

(J)  [See  8  Mees,  &  W.  645.  Webb 
T.  James,  Accord,'} 

{g)  WiUes,  12.  Shdhy  v.  Wright 
Cowp.  575.  Sayre  v.  Minns.  Per  Ld. 
Masu^ield  C.  J.  *'  I  take  this  to  be  a 
^  role  In  pleading,  that  you  cannot  go  to 
*'  isnie  on  a  general  averment  of  per- 
**  formanee."  So  where  to  debt  on  bond 
the  defendant  pleaded  a  general  per- 
formance, and  the  plaintiff  tendered  an 
iasae  on  such  general  performance,  and 
entered  a  suggtsUon  of  breaches  as 
the8A9W.3.e.ll.s.8.;  the 


defendant  joined  issue  on  the  replication, 
and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff: The  court  held,  that  the  issue 
tendered  was  bad  at  common  law,  and 
the  suggestion  not  warranted  by  the 
statute :  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
assigned  breaches  in  his  replication: 
The  defendant  might  have  demurred, 
but  as  he  had  not  done  so,  judgment 
was  given  that  there  should  be  a  re- 
pleader. 1  Marsh.  95.  Plomer  v.  Ross. 
5  Taunt  386.  S.  C.  At  common  law, 
the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  assign  a 
breach  in  his  replication,  but  could  only 
assign  one ;  under  the  statute  he  is  at 
liberty  to  assign  several,  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  a  declaration.  See  ant^  58. 
note^  The  replication  must  state  dis- 
tinctly all  matters  necessary  to  consti- 
tute a  breach  of  the  condition  of  the 
bond.  Therefore  in  1  Marsh.  441. 
Serra  v.  Fjuffe,  where  the  bond  was  con- 
ditioned to  render  an  account  of  all 
monies  received,  and  to  pay  them  over, 
the  plaintiff  to  a  plea  of  general  per- 
formance replied,  that  the  defendant 
refused  to  render  an  aoeount  of  all  m6- 
N  3 
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Dies  reeeivedy  without  averring  diat  any  acdoflrding  to  the  taior  and  effeet  of  the 

iponies.  had  been  reoeivedt  suoh  repU-  eondition,  which  the  plamtiff  d^ied  by 

eation  waa  holder  bad  on  demniter:  his  replication;   the  couit  held^  that 

which   last    case    seems    to   overrule  since  the  plaintiff  in  his  replication  had 

1  Price^  109»     WUleodk§  v.  NieholU.  denied  the  whole  substance  of  the  de- 

[Where^  however,  in  debt  on  bond,  the  fendant's  plea,  there  was  no  occasion  for 

plea,  after  craving  oyer,  and  after  re*  specially  assigning  a  breach,  as  issue 

eiting  a  mortgi^  deed,  shewed  the  con*  had  been  properly  taken  on  the  precise 

ditton  to  be  for  payment  of  a  sum  avermeotof  jMymentin  theplea.    6B. 

eertain,  according-  to  the  tenor  of  the  Moore,  ld8.  Darbiskire  v.  BtOkr.    10 

provisd  oontained  in  the  indenture,  and  Biog.  ISa  Smiih  v«  Bondt  8  M.  &  Sc 

pleadedthat  the  obligor  paid  the  money*  528.  &  C*  antd,  p.  58  a.  note.] 
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Sunepreee-       GbucetUrthite.^'wyE  n  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit, 

tot,^Mod.  towit      J  J3  in  the  term  of  ia.it&AaeZ  last  pact,  before 

our  lord  the  king  at  fFestminsterf  came  the  Dean  and  Chapter 
of  the  cathedral  church  of  the  Holy  and  Undivided  Triniiy 
of  Bristol^  by  John  Brewster  their  attorney^  and  brought 
here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  then  there, 
their  certain  bill  agunst  Sir  Christopher  Guyse,  bart  in  the 
custody  of  the  marshal,  &c.  of  a  plea  of  breach  of  covenant; 
and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecution^  to  wit^  John  Doe  and 
Bichard  Boe,  which  said  bill  follows  in  these  words,  to  wit: 

Gofwant  Glocestershire,  to  wit.  The  Dean  and  Chapter  of  the  cathedral 

church  of  the  Jloly  and  Undivided  TVinity  of  Bristol^  compl^un 
of  Sir  Christopher  Guyse  bart.  being  in  the  custody  of  the  mar- 
shal of  the  marshalflea  of  our  lord  the  king,  before  the  king 
himself  of  a  plea  of  breach  of  covenant ;  for  that  whereas  by 

Demise.  a  ocrtsdn  indenture  made  alt  the  parish  of  Berkley  in  the  said 

county,  on  the  5th  day  of  July,  in  the  9th  year  of  the  reign 
of  the  lady  EUxabetk  late  queen  of  England,  between  the  said 
Dean  and  Chapter  of  Bristol,  by  the  name  of  the  Dean  and 
Chapter  of  the  cathedral  church  <^  the  Holy  and  Undimded 
TVinity  of  Bristol  of  the  one  part,  and  one  George  Harvey, 
gent,  lately  deceased,  by  the  name  of  George  Harvey,  gent  of 
the  other  part,  (the  other  part  of  which  said  indenture,  sealed 
with  the  seal  of  the  said  George,  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter 
here  into  court  bring,  the  date  whereof  is  the  day  and  year 

«  8eepost,S83.  afiiiesaid,)  *  it  is  witnessed  that  tfa»  said  Dean  and  CfaapCeri 

iiote(S>  . 
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lor  diTOrs  canaea  and  oonsidemtions  t^em  moTing,  had  dc-    Dean  and 
■^ed;  granted,  and  to  fiurm  let,  and  by  the  said  indenture    ^^*P^r  ^^ 
did  demise,  grant,  and  to  ikrm  let  and  set  to  the  said  George      Quyse!' 
Harvey  J  gent,  ail  that  their  rectory  or  parsonage  of  Berkley  » 
Herrenj  in  the  county  of  Glocester,  together  with  all  the  tithes 
of  eom,  grain,  and  hay,  whatsoever  they  might  be,  and  all 
honsesy  buildings,  and  bams,  and  aU  other  kinds  of  tithes  and 
i^ts  whatsoever  to  the  said  reetoiy  or  parsonage  in  any 
flMBner  bdonghog  and  appertaining,  erected,  lying,  and  be* 
ng,  arimng,  growing,  or  renewing  in  the  fields,  tithable 
pboes,  or  hamlets  of  OldmrnUer,  Oaimhuryy  otherwise  Conans^ 
htrg,  Bradtiime,  HamMOakme^  Weehe,  Bevington^  and  BKsbury, 
or  elsewhere  within  the  sud  parish  ot  Berkley^  together  widi 
aD  lights,  appurtenances,  and  commodities  whatsoever  which 
the  eaad  Bean  and  Chapter  had  or  ought  to  have  by  reason  of 
die  said  parsonage  of  £^A%,  within  the  said  parish  o{  Berk^      [  105  ]  ' 
leg,  (except  and  always  reserving  to  the  said  Dean  and  Chap- 
i^,  and  iheir  soeeessors,  the  advowson,  nomination,  patron- 
age, and  gift  of  Ae  vicarage  of  Berkley  aforesaid,)  to  have  Habendum. 
and  to  hold  the  said  rectory  or  paironage  of  Berkley  aforesaid, 
irith  the  tithes  of  com,  grain,  and  hay,  houses,  buildings,  and 
bams,  and  all  and  singular  \he  premises  theretofore  demised 
and  letten  by  the  said  indenture,  (except  as  before  excepted,) 
6om  and  after  the  estate  and  term  of  years  theretofore  granted 
before  the  date  of  the  said  indenture,  to  T.  T.  esq.,  fF.  L. 
gent.,  S,  ff.  gent,  R  B.  clothier,  T.  D.  yeoman,  J.  T. 
dotbier^  and  W^  T.  farmer,  and  their  assigns,  or  any  other 
occupier  or  tenant  of  the  premises,  or  any  port  thereof,  should 
be  fially  ended  and  determined,  made  void  or  annulled,  either 
by  forfeiture,  death,  or  expiration,  or  any  other  ways  whatso- 
ever, unto  the  foH  end  and  term  of  60  years  thence  next  fol- 
lowing, fully  to  be  complete  and  ended,  yielding  and  paying  Reddendum. 
therefore  then  yearly,  to  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter,  their 
successors  and  as^gns,  at  the  Cathedral  Church  of  Bristol 
aforesaid,  the  sum  of  65Z.  6«.  M.  of  lawful  money  of  Enghmdy 
at  four  terms  in  the  year,  to  wit,  at  the  feast  of  St  Michaely 
&e  Archangel,  the  Nativity  of  our  Lord^  the  Annunciation  of 
the  blessed  Virgin  Mary,  and  the  Nativity  of  St.  John  Baptist, 
by  even  and  equal  portions,  the  first  payment  thereof  to  begin 
at  such  of  the  said  feasts  as  should  first  happen  after  the  estate 
of  fte  said  T.  T.,  W.  L.,  H.  ff.,  E.  B.,  T.  D.,  J.  T.,  and 
W.  21,  or  either  of  thetn,  should  end,  determine,  be  void,  or 
fotfdted    And  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  covenanted  and 
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granted  forthemselyea  and  their  Buocessors^  to  and  wiib  the 
said  George  Harvey  his  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns,  by  the 
said  indenture,  that  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter,  and  their 
successors,  at  all  times  during  the  said  term,  should  and 
would  acquit,  discharge,  and  defend  the  said  Creorge  Harvey^ 
his  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns,  of  and  from  the  payment  of 
all  and  aQ  manner  of  fees,  annuities,  pensions,  and  rents  what- 
soever, which  were  issuing  and  payable  out  of  the  said  pre- 
mises, or  any  part  or  parcel  thereof,  (other  than  the  rent 
above  specified,)  as  well  against  the  said  queen,  her  heirs,  and 
successors,  as  agunst  all  other  person  or  persons  whatsoever. 
And  further  the  said  George  Harvey  covenanted  and  granted 
for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns,  to  and  with  the 
said  Dean  and  Chapter,  and  their  successors,  that  the  said 
George  Harvey,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns,  £rom  time 
to  time  during  the  said  term,  should  and  would  suffidently 
repair,  amend,  and  sustain  the  said  bams,  houses,  buildings, 
and  other  the  premises,  when  and  as  of);en  as  necessity  should 
require ;  and  the  same,  so  sufficiently  repaired  and  amended, 
should  deliver  up  and  surrender  at  the  end  of  the  said  term 
of  60  years,  as  by  the  said  indenture  (among  other  things) 
more  fully  appears.     By  virtue  of  which  said  indenture,  the 
said  George  Harvey  was  possessed  of  such  his  estate  in  the 
reversion  of  the  said  rectory  and  tithes  and  the  rest  of  the 
premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  after  the  end  and  expiration 
of  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  60  years  by  the  said  Dean 
and  Chapter  first  demised  to  the  said  71  ST.,   W.  X.,  H.  H.^ 
R.  B.,  T.  D.,  J.  T.,  and  JV.  T.;  and  the  said  G.  H,  being 
so  possessed  of  such  his  estate  therein,  and  they  the  saidDean 
and  Chapter  being  seised  of  the  reversion  of  llie  said  rectoiyi 
they  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  say,  that  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  4th  day  of  March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1621,  the 
said  estate  and  term  of  60  years  first  demised  to  the  said  T.T. 
W.  L.,  &C.  and  of  all  other  the  tenants  or  occupiers  of  the 
premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  ended  and  determined;  by 
means  whereof  the  said  G.  H  afterwards,  that  is  to  say,  on 
the  dth  day  of  March,  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1621,  en- 
tered into  the  said  rectory  and  premises  so  demised  to  him  as 
aforesaid  by  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter,  and  was  thereof  pes 
sessed  * ;  tohich  said  estate  and  interest  of  the  said  G,  H  of  and 
in  the  premises,  one  W.  Guyse,  esq,  lately  had  by  assignment,  and 
was  thereof  possessed:  and  being  so  possrased  thereof  the 
said  W.  G.  afterwards^  that  is  to  say,  on  the  10th  day  of  No- 
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9em6er,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  IGS?,  at  the  said  pariah  of  B.     Dean  and 
made  his  kst  will  and  testament  in  writing,  and  thereby  con-    ^^P^/*  ^^ 
edtated  and  appointed  the  said  Sir  Christopher  sole  execntor      Guyse.  ' 
of  his  said  will,  and  afterwards  there  died  possessed  of  the 
and  xectoiy,  tithes,  and  premises,  for  the  residne  of  the  said 
leim  of  60  years  by  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  in  form  afore- 
said^  demised  to  the  said  G.  H. ;  after  whose  death  the  said 
Sir  Christopher  dnly  proved  the  said  List  will  and  testament  of 
the  said  W.  G.  and  took  npon  himself  the  burden  of  the  exe- 
cution thereof:  whereupon  the  sud  Sir  C.  entered  into  the 
said  rectory,  tithes,  and  premises,  demised  to  the  said  G.  H.  in 
m^Mwuv  aforesaid,  and  was  and  still  is  thereof  possessed,  during 
the  reodue  of  the  said  term  of  60  years  yet  to  come  and  un- 
expired.    And  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  protesting  f  that      [  107  ] 
they  have  ever  since  the  making  of  the  said  indenture  hitherto  J^^Tr^^^' 
weD.  and  faithfully  performed,  fulfilled,  and  kept  all  and  sin- 
gular the  covenants  above  specified,  in  the  said  indenture,  on 
the  part  of  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  to  be  performed,  ful- 
fiOed,  and  kept,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  same 
indenture,  protesting  also  that  the  said  G.  H.  after  making  the 
said  indenture,  and  before  the  time  that  the  said  W,  G.  had 
the  aaid  estate  in  the  premises,  and  the  said  fT.  C  in  his  life-: 
time,  after  the  said  term  of  the  said  G.  H,  came  to  him  the  .  .^  ^ 

said  W.  G.3  and  the  said  Sir  C  after  the  death  of  the  said  W^ 
or  either  of  them,  have  not  performed,  ftdfilled,  or  kept  any 
thing  above  specified  in  the  said  indenture,  on  the  part  of  the 
said  G^.  ^  to  be  performed,  fulfilled,  and  kept,  according  to 
the  form  and  effect  of  that  indenture ;  in  fact  they  the  said 
Dean  and  Chapter  say,  that  after  making  the  said  indenture 
to  the  said  G.  H^  and  after  that  the  estate  and  interest  of  the 
aid  G.  JSr.  in  the  said  rectory,  tithes,  and  premisesso  as  afore* 
said  came  to  the  said  W.  G.  to  wit,  on  the  10th  day  of  August  Biwches 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1657,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  ■««"«<^ 
said  WilUamy  to  wit,  on  the  10th  day  of  August,  in  the  16th 
year  of  the  reign  of  our  sovereign  lord  Charles  the  Second, 
now  king  of  England,  &c.  tiie  chancel  of  the  parish  church  of 
Berkley  aforesaid,  parcel  of  the  demised  premises  let  to  the 
nid  G.  H.  by  the  said  indenture,  was  ruinous  and  in  decay, 
and  became  naked  and  uncovered  for  want  of  roofing  and 
leading,  whereby  the  great  timber  and  rafters  of  the  said 
dianoel  became  rotten,  ruinous,  and  in  great  decay ;  and  also 
the  doors  of  the  said  chancel  became  broken  and  in  great  decay 
for  want  of  the  amwdment  and  repair  thereof;  and  also  the 
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Dean  and  w!nBowB  of  the*  eaid  chancel.  For  want  of  ghamgy  becajne  irot- 
Chaplerof  tea  and  ndnond;  wd  tbewalk  of  the  flaid  duflncel  became 
^^^^'     broken  axkl  in  decay  for  waant  of  the  sufficientrepairmg  tiiereof ; 

.  and  alflb  a  bam  called  Canbury  Batn^  m  uB^Miey  ^aforesaid, 

paxcel  of  the  demised  premiaea  let  by  the  aaid  indentnre  to  the 
said  G.  H.9  to  trit,  on  the  lOtb  day  of  Augusti  in  the  year  laat 
above  mentioned,  and  for  the  apace  of  a  year  acfterwardd,  was 
luilioiifl  and  in  decay  for  w«nt  of  repairing  th^^of ;  imd*  tiie 
BflM  Sir  C:  hath  permitted  the  aaid  bam  to  remain  ao  ndnona 
and  in  dectity,  for  the  tbie  afoteaaid.  Whereby  tiie  great  timber 
of  the  aaid  bam  became  rotten  and  totally  spoiled  by  Hie  ram 
deacending  npon  it,  and  the  said  bam,  by  reaaon  thereof,  fcU 
to  the  groundi,  and  became  of  no  valne  \  and  that  neither  tiie 
said  fF*m  hia  lifetime,  nor  the  aaid  ^  Christopher^  after  the 
d^vth  of  die  said  ^,  repaired  the  afaid  bam,  but  permitted  the 
aamo  to  be  roinous  toA  in  decay.  And  the  aaid  Dean  and 
[  108  ]  Chapter  farther  aay,  that  the  aaid  Sir  C.'ftom  the  aud  10th 
^y  of  AtHgusty'  in  the  sidd  \6^  ye^  of  lihe  reign  of  hia  add 
present  mnjeaty  hitherto,  hath  permitted  the  aaid  chancel,  and 
bam  ao  to  be  outof  repair,  roinoiia,  and  in  decay,  so  that  the 
great-timber,  rafters,  doors,  windows,  and  wails  of  the  said 
chancel  and  bam,  by  the  rain  faffing  upon'  them,  were  and 

•  Seepoi(»ss5*  are  very  rotten,  mmous,  and  spoiled;  and  so*  the  said  Dean 

"***•  t^^  -  and  Chapter  say,  that^the  aaid  Sir  C.  (although  often  requested) 
has  not  kept  the  corenant  of  the  said  G.  H.  whereby  he  co- 
tenanted  and  granted  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors^  and 
designs,  to  and  with  the  said  Dean  aad  Chapter,  and  their 
successors,  that  the  said  G.  jK,  his  heirs,  executors,  and 
assigns,  would  from  time  to  time,  during  the  said  term,  suf- 
ficiently repair,  amend,  and  uphold  the  asdd  bam,  houses, 
edifices,  and  other  tiie  premises,  when  and  as  often  as  need 
ahbuld  require,  and  w6uld  leave  and  surrender  the  same  so 
suffidiently  repanred  and  amended,  to  the  said  Dean  and 
Chajpter  at  the  end  of  the  said  term  of  60  years,  but  hath 
broken  the  same,  and  to  keep  the  same  with  the  said  Dean 
and  Chapter,  the  said  Sir  C.  has  hitherto  altogether  refused, 
and  still  doth  refuse;  to  the  damage  6f  ihe  said  Dean  and 
Chapter  of  500£  and  therefore  they  bring  suit,  &c 

Flciu  '    And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Friday  next  after  the  mor- 

row of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  this  same  term,  until  whidi  day 
the  said  Sir  C7.  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then 
to  answer,  &c  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  come 
as  well  tiie  audDean  and  Chapter,  by  tiidir  sidd  attorney^  as 


pot. 
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the  Mid  C  6^  by  W.  S.  bb  attomey ;  and  the^aid  Sk.C  da-    IDean  and 
fisnds  tiie  wwngand  injury  whes>  &o.  and  saya^  tiidt  the  said    ^'^P^^.^  ^^ 
Dean  and  Qiapter  oo^  not  to  have  or  maintain  Uieir  .said       Guysb!* 
Mtion  theceof  againat  him^  because  aa  to  the  breach  of  Ihe 
aaid  coTeaant  above  aasigned  as  to  the  want  of  repairing  the 
aaid  dmneel^.  the  aaid  Sir  C.  saya  that  the  aaid  Dean  and 
Chapter  did  not  demise  the  aaid  chancel  to  the  said  G.  H.,  in 
I  and  form  as  die  said  Dean  and  Chapter  havebytheir 
declaration  above  thereof  alleged,  and  of  this  1^  puts  laraeuto    * 
himself  upon  the  country,  and  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter 
thereof  likewise ;  and  as  to  the  breach  of  the  said  covenant, 
above  assigned  as  to  the  want  pf  repairing  the  sf^d  bam,  the 
apid  Sir  C  aajs  that  the  said  declaiftioqiaf.jJie  said  Dean  and 
Qtffpbet,,  in  that;  particular,  and  the  matter  in  the  same  con- 
tamed^aienotaQffident  in  law  for  the  aaid  Dean  and  Chapter 
to  liave  and  maintain  thrior  aaid  action  thereof  against  him  the 
aaad  Sir  C. ;  to  which  said  deelaiation  in  that  particular  he      [  109  ] 
the  said  Sir  CI  ia  under  no  neceasity,  nor  is  in  any  way  bound 
bf  the  law  of  iAie  land  to  answer :  and  this  he  is  ready  to 
verify;  wherefore  for  want  of  a  sufficient  dedaralaon  in  that 
particular,  he  the  s^d  Sir  C  prays  judgment,  and  .that  the 
said  Dean  and  Chapter  may  be  barred  from  having  their 
aaad  action  thereof  against  him,  &c« 

And  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  say  that  they  >by  any  Jdinder. 
thing  by  the  aaid  Sir  CL  above  in  pleading  alleged,  ought  not 
to  be  boiredfirom  having  their  said  action  thereof  against  the 
and  1^  (7.  because  as  to  the'  said  breach  of  the  said  covenant 
above  assigned  as  to  the  want  of  repauing  the  said  bam,  they 
the  sud  Dean  and  Chapter  say,  that  the  said  declaration  in 
that  particular,  and  the  matter  therein  contained,  are  good 
and  en£Scient  in  law  for  the  said  Dean  apd  Chapter  to  have 
and  maintrir  their  aud  action  thereof  agunst  the  said  Sir 
CL;  whiefa  aaid  dedaralaon,  in  ihl^t  particular,  and  the  matter 
tibereiii  contained,  they  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  are  ready 
to  verify^  imd  prove  as  the  court  bIibII  diiect ;  and  because  the 
and  Sir  C  hath  not  answered  the  said  declaration  in  that 
particular,  nor  hath  hitherto  in  any  manner  denied  the  same, 
they  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  pray  judgment,  and  their 
damages  occasioned  by  the  breach  of  the  said  covenant  above  CurU  adviMre 
MfignAd  as  to  the  said  want  of  rqMuring  the  said  bam,  to  be  ^^^ 
adjudged  to  them,  &c. ;  but  because  thecourt  of  our  lord  the 
kb^  .now  liere  is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment 
of  and  npoa  the  premB0e05  wliereof  the  aaid  parties  Juive  snlK 
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mitted  tlieinfielves  to  the  judgment  of  the  court,  a  day  is 
thereupon  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our  lord  the  king 
at  fFestminster,  on  Wednesday  next  after  three  weeks  of  SL 
Mkhael,  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises, 
because  the  court  of  our  sud  lord  the  king,  is  not  yet  thereof, 
&C.     And  as  well  (1)  to  try  the  said  issue  above  joined,  be- 


(1)  Where  there  are  issues  in  fact 
and  in  lav,  and  the  issues  are  carried 
down  to  trial  btfore  the  demurrer  is 
determined,  the  course  is  to  take  out  a 
venire,  as  well  to  try  the  issues,  as  to 
inquire  of  the  damages  on  the  demurrer; 
and  the  jury  at  the  trial  give  damages 
on  the  issues,  and  also  contingent  da- 
mages upon  the  demurrer.    But  where 


the  demurrer  is  deierminedy  and  the 
plaintiff  is  content  to  take  damages  only 
on  the  judgment  on  the  demurrer,  he 
may  execute  a  writ  of  inquiry  on  the 
judgment,  and  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  as 
to  the  issues,  which  may  be  done  at 
the  time  of  entering  the  final  judgment. 
1  Stra.5S2.  Fleming  v.  LangUm.  1  Satt. 
2ia    Anon,  (a)    Upon  the  same  prin* 


(a)  It  should  be  observed,  that  the 
plaintiff  can  pursue  this  course  in  those 
cases  only  where  the  defendant  demurs 
to  part  of  the  declaration,  and  pleads  to 
the  rest  (which  b  the  case  here  sup- 
posed by  the  learned  segeant),  or  where 
he  pleads  one  plea  to  part  of  the  de- 
ckiration  and  another  plea  to  the  rest, 
and  there  be  a  demurrer  to  one  and  an 
issue  on  the  other,  so  that  on  the  de- 
termination of  the  demurrer  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiff,  some  part  of  the  de- 
claration is  left  unanswered.  For  if  the 
defendent  plead  two  or  more  pleas 
under  4  Ann.  c.  16.  s.  4  &  5.  both  of 
which  go  to  the  whole  declaration,  or 
to  any  and  the  same  part  of  it,  to  one 
of  which  pleas  there  is  a  demurrer,  and 
on  the  other  an  issue;  although  the 
plaintiff  should  succeed  on  the  demur- 
rer, it  is  manifest  that  he  cannot  enter 
a  noL  pros,  as  to  the  issue;  for  he  would  ' 
thereby  admit  that  the  defendant  had 
made  one  sufficient  answer  to  the  de- 
claration, or  that  part  of  it,  which  is 
enough  to  shew  that  he  has  no  cause 
of  action.  For  instance,  where  the 
plaintiff  declares  in  assumpsit  on  a  spe-^ 
cial  agreement  in  the  first  count,  and 
adds  the  common  money  counts,  aqd. 


the  defendant  pleads  to  the  whole,  1st, 
non-(usunymi ;  2dly,  a  set-off;  the 
plaintiff  joins  issue  on  the  first,  and  de- 
murs to  the  second :  though  he  will  have 
judgment  on  the  demurrer,  yet  he  can- 
not enter  a  noL  pros,  as  to  the  issue, 
which  denies  the  whole  cause  of  action. 
But  if  the  set-off  be  pleaded  to  the  first 
count  only,  and  non-assumpsit  to  the 
others,  and  the  plaintiff  demur  to  the 
setoff,  and  join  issue  on  the  non^^issump^ 
sit,  he  will  have  judgment  on  the  de- 
murrer, and  may  enter  a  nol.  pros*  as  to 
the  issue;  for  he  thereby  abandons  only 
the  common  money  counts,  and  his  spe- 
cial count  remains  unanswered.  See 
2  B.  &  P.  163.  Dicker  v.  Adams. 
That  was  an  action  of  assumpsttf  in 
which  the  defendant  pleaded,  1st, 
the  general  issue;  2d,  non^assun^fsit 
if^ra  sex  annos;  Sd,  a  set-off.  The 
plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first,  and 
demurred .  to  the  two  last  pleas,  and 
afterwards  entered  judgment  by  de- 
fault for  want  of  a  joinder  in  demurrer. 
The  court  held,  that  he  could  not  exe«- 
cute  a  writ  of  inquiry,  but  must  go  to 
trial  on  the  genend  issue  with  an  award 
of  jury  process  iam  ad  triandum  quass^ 
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tween  the  said  partieB  to  be  tried  by  the  country,  as  also  to     Dean  and 
mqiuTe  what  damages  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  have  bus-     Chapter  of 
tained  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  the  said  covenant,  whereof     ^(J^ys/' 
the  said  parties  have  submitted  themselves  to  the  judgment  of  t 
the  court,  if  judgment  shall  happen  to  be  given  thereon  for  Venire  as  well 
the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  against  the  said  Sir  G,  let  a  jury  J^  to^^^bTrf 
there<^come  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster ^  on  JFed-  oonUngent 
wesday  next  after  three  weeks  of  the  Holy  TriniJty,  and  who  ^^er?"  "^ 
nridier,  &c.  to  recognise,  &c.  because  as  well,  &c.  the  same 
day  is  given  to  the  said  parties  there,  &c.     Afterwards  the 
process  thereof  is  continued  between  the  said  parties  of  the  Respite  for  de- 
plea  aforesaid  byjthe  jury  being  respited  between  them,  before  ^"^'  of  jurors. 
our  lord  the  king  at  fFeshninster,  until  Wednesday  next  after 
three  weeks  of  St  Michael  thence  next  following,  unless  the 
justices  of  our  said  lord  the  king  assigned  to  take  assizes  in  Nisi  prins. 
the  add  county  shall  have  come  before  that  time,  to  wit,  on 
Friday  the  16th  day  otAuyust,  at  Gloucester  in  the  said  county, 
by  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c  by  reason  of  the  de&ultof  the 
juroars,  &c.    At  which  day,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  West-    '  [  110  ] 
mhutery  come  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  of  the  cathedral 
church  of  the  Holy  and  Undivided  Trinity  of  Bristol^  by  their 
sud  attorney ;  and  the  said  justice  of  oiu*  Lord  the  king  of 
aadze  before  whom,  &c.  sent  here  his  record  had  before  him, 
in  theee  words,  to  wit:  Afterwards  at  the  day  and  place  Postea. 
within  contained,  before  Sir  Thomas  Twysden,  knight  and 
hart,  cme  of  the  justices  of  our  lord  the  king,  assigned  to  hold  . 
pleas  in  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king,  before  the  kii^  him- 
self, justice  of  our  said  lord  the  king  assigned  to  take  assizes 
in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  Henry  Parker,  esq.  being  for 
this  time  associated  to  the  said  Sir  Thomas  by  the  form  of  the 
^tute,  &c  come  as  well  the  within-named  Dean  and  Chapter 
of  the  cathedral  church  of  the  Holy  and  Undivided  Trinity  of 


ciple^  where  one  of  the  counts  in  the  change  and  promissory  notes,  which  is 

declaration  is  on  a  bill  of  exchange  or  a  substituted  in  lieu  of  a  writ  of  inquiry, 

promissory  note,  and  there  is  a  demurrer  refer  it  to  the  officer  to  compute  what 

to  that  count,   and  judgment  for  the  is  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  the 

pUuntiff,  and  issues  are  joined  upon  the  l)ill  of  exchange,  &c.  on  that  count, 

other  counts,  the  pUuntiff  may,  accord-  before  a  nolle  prosequi  is  entered  as  to 

ii^  to  the  modem  practice  in  cases  of  the  issues.    7  T.  R.  473.  Duperoy  v. 

judgments  by  default  on  bills  of  ex-  Johnson.{6) 


(&)  See  post,  Vol  IL  p.  107.  note  (2> 
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Dean  and     Briitol,  as  the  withm-written  Sir  C.  G.  h$xt  by  his  attoney 

Chapter  of   within  contained;  and  the  jurors  of  the  eaid  jury,  whereof 

GutsbT*     ii^^A^oi^  ^  within  made,  being  called,  some  of  them,  to  wit, 

-  H.  W.  and  N.  M*  come  and  are  sworn  iqpon  that  jury;  and 

because  the  rest  of  the  jurors  of  the  said  jury,  did  not  appear, 

therefore  others  of  the  by-standers,  bmg  chosen  thereto  by 

the  sheriff  of  the  said  county,  at  the  request  of  the  said  Dean 

Taletdedr-      and  Chapter,  and  by  the  command  of  the  said  justice,  are 

cumstanti  us.     gppQj,^^  auew,  whosc  names  are  affixed  to  the  pannd  within 

written  according  to  the  form  of  i^e  statute  in  such  case 

made  and  provided ;  and  the  jurors  so  appointed  anew,  to  wit; 

iv.D.,  H.  a,  w.  N.,  w. H.,  a  7;,  W.  F.,  T. a,  T.  T-, 

J.  &,  and  B.  S.,  heiiig  likewise  caQed,  come ;  who,  t<)gether 

with  the  said  other  jurors,  before  impannelled  and  sworn, 

being  chosen,  tried  and  sworn,  to  speak  the  truth  of  the 

within  contained,  as  to  the  want  of  repairing  the  within 

written  chancel,  within  assigned,  upon  their  oath,  say  that 

Veidiot  for  the  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  did  demise  to  the  within  named 

S^SSSiSr    G^-^- the  chancel  within  written  in  manner  and  form  as  the 

2002.  damages,    said  Dean  and  Chapter  have  by  their  declaration  within 

thereof  alleged,  and  assess  the  damages  of  the  said  Dean  and 

Chapter  on  occasion  of  the  breach  of  the  said  covenant  in  the 

within  written  issue  within  joined  between  the  said  parties, 

besides  his  costs  and  charges,  by  him  about  his  suit  in  this 

behalf  expended,  to  2002.  and  for*  those  costs  and  charges  to 

loolLooiiUngent  4tOs.     And  as  to  the  inquiry  of  what  damages  the  said  Dean 

J^Jj^^    *  and  Chapter  have  sustained  on  occasion  of  the  breach  of  the 

within  written  covenant,  whereof  the  said  parties  have  sub^ 

mitted  themselves  to  the  judgment  of  the  court,  if  it  shall 

happen  that  judgment  shall  be  thereon  given  for  the  said 

Dean  and  Chapter  against  the  said  Sir  C,  then  the  said  jury 

upon  their  oath  say,  that  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  have 

Judgment ;       sustamed  damages  on  occasion  thereof  to  lOOl     Therefore 

it  is  considered  that  the  aaid  Dean  and  Chapter  of  the  ca* 

tiiedral  church  of  the  Holy  and  Undivided  Trinity  of  Bristol 

do  recover  against  the  said  Sir  (7.  G.  the  said  damages  by 

the  said  jury  in  form  aforesaid  assessed,  and  also  111  6^.  8</. 

[  111  ]     for  the  said  costs  and  charges  of  increase  by  the  court  of 

our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  awarded  to  the  said  pean 

and  Chapter  with  their  assent;  idiich  aaid  ^usages  in  the 

whole  amount  to  213/L  6$.  Bd.   And  the  said  Sir  C.  in  mercy. 


tion  (1). 
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COVENANT.  —  The  plaintiff  declare  in  this  maoner^  Inadedamtion 
viz.  «  The  Dean  and  Chapter  of  the  cathedral  church  •S^*? 

•  ^  *  ^  ^     eieotitor  in 

^  of  the  Holy  and  Undivided  Trinity^  Bristol^  complain  of  Sir  K.B.  by  biU, 

^  Christopher  Guyse^  bart  being  in  the  custody  of  ^e  marshal,  Zeouu^^^ 
"  &a  of  a  plea  of  breach  of  covenant ;  ^  and  then  shew*  that  ««»« .Wm  exe- 
tliesaid  Dean  and  Chapter,  on  the  5th  Julyy  9  Eliz.,  by  in-'  begin^gof 
denture  demised  to  one  George  Harvey  the  rectory  and  parson-  ^«  declaia- 
age  of  Berkley  witb  the  appurtenances,  in  the  county  of  Cfo- 
mfer,  to  have  for  60  years  after  the  determination  of  anol&er 
leiK  then  in  being,  and  that  Harvey  covenanted  for  Umself 
and  his  assigns  to  repair  and  keep  in  repdr  all  the  prtoiises 
(iemised  during  the  term  demised  to  him.     And  the  declara- 
tion fiirther  states,  that  afterwards,  to' wit,  in  the  year  161:2, 
tlie  former  term  ended,  and  the  said  Harvey  entered  upon  the 
premises,  and  bis  term  then  commenced,  and  he  was  possessed 
tliereof ;  which  estate  of  the  said  Harvey  one  WUliam  Guy^e  lately 
W  hy  assignment^  and  was  thereof  possessed^  and  being  so 
peBessed  the  said  fFittiam  Guysemade  his  mill,  and  made  th^ 
dffndma  execvtor  thereof,  and  afterwards  died.     Aft(er  wboser 
death  the  defendant  entered,  and  was  possessed  as  executor*  And 
tlien  the  plaintaffs  assign  for  brealch,  that  tiie  chancel  of  th<i 
pariah  churcb  of  Berkeley,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  WiUiam 
Gnyse,  and  afler  his  death,  was  in  decay,  and  that  a  large 
Wn,  parcel  of  the  demised  premises,  was  also  in  decay ;  and 
tittt  neither  the  said  fFHUam  Guyse  the  testator  in  his  lifetime, 
vff  the  said  defendant  the  executor,  sinoe  the  death  of  the 
nd testator,  bad  repaired  the  ehancel  and  bam  so  in  decay; 
sd  for  this  they  broi^ht  their  action.    The  defendsail^  as  to 
tbe  breach  of  not  repairing  the  ciiancel,  pleaded,  that  the 
Dean  and  Chapter  did  not  demise  the  said  chancel  to  Harvey, 
and  issue  thereupon  joined     And  as  to  thQ  other  breach  of 
Qot  repairing  the  bam,  he  demurred  to  the  declaration.     And, 
iipon  the  trial  of  the  issue  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
ph]]Kli&,  200JL  damages  upon  the  issue,  and  lOOL  damageB 
iipoii  the  demurrer  for  the  breach  of  not  repairing  the  bam^ 
^jn^ent  shocdd  be  given  for  that  for  the  plaintiffi. 

And  now  in  this  term  upon  the  demurrer  it  was  objected 
I7  Ae  defendant's  counsel,  that  the  phdntiffi  had  mistaken 

<1)  SeepoBt»p.ll2.notd(2).  , 
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iheir  action;for  here  they  have  sued  the  defendant  in  his  own 
right ;  whereas  it  appears  by  their  own  shewing  that  they 
ought  to  have  sued  him  as  executor  only,  and  not  otherwise ; 
*for  the  defendant  is  not  chargeable  here  for  breach  of  cove- 
mad,  unless  he  has  assets  from  his  testator  In  his  hands ;  and 
the  books  of  Hob.  188.  •,  Ibid.  283.  t,  Cro.  Jac  647.  J, 
Ibid*  671.  §9  were  dted,  by  which  cases  it  appears  that 
judgment  ought  to  be  &  bonis  testatoris  in  an  action  of 
covenant,  although  the  breach  be  through  the  executor's  own 
fault.  (1)  And  so  it  ought  to  have  been  in  this  case ;  but  here 


(1)  So  is  1  BolL  Abr.    931  9S2. 
pi.  8,  9.    4  Burr.  iS154.    CiemenU  v. 


Waller.    See  antd,  Jevetu  v.  Harridge, 
pi.  1.  note  (1).  (c)    To  which  may  be 


(c)  Thb  is  true  wherever  the  de- 
fendant IS  sued  as  executor^  which  ap- 
pears to  have  been  the  case  in  all  the 
instances  here  cited :  but  it  is  laid  down 
in  1  Salk.  ^n.BuckkyY.Pirkj  that  the 
plaintiff  has  his  election  to  charge  the 
defendant  as  as^ignee^  in  which  case 
the  judgment  is  d!0foff.pnp.  Seeal8o4 
T.R.  75.  Derisky  r.Cusianoef  in  which 
it  was  held,  that  the  heir  might  be  sued 
in  covenant  as  assignee. 

The  result  ofthe  cases,  respecting  the' 
liability  of  executors  for  rent  accrued 
in  their  own  time,  seems  to  be  thb :  If 
an  executor  be  sued  in  his  represent- 
ative capacity  for  rent  accruing  in  his 
own  time,  either  in  debt  or  covenant, 
where  the  lease  is  by  deed,  or  in  debt 
or  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation 
where  the  lease  is  not  by  deed,  he  may 
plead  jJene  adminisirami,  and,  under 
that  plea,  may  show  that  the  land  yields 
no  profit,  and  that  he  has  no  assets 
aliunde  ;  but  if  the  land  yields  a  profit 
equal  to  the  rent,  he  will  fail  on  a  plea 
ofplene  adminisiravii;  for  he  is  bound 
to  apply  the  profits  of  the  land  towards 
XMiyment  of  the  rent,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, and  his  not  doing  so  will  be  a 
devastavit :  if  therefore  the  land  yields 
some  profit,  but  less  than  the  rent,  it 
hottld  seem  that  bis  plea  should^be 


plene  administravit  prater  the  profit. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  executor  be 
sued,  as,  he  may  be  when  he  enters  and 
is  in  the  actual  occupation,  in  his  indi- 
vidual capacity  as  assignee  of  the  term, 
in  dAt  an  a  lease  hy  deedy  he  must 
plead  specially  that  he  holds  only  as 
executor,  that  the  land  yields  no  profit, 
or  less  than  the  rent,  and  pray  whether 
he  shall  be  charged  otherwise  than  in 
the  detinet;  in  eavenantf  he  must  plead 
the  same  matters  specially ;  and  in  debt 
or  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation, 
where  the  lease  is  not  by  deed,  he  may 
plead  the  general  issue  and  give  the 
special  matter  in  evidence*  In  all  these 
cases,  where  the  land  yields  some  pro'* 
fit,  but  less  than  the  rent,  if  he  have 
tendered  the  amount  of  such  profit  he 
may  plead  the  tender,  and  at  all  events 
must  pay  that  amount  into  court.  Where 
the  lease  is  by  deed,  and  has  been 
assigned  by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime^ 
or  by  the  executor,  without  any  entry 
or  actual  occupation  by  him,  it  is  ma- 
nifest that  the  executor  cannot  be  sued 
as  assignee  at  all ;  and  if  he  have  ac- 
tually occupied  and  afterwards  assigned 
the  lease,  he  is  chargeable  as  assignee 
for  that  time  only  during  which  he  oc* 
cupied:  he  may  also  be  chai^ged  as 
eseeeutar  doripg  his  own  occupation  at 
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die  defisndant  b  saed  in  his  own  light,  and  not  named  executor  Dean  and 

as  be  ought  to  have  been.  30  H.  6.  5.*    And  thia  exception  Chapter  of 

goes  BB  well  to  the  verdict  as  to  the  demnrrer  in  this  caae.  q^^' 

And  80  was  the  opinion  of  the  court     Baldwin,  of  counael  « 

wilb  the  plaintifft,  8aid»  that  if  it  was  ao  upon  the  roll  he  *  Fiti.  brief, 

would  pray  leave  to  diaoontinue.    And  the  roll  was  read,  and  ^^^  t^eo. 


added,  that,  on  the  other  hand,  every    founded  upon  a  duty  accrued  in  the 
brought  by  an  executory  that  ia    testator's  time,  must  be  brought  in  the 


the  option' of  the  lessor.  Where  hov- 
ers the  lease  is  not  by  deed,  it  should 
Mppemr  from  a  late  case,  3  B.  &  A 
lOL  Wigky  v.  AAton^  that  the  exe- 
cator  cannot  be  sued  as  exeeiUor  for 
«e  and  occupation  in  his  own  time, 
la  that  case,  there  were  counts  for  use 
aad  occnpation  by  the  testator,  and  also 
counts  for  use  and  occupation  by  three 
named  women,  as  administratrixes, 
lad  their  husbands;  and  on  demurrer, 
the  counta  were  held  to  be  misjoined* 
The  latter  counts  were  afterwards 
twfndiM!  by  stating  a  denuse  to  the 
testator  from  year  to  year,  his  death, 
and  the  defendants*  character  as  ad- 
■unistratTixes,  whereby  they  became 
BsMe  to  pay  the  'rent;  and  thb  seems 
to  be  the  proper  mode  of  chaiging  them 
vhere  their  testator  or  they  have  as- 
flgned  their  interest  If  indeed  they 
have  not  assigned,  but  only  underlet, 
tke  ocenpation  of  their  tenant  is  their 
oeeapation,  and  they  are  liable  to  be 
seed  in  their  individual  capacity*  8  T. 
H.9S7.  BmUy.SUfU. 

[Several  important  decisions  on  the 
latjeeta  of  the  foregoing  observations 
We  subaequently  occurred.  hkRubery 
r.^faMi^4B.&Ad.24L  S-C  1  N. 
k  VL  182.  it  was  contended,  that  where 
m  executor,  who  enters,  is  charged 
as  a«ignfrt*j  it  is  a  good  bar  to  plead 
that  the  ^<«tt«^  premises  are  not  of 
thevafaieofthe  rent;  for  that  if  they 
TOI1.L 


are  worth^less  than  the  rent,  it  is  the 
same,  with  reference  to  the  question  of 
liability  as  assignee  or  as  executor,  as  if 
they  were  worth  nothing.  But  the  court 
held  that  the  rent  may  be  apportioned 
and  the  executor  is  chargeable  person- 
ally for  so  much  of  it  as  the  premises 
are  worth ;  for  that  the  profits  are  appro- 
priated to  the  lessor  and  become  a  per- 
sonal debt  due  to  him  from  the  execu- 
tor, as  much  where  they  are  less  than 
the  rent  as  where  they  equal  or  exceed 
it;  and  that,  therefore,  if  the  plea  be 
pleaded  to  the  whole  rent  in  the  decla- 
ration, it  cannot  be  a  good  bar,  unless 
it  shews  that  there  were  no  profits  at 
all :  if  they  are  less  than  the  rent,  and 
therefore  cover  a  part  only,  that  part 
should  be  confessed,  and  the  plea 
pleaded  to  the  remainder.  In  Hor^ 
nidge  v.  WiUon,  11  A.  &  £.  645. 
S  Perr.  h  D.  641.  S.  C.  it  was  held,  that 
if,  on  such  a  plea,  an  issue  be  joined 
as  to  the  value  of  the  premises^  their 
value,  as  between  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant, b  not  affected  by  the  non-pay- 
ment of  any  rent  by  an  under-lessee : 
and  further,  that  their  real  value  must 
be  taken  to  be  that  which  they  would 
have  been  worth  but  for  the  executor's 
own  act ;  and  that  therefore,  where  the 
lease  contains  a  covenant  to  repair, 
inasmuch  as  the  executor  is  bound  to 
perform  it,  be  cannot  rely  on  a  reduc* 
tion  of  value  by  the  want  of  repairs  in 
o. 
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it  was  bo;  whereupon  he  prayed  time  to  adviae.  And  aftoi> 
wardB  the  partieB  agreed^  and  therefore  no  judgment  waa  en* 
tered.  iShufid!^*  f<Mr  the  defiendant. — Bntnote:  Itiihiktlie 
declaration  being  by  bill  waa  good  enough:  for  upon  the 
whole  matter  the  pkintiffi  have  declared  i^unst  the  da- 


deiinei  only.  And  it  is  said,  that  there 
is  no  difference,  though  the  immediate 
cause  of  action  arises  in  the  executor  s 
time.  And  therefore  it  has  been  heldi 
that  if  the  executor  obtain  judgment 
on  an  obligation  made  to  the  testator, 
and  defendant  being  committed  in  exe- 
cution escape,  the  action  for  the  escape 
against  the  sheriff  must  be  brought  in 
the  detinet  only.  Cro.  Jac.  545.  ReyneU 
T.  l^mgcasOe.  Hob.  272.  S.  C.  Ibid. 
282.  S.  C.  cited.    1  Lutw.  893.  Glover 


V.  KmdaU.  Garth.  49.  Brook  y.  Cock. 
i;Show.  57.  S.C.  Lane,  79.  Carewr. 
BraughUm.  Hutt.  79.  Townky  v.  Sied. 
Sty.  232.  Martin  v.  Bandfye.  1  Ld. 
Raym.  36.  Waie  v.  Briggs.  Ibid.  698. 
Holdin  V.  SutUm.  But  the  contxarj 
has  been  since  determined.  2  T.  H. 
128.  Bonafims  y.  Walker.  And  Dyer, 
322.  a.  pi.  26.  in  the  mai^in,  and  Doug. 
4.  n.  1.  Crawford  y.  WhUtaU,  agree  with 
this  opinion. 


hb  own  time.  And  the  court,  with 
respect  to  the  defendant's  obligation  to 
perform  the  covenant  to  repur^  referred 
to  Tremeere  v.  Morisofty  1  Bing.  N.  C. 
89.  S.C.  4M.  &Sc.  608.  In  that  case 
it  was  held,  that,  although  in  respect  of 
rentf  the  personal  liability  of  an  execu- 
tor of  a  lessee  does  not  exceed  the  value 
of  the  demised  premises,  yet  this  quali- 
fication does  not  extend  to  a  covenant 
for  repairs  ;  but  that  where  an  executor 
is  sued  as  assignee  on  a  covenant  to  re- 
pair, he  is  liable  as  any  other  assignee : 
Accordingly,' in  that  case,  a  plea  by  the 
executor  that  the  demised  premises  had 
yielded  no  profit,  nor  had  been  of  any 
value  whatsoever  since  the  testator's 
death,  with  the  addition  of  an  averment 
of  plene  administravii,  and  an  offer  to 
surrender  before  the  breaches  occurred, 
was  held  bad  on  demurrer.  In  Wol^ 
laston  V.  ffakewilly  3  Mann  &  6r.  297. 
3  Scott,  N.  R.  593.  S.  C,  which  was 
an  action  of  covenant,  it  was  de- 
cided that  if  an  executor,  who  has 
not  entered;  is  charged  as  assignee,  he 
must  net  traverse  that  he  is  assignee ; 


for,  on  that  issue,  the  evidence  that  he  ia 
executor  will  pro^e  the  affinnattviei 
And  as  to  the  argument,  that  the  exe- 
cutor, by  being  ohargdd  geoiend] j  aa 
assignee,  becomes  thereby  liaUe  de  bamis 
propriisy  the  coifft  siaid  tiiat  the  answer 
is,  that  he  may,'  by  proper  pleadings 
discharge  himsdf  from  personal  liability 
by  alleging  that  he  is  no  otherwiae 
assignee  than  by  being  executor  of  the 
lessee,  and  that  he  has  never  entered  or 
taken  possession  of  the  demised  pre* 
mises;  and  from  all  liability  as  exe- 
cutor, by  alleging  that  the  term  is  of  no 
value,  and  that  h6  has  no  assets.  {See 
2  RoLRep.  131.  Pa^  v.  Moodk.  8.  C. 
Palm.  116.  nomine  Jfotcfe  v.  Moodie^y 

In  the  case  of  a  tenancy  horn  year  to 
year  upon  certain  terms  (not  under  aeal^ 
as  to  the  management  and  r^air  of  the 
demised  tenements,  it  has  been  held  thaC 
if  the  executor  of  the  lessee  enters  and 
continues  to  occupy  and  pays  rent,  he  is 
chargeable  personally,  upon  the  terms  oF 
the  original  contract,  upon  an  tepHed 
promise  to  abide  by  them,  arising  (ronck 
his  continuing  to  occupy,  and  the  lanA^ 
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fendant  as  executor,  although  he  is  not  so  named  in  the  be- 
ginning of  the  dedaiatiaH)  wjbioh  is  oply .  form.  And  the 
phnntifft  might  have  their  judgment  for  the  damages  de  bonis 
teMiaionM  upon  this  dedara^on  well  enougL  (2)  But  this  was 
not  mored. 

Abo  there  was  another  exception  tb  the  declarationf  that  it 
is  stated  *^the  estate  of  wMch  said  Harvey,  one  William  Guyse 
had  byass^nment;"  for  ibskt  9k  que  estate  could  not  l)e  pleaded 
of  a  term.     See  for  this  Cro*  Eliz.  22.  Anon.  (1) 


Dean  and 

Chapter  of 

Bristol  V. 

GUTSS. 


(2)  So  is  Rann  v.  Hughes,  7  Bro. 
not  Cas.  550.  Com.  Dig.  Abatement 
(F.^>  m± Pleader  (2D.  2.).  In 
tbk  dedaradon  it  is  expressly  averredy 
that  WtOiam  Guyse  made  his  will  and 
t/foimied  the  drfendant  executor,  who 
entered  and  wad  possessed  as  executor. 
This  aTerment  tiie  defendant  might 
hxve  traTersed.  S.  P.  determined  in 
Baakt(^^r.  Pkttker,  2  Ld.  Raym. 
1510.  and  2  Str.  TBI.  S.C.  And 
ii^Qi^Saiunders  seems  to  found  Ms  opi« 
toam  vpon  its  being  a  decteraticm  bjfbiU 
in  K.  B^  yet  it  is  pTesumed  it  would 
kare  been  equally  good  if  the  declara- 
tion  had  been,  either  upon  an  original 
there,  or  in  the  Common  Pleas. 

(1)  This,  it  seems  ctear,  would  not 
have  been  a  good  exception  if  it  had 
hera  made.  The  case  cited  oat  of 
Crou  EBz.  2£.  is  denied  in  1  Sid.  298. 
Coats  T«  Wade*  Or  it  may  be  recon- 
dfed  by  undentanding  the  action  there 
to  have  be^n  brought  by  the  assignee  of 
the  term.  The  difference  seems  to  bci 
where  the  action  is  brought  by  an  assig- 
nee of  a  term,  and  where  it  is  against 
him.  la  the  former  case,  he  must  set 
forth  in  his  declaration  all  the  mesne 
amignmfntT  of  the  term  down  to  himself, 
for  he  ispiiTy  to  them ;  and  therefore  he 


shall  not  be  allowed  to  plead  generally^ 
that  the  lessee's  estate  of  and  in  the  de- 
mised premises  came  to  him,  or  to  some 
other  person  under  whtoia  he  claims^  by 
assignment.  But  wheie  an  action  is 
brought  against  an  assignee  of  a  term, 
such  general  form  of  pleading  is  suffi- 
cient ;  for  plaintiff  is  a  Stranger  to  the 
defendant's  title,  and  therefore  cannot 
set  it  out  particularly.  1  Lev.  190. 
Cotes  ▼.  Wads.  1  SSbL  298.  S.  C. 
S  Lev.  19.  PiU  V.  BusseL  4  T.  R. 
75.  Derisky  y.  Custanee.  (d)  And  ac- 
cording to  this  difference  are  Co.  Litt 
121.  a.  and  the  case  in  Cro.  Eliz.  22. 
(if  law),  to  be  understood.  '  It  b  not 
sufficient,  however,  to  say  that  Ac  tenc 
ments  came  to  the  defendant  by  aS- 
signmient,  but  it  must  be  shewn  that  he 
iff  offft^nee  (^  the  term ;  for  otherwise 
it  might  be  an  assignment  of  another 
estate  than  the  term  of  the  lessee. 
Carth.  256.  Huchle  v.  Wye.  The  usual 
form  is,  «'  all  the  estate,  right,  titles 
^  and  interest  of  the  said  A.  (the  lessee) 
"  of,  in,  and  to  the  said  demised  pre- 
«<  mises,  afterwards^  to  wit,  on  &c.  in 
<<  the  year  of  our  Lord  Sec  at  &c 
**  aforesaid  by  assignment  came  to  the 
"<  said  defendant" 


lord's  abstaining  from  giving  notice  to 
quit  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  884.  Buckworth  v. 
Siaqmm.  5  Tyrw.  844.  S.C.  Where 
one  of  two  executors  enters,  such  entry 
does  not  enure  as  the  entry  of  bothy  so 


as  to  make  them  both  liable  for  use  and 
occupation.  1  Cr.  M.  k  R.  172.  Nation 
V.  Tozer.  4Tyrw.561.  S.C] 

(d)  [4  B.  &  C.  586.    HiU  y.  Saun- 
ders, by  JEMroyd  J.] 
O  2 


Il2c  Jemott  wtmb  Cowley. 

Case  18.  Jemott  verms  Cowley. 

Midu  19  Car.  IL 

Bent  ehtfgv  J7JECTI0NE  Jbrme :  The  case  was  such*  A  man  seised 
grratod inh»  in  fee  of  lands  granted  a  rent-charge  in  fee  ont  of  them; 

that  If  the  rent  and  he  fiirther  granted,  that  if  the  rent  be  arrere,  then  the 
^^^^JJ^J;^  grantee,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  should  enter  into  the  lands 
enterand  retain  and  hold  them  until  they  should  be  satisfied  of  the  arrears 

until  ha  he  — - 

tiafiedof^iw  '  of  rent,  and  so  toties  quoties  the  rent  should  be  arrere. 
"7^  And  afterwards  the  rent  was  arrere*    And  the  grantee  en- 

goodfa^  ^      tered  and  made  the  lease  to  the  plaintiff  who  brought  the 

try  the  tide  in  f^eetmoit  (!)• 

And  upon  special  Verdict  found,  it  was  adjudged  in  this 
term  by  the  whole  court  seriatim,  that  such  grant  was  good : 
and  that  the  grantee  by  such  entry  had  such  an  estate  that  he 
might  make  a  lease  thereof  to  the  plaintiff  by  which  he  might 
TOMnfAin  his  ejectment.  And  so  the  plaintiff  had  judgment, 
which  was  afterward  affirmed  in  the  Exchequer-chamber. 

Note. — This  was  a  BuciinghamMre  cause  and  concerned 
Sir  Ralph  Bovey,  who  was  a  purchaser  of  the  rent. 

(1)  See  this  ease  more  fully  reported  135. 158.,  and  cited  in  Willes's  Rep. 
in  1  Lev.  17^  S.  C.  also  reported  in  S4a  ParhhurU  v.  Smiih.  See  also 
1  Sid.  22S»  261.  844.,  Sur  T.  Raym.    Willes,  224.  Lambert  y.  Siruiker.  (a)  . 


(a)  Hargr.  and  But.  Co.  Lit  203.  a.  non-payment  of  the  rent,  and  to  hold 

n.  93.  [No  demand  of  the  rent  is  neces-  until  the  arrears  were  satisfied;   and 

sary,  in  order  that  the  right  of  entry  for  gave  the  rent-charge,  after  the  marriage 

non-payment  should  accrue.  1  A  &  E.  or  death  of  his  widow,  to  B.  his  eze- 

766.  JDoe  t»  Hwdey.     3  Nev.  &  M.  cutors,  administratora,  and  assigns,  with* 

567*   S.  C.    6  A.  &  £•  675.  Doe  v.  out  repeating  the  power  to  enter,  it  was 

BauUer.      1  Nev  k  P.  650.   S.  C]  held,  that  the  executors  of  JB.,  after  the 

Such   a   right  of  entry  as   is  stated  marriage  of  the  widow  and  the  death 

in  this  case  is  always  taken  strictly,  of  A,  could  not  maintain   ejectment 

Therefore,  where  a  testator  gave  a  rent-  upon  non-payment  of  the  rent-charge, 

charge  to  his  widow  during  her  widow-  Willes,  500.  SfasseUr*  GcuihwaUe. 
hood,  with  power  to  Aer  to  enter  for 
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Cutler  and  others  verms  Southern  and  others,  in  Case  19. 
the  Exchequer. 

MdL  19  Car.  IL  Heps. 

Fleas  before  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer  at  Westminster, 
of  pleas  of  the  term  of  the  Holy  Trinity ,  in  the  18  th  year 
of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  by  the  grace 
of  Crod,  of  England,  Scotland,  France,  and  Ireland,  king^ 
defender  of  the  faith,  &c. 


debt  on  bond.  > 


.  ''ll^E  it  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in 
*^^  J  J>  ^orfCT-tenn  last  past^^FiffiamCfa^&r  and iWcAo- 
Itts  Purse,  debtors  of  our  lord  the  now  king,  came  before 
the  Saions  of  his  Exchequer  at  Westminster,  by  Eickard  Ogden 
tbdr  attorney,  and  then  brought  here  into  court  their  ceHain 
bin  against  William  Southern,  late  of  Hoth,  in  the  county  of 
Uneobh  gentleman,  and  James  Hulker,  late  of  the  parish  of  St 
Paid,  Covent  Garden,  in  the  county  o{  Middlesex,  taylor,  others 
wiae  called  William  Southern,  of  Hoth,  in  the  county  of  Ztn- 
coin,  gentleman,  and  James  Hulker  of  St  Paid,  Covent  Garden^ 
in  the  county  of  Middlesisx,  taylor,  of  a  plea  of  debt,  the  tenor 
of  which  said  biU  follows  in  these  words,  that  is  to  say:  London, 
to  wit,  WtUiam  Cutler  and  Nicholas  Purse,  debtors  of  our  lord  Dedantion  m 
the  now  king,  come  before  the  Barons  of  his  Exchequer,  on  the 
28th  day  of  May  in  this  term,  by  Richard  Ogden  their  attorney, 
and  complain  by  biU  against  William  Southern,  late  of  Hoth,  in 
the  county  of  Lincoln,  gentleman,  and  James  Hulker,  late  of 
the  palish  of  St  Paul,  Covent  Garden,  in  the  county  oiUBddle- 
ser,  taylor>  otherwise  called  WilUam  Southern,  of  Hotii,  in  the 
coonty  of  Lincoln,  gentleman,  and  James  Hulker  of  the  parish 
of  SL  Paul,  Covent  Garden,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  taylor, 
present  here  in  court  the  same  day,  of  a  plea  that  they  render 
to  him  4002.  which  they  owe  to,  and  unjustly  detain  from 
Urn;  for  that  whereas  the  said  WilUam  Southern  and  James, 
on  the  8th  day  of  March,  in  the  16th  year  of  the  reign  of 
oor  lord  the  now  king,  at  London,  in  the  parish  of  St  Mary^ 
te^Bow,  in  the  ward  of  Cheap  j  by  their  certain  writing  obliga-r 
tory,  which  the  said  William  Cutler  and  Nicholas  sealed  with 
the  sesls  of  the  said  WilUam  Southern  and  James,  bring  here 
into  Qcmrty  bearing  date  the  same  day  and  year  aforesaid,  ac-» 

o  3 
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Cutler'v.    knowledged  themselyes  to  be  held  and  firmly  bound  to  the 
SoPTHBRy.    ^^  wmam  Cutler  and  Nicholas  in  the  said  400i,  to  be  paid 
|.  j-j^  ^    to  them  the  said  WOUam  Cuder  aad  NkMas  when  they 
should  be  thereunto  required*.    Yet  the  said  William  Southern 
and  James  (although  often  required)  have  not,  nor  has  either 
of  them,  rendered  the  said  40(W1.  to  the  said  William  Cuder 
and  Nicholas^  or  either  of  them,  but  to  render  the  same  to 
tliem  have  hitherto  refused,  and  still  do  refuse,  to  the  damage 
dT.tJie  said  William  Cutler  and  Nicholas  of  lOt,  whereby  the 
said  WUKam  BjxdNicholas  are  less  able  to  ^tisfjr  our  said  lord 
the  now  king  the  debts  which  they  owe  the  said  lord  the  king 
at  his  said  Exchequer,  and  therefore  they  bring  sost,  &c. 
Pledges  to  prosecute,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe. 
FlM.  And  now  at  this  day,  to  wH,  oni  the  morrow  of  the  Holy 

Triidtyi  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  the  said  William 
Southern  and  James  Hulker  had  leave  to  imparl  liiereto,  and 
tiien  to  answer,  come  as  well  the  said  WiUiam  CuUer  and 
iVuiAo&»Ar«e  by  their  said  attorney,  as  the  said /iFi^^ 
em  and  Jtxmes,  by  Thomas  Arden  their  attorney,  and  the  said 
WiOiamCuilermdNkhalaspnLj^bBti^^ 
and  Jame^  may  answer  them  in  the  j^eimses,  and  thereupon 
the  said  William  Southern  and  James  defend  the  wrong  and 
injury  when,  &c,  and  pray  oyer  of  the  said  writing  obligatory, 
Oy«r  of  the  and  it  is  read  to  them^  &c ;  they  also  pray  oyer  of  the  con- 
^l^^^^^^l^  dition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  it  is  read  to  them  in 
to^mhm  ihese  words,  to  wit,  "The  condition  of  this  obligation  is 
**  such,  that  whereas  the  above-named  WiUiam  Cutler  and 
^f  Nicholas  Purscy  at  {he  special  instance  and  suit  of  the  said 
^*  WiUiam  Southern  and  James  HUher,  do  stand  bound  and 
^  engaged  to  Thomas  Cook,  of  the  city  of  London,  gentleman, 
^  for  an  hundred  and  three  pounds  ten  slullings,  to  be  paid 
« the  first  day  of  May  next  coming  after  the  date  hereof,  if 
<^tihe  said  William  Southern  and  James  Hulker  shall  save, 
*.*  keep  harmless  and  indemnifyed  the  said  WiUiam  Cutler  and 
**  Nicholas  Parse,  from  aD  troubles,  suits,  inconTeniences,  da- 
«  mages,  and  molestations  of,  from,  and  by  the  sud  Themas 
*^  Cook,  or  any  other  by  his  means  and  procurement,  that  then 
^  this  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise  to  stand  in  full  power 
«  and  virtue.'*  Which  being  read  and  heard,  the  said  WU- 
Ham  Southern  and  James  say,  that  the  said  William  Cutler  and 
Nicholas  Purse  ought  not  to  have  their  said  action  thereof 
agikist  them,  because  they  say,  that  the  said  WUBam  SouOem 
dauiJtmesffuUer^&tmiht  time  of  maldttg  the  said  wzitii^ 
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oWgpktoiy  bitliartOy  liave  saved  and  kept  harmless  and  indem-    Cutler  t;. 
isfied  Hie  said  WWiam  Cutler  and  Nicholas  Purse,  from  all    Southern. 
tmibleiy  finite  ipconyenieqces,  damages^  and  molestations  of,  * 
kasBf  aad  by  the  said  Thomas  Cook  in  the  said  conditiou  above-  have  wed 
mnedt  or  any  other  by  his  means  or  procurement,  and  this  f'*^°]f^.^"°* 
tbey  ajne  ready  to  verify:  wherefore  they  pmyju^^ent^  if  the  to  the  said  oon« 
aid  WtOUm  CuOer  and  Nicholas  onght  to  have  or  maintain  ^^^ 
the  BBid  action  thereof  against  them. 

And  the  said  fFt2Z£aiit  Cttf2^  and  iVtbA^^  [  115  ] 

any  thing  before  allied,  onght  not  to  be  barred  from  having  Replication. 
their  said  action^  because  they  say  that,  before  the  time  of  braa^that 
making  the  writing  obligatory  above  specified  in  the  said  de-  ^J^^JS*^***"* 
dantuMi,  to  wit^  on  the  first  day  of  October^  in  the  16th  year  law,  and  en- 
of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  Londm  afore-  ^^"^S!^  ' 
aidy  in  the  pariah  and  ward  aforesaid,  the  said  William  Cutler 
and  Ntchdasj  at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  the  said 
WSIkKmSauthernBSoAJameSy  by  their  writing  obligatory,  sealed 
with  their  seals,  became  bound  to  Thomas  Cook,  mentioned  in 
die  said  condition,  in  the  penal  som  of  2002.  with  a  condition 
for  payment  of  103/.  at  a  certain  day,  specified  in  the  said 
eonditicm,  then  to  come  and  now  post  And /or  that  the  said 
1032L  were  not  paid  to  the  said  Thomas  Cook  on  the  said  day 
mmtjoned  in  the  said  condition,  he  the  said  Tlunnca  Cook  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  12th  day  oiFebruaryy  in  the  18th  year  of 
the  le^  of  our  lord  the  now  king,  at  London  aforesaid,  in  the 
paridi  and  ward  aforesaid,  sued  the  said  WiUiam  Cutler  and 
Nkkolas  at  law,  to  recover  the  said  penal  sum  of  200L  upon 
the  said  writing  obligatory  made  as  aforesaid  by  them  to  the 
said  Hkomas,  and  endeavoured  to  arrest  the  said  William  Cutler 
and  Nicholas  for  the  said  debt,  whereby  the  said  WUUam  Cutler 
and  Nicholas  durst  not  themselves  transact  their  lawful  busi- 
ness through  fear  of  being  arrested  and  imprisoned  for  the  said 
som  of  200/.  And  so  the  said  William  Southern  and  Jacob 
have  not  saved,  preserved,  and  indenmified  the  said  William 
(jKiler  and  NSeholas  from  all  suits,  inconveniences,  and  molest- 
adcmfl  horn  and  by  the  sdd  Thomas  Cook,  according  to  the 
form  and  effect  of  the  said  condition  of  the  said  writing  obli- 
gatory above  mentioned  in  the  said  declaration;  and  this 
they  are  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  they  pray  judgment,  and 
tlfteir  said  debt,  and  also  their  damages  on  occasion  of  the 
detection  of  .the  said  debti>  to  be  adjudged  to  them,  &c. 

And  the  aaid  William  Souihem  and  James  say,  that  if  they  Btjoindar. 
had  reeeived  any  notice  that  the  said  WUHam  CuOer  and  Ni- 

o4 


115 


Cutler  verms  Southern. 


Cutler  «• 
southerk. 

^ . ' 

DcfendMits  had 
not  any  notice 
tiiat  plaintifiSi 
had  been  dam- 


cholas  had  been  damnified,  they  the  said  JFUUam  Sonihem  and 
James  would  then  have  kept  the  said  WUBam  Cutler  and 
Nichohu  indemnified.  But  the  said  WUUam  Southern  and 
James  eay,  that  they  had  not  any  notice  of  the  damnification 
of  the  said  WiUiam  Cutler  and  Nicholas;  and  this  they  are 
ready  to  verify :  wherefore  they  pray  judgment,  and  that  the 
said  WUUam  Cutler  and  Nicholas  may  be  barred  from  having 
their  said  action,  &c. 
A  general  demurrer,  and  a  joinder  in  demurrer. 


[116] 

Case  19. 

&C.lLev.l94. 
If  a  man  be 
bound  to 
another  to  in- 
demnify him, 
against  the  acts 
of  a  third  per- 
son, no  notice 
is  necessary  to 
be  given  by 
the  obligee  to 
the  obligor  of 
those  acts.     If 
defendant 
pleads  that  he 
hassaved  plain- 
tiff harmless, 
and  afterwards 
in  his  rejoinder, 
says,  he  had  no 
iMftoeofthe 
particular  da- 
mage mention- 
ed in  the  repU- 
eation,  the  re- 
joinder is  a 
departure, 
.^co^iiorf  and 
qma  are  proper 
words  of  aver- 


What  comes 
aJUr  a  scilicet, 
ifit  be  repug- 
nant to  what 
went  k/ors  shall 
be  rejected. 

•[  117  ] 


Cutler  and  others  verms  Southern  and  others. 

DEBT  on  bond  dated  the  [8th  of  Marchj  in  the  16th 
year  of  the  reign  of  the  now  king.  The  defendants 
pray  oyer  of  the  condition,  which  recites,  that  whereas  the 
plahxtifli,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  stand  bound  to 
Thomas  Cook  for  the  payment  of  lOSiL  \0s.  upon  the  Ist  day 
of  May  next,  after  the  date  of  the  bond;  if  therefore  the  de- 
fendants shall  save,  keep  harmless,  and  indemnify  the  plain- 
tifb  [from  all  troubles,  suits,  inconveniences,  damages,  and 
molestations  from  or  by  the  said  Cooky  or  any  other  by  hi& 
means  or  procurement,  then,  &c.  Upon  whidh  the  defend- 
ants plead  affirmativelyy  that  they  have  saved  harmless,  &c.  (1). 
The  phdntiffs  reply,  that  before  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
bond  brought  into  court,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  October,  in  the  16th 
year  (foresaid,  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants, 
by  their  bond  became  bound  to  the  said  Cook  in  200L  upon 
condition  for  the  payment  of  1032.  at  a  certain  day  specified  in 
the  same  condition  then  to  come  andnow  past:  ssiifor  that  the 
said  103^  were  not  paid  to  the  said  7%nnas  Cook  on  the  said 
day  in  the  condition  mentioned,  the  said  Cook  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  12th  of  February,  in  the  18th  year,  at  London,  &c 
*8U6d  the  said  plaintiffii  at  law  for  the  recoveiy  of  the  said 
penal  sum  of  2002.  and  endeavoured  to  arrest  them  finr  it, 
whereby  the  plaintiffs  could  not  go  about  their  necessary 
business  through  fear  of  being  arrested.  And  so  the  plaintifb 
say,  that  the  defendants  have  not  saved  them  harmless,  &c« 


(1)  Thi«  general  way  of  pleading  is 
bad  upon* a  special  demurrer;  for  the 
party  ought  regularly  to  shew  how  he 


has  saved  harmless,  Ac  that  the  court 
may  judge  of  its  sufficiency;  but  it  its 
only  form,  and  therefore  good  if  the 
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Hie  defiaidflnte  rejoin^  that  they  had  not  any  notice  of  the  CtrrtKR  v. 
aud  damnification ;  and  if  they  had  they  would  have  saved    Southern. 
the  pimntifft  hannless,  &c.     Upon  which  rejoinder  the  plain-  ' 
tifi  demurred. 


piaiDtiff  pleads  over,  or  demurs  gene- 
nOy.  Cro.  Eliz.916.  Brabanr.Bacottf 
Cro.  Jac.  165.  Alingtan  v.  Tearker. 
Ibid.  S6d*  Codner  ▼.  Dalbjf.  Ibid.  6S4. 
Hanemtm  ▼•  Obbint.  2  Rep.  1.  b.  4.  a. 
JfaMo^s  case.  Sty.  16.  WrocUh  r.  Bi- 
nge. S  Mod.  262.  MaOer  v.  JUiUs. 
1  Latw.  426. 428.  Lovebux  v.  Bickham. 
I  Scr.  681.  WhiU  r.  Cleaver.  S.  C. 
2Ld.Raym.  1416. 1449.  (a)  And  from 
the  report  of  the  priDcipal  case  in  1 
Ler.  194.  it  appears  that  this  objection 
vas  taken  to  the  plea^  but  held  by  the 
court  to  be  cured  by^the  replication. 
So  where  the  condition  of  a  bond  con^ 
9sU  of  several  particular  things  to  b4 
performed  by  Uie  obligor,  he  cannot 
plead  a  general  performance,  but  must 
set  forth  particularly  in  his  plea  how  he 
loth  performed  each  particular  thing, 
aod  lay  a  time  and  place  of  perform- 
ance. I  Sid.  215.  Woodew^  v.  Cole. 
1  Ler. SOS.  WimhleionY.  HMrip.  Cro. 
Jae;  359.  HaUey  ▼.  Carpenter.  I  Bulst. 
41  Siome  v.  Bliss.  1  Show.  1.  Fiiz^ 
patndt  T.  Bobhutm.  For  the  rule  of 
pleading  is,  that  wherever  a  subject 
comprehends  multiplicity  of  matters,  to 
afoid  prolixity,  generality  of  pleading 
is  allowed,  as  a  bond  to  return  all  writs^ 
^  or  that  the  sub-collector  of  subsi- 
dies  should  give  an  account  in  the  Ex- 
chequer of  aU  sums  which  he  received ; 
and  the  other  party  shall  be  put  to  shew 
s  particular  breach.  But  if  there  be 
any  thing  specific  in  the  subject,  though 
consisting  of  a  number  of  acts,  they 
most  be  all  enumerated,  as  on  a  cove- 
not  «<  to  enfeoff  all  his  lands,"  the 


covenantor  in  shewing  performance 
must  state  them  all ;  so  if  a  person  be 
bound  **to  pay  all  the  legacies  in  a 
<<  will,**  he  must  specify  them  all,  and 
aver  payment  of  each ;  and  the  reason 
is,  because  all  these  facts  lie  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  party.  1  T.  R.  753. 
JT Anson  v.  Stuart^  per  Buller  justice. 
S.  P.  2  R.  3. 17.  Co.  Litt  303.  b. 
Cro.  EUz.  253.  Acton  v.  BUL  Ibid. 
749.  Mints  v.  Bethil.  1  Sid.  334. 
Church  v.  Broumewick.  I  Lutw.  421. 
Parhes  v.  Middleton.  Com.D\g. Pleader 
(2  V.  13.  2  W.  S3.).  But  where  the 
condition  is  for  the  performance  of  all 
the  covenants  in  an  indenture,  the  de- 
fendant  may  plead  a  general  perform- 
anccy  and  it  must  bome  from  the  other 
side  to  shew  the  contrary  in  some  par- 
ticular. Co.  Litt  303.  b.  Cro.  Eliz. 
749.  Mints  v.  BethiL  1  Lev.  303. 
I  Sid.  215.  2  Saund.  411.  LordArUng^ 
ion  V.  Merriche.  Unless  some  of  the 
covenants  are  in  the  negative;  for  to 
those  he  must  give  a  special  answer  in 
the  negative.  Co.  Litt  303.  Moore,  856. 
Norton  v.  Si^ms.  Cro.  Eliz.  691.  Crop* 
well  V.  Peachy.  Sty.  163.  Fines  v.  DelL 
Or  in  the  disjunctive ;  for  then  he  must 
shew  which  of  them  he  has  performed. 
Co.  Litt  303.  b.  1  Lutw.  581.  Buhe  of 
Bolton  V.  Clarke.  But  in  all  cases  of 
conditions  to  indemnify  and  save  harm'^ 
lesSf  the  proper  plea  is  non  dammjuiaius^ 
and  if  there  be  any  damage  the  plain-; 
tiff  must  reply  it  Cro.  Jac  363.  Ibid. 
634.  2  Rep.  4.  a.  1  Lev.  194.  2  Wils. 
126.  JTtf/I^ful  V.  JfoOtfu.  5T.  R.  30% 
3ia     Cox  V.  Jof^A.    This  plea,  how* 


(a)  [9  Bing.  S68.  Varky  v.  Mamtan.    2Moo.  &  So.  484.  S. C] 
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CuTLBR  V.       Aad  it  Waa  aigaed  for  the  pliutifii,  tbat  the  i^oinder  was 
Southern.    ^  f^^  ^^  rea8<»is :  I.  Beoanae  the  dBfeAdaots  of  themselveB 
'  oi^ht  to  take  &otioe  of  the  act  of  a  0tnueiger)-aa  Cb^A  i&  this 

case  is:  and  the  plaintiff  haa  no  need  to  give  them  notiee of 
the  damnificatioii  occasioned  by  Cooh  (2)  2.  Bocaose.the  re- 
joinder is  a  departure  from  the  plea  in  bar;  for  in  the  bar  the 
defendants  plead  that  they  have  saved  harmless  the  plainti& ; 
aiid  npw  in  the  rejoinder  they  confess  that  they  hav^  not  aaved 
faarmleea;  but  they  had  not  notice  of  the  damnification, 
which  is  a  plain  departure.  (3)  And  so  was  the  opuuon  of 
the  court 

Then  it  was  argued  by  the  defendants  that  the  repficalion 

was  bad.    And  an  exception  was  taken  to  the  form,  namely, 

that  the  plaintilBb  by  their  replication  plead^  for  that  the  said 

103/L  were  not  paid,  but  do  not  positively  aver  that  the  monies 

were  not  paid:  and  that  to  plead  with  a  ^^eo  quod^  was  bad, 

•  Cm.  Eliz,       the  oase  of  FcUms  v.  Bishop  of  Peterborough*  was  put,  where 

^^^'  the  bishop,  in  a  quare  impedii,  pleaded  ^^pro  eo  quod/*  the 

plaintiff's  clerk  did  not  flhew  hk  letters  missive  and  orders, 

he  refused  to  admit  him,  and  adjudged  bad..    So  in  Cfoodatfv. 

t  Ibid.  441.       MichaeI1[,  the  defendant  pleaded  in  trespass,  *^qma^  the 

plaintiff  obstructed  the  way  with  grates,  he  broke  them,  and 

the  pleading  with  a  ^'quia^  adjudged  bad.     And  in  Dyer 

.        ,      ,  .  .  »  

ever,  cannot  b^^le«4ed  where  the  con*  case.  1  BulL  44.  QtMe  v.  Mms^  per 
dition  is  to  dUeharffe  or  acquit  the  Yelvertoti  Jvmt^f^.  Cro.  Car.  13%  133. 
plaintiff  firom  such  a  bond,  or  other  par-  Juaoon  v.  Tharnhitt.  Hob.  14.  Noritm 
ticular  thing ;  for  there  defendant  must  v«  Simmer.  3  T.  R,  374.  D^fidd  v. 
set  forth  affirmativdy  the  special  man-  Scott  For  it  lies  equally  in  the  know- 
ner  of  perfortnanee.  Qxk  Eliz.  914.  ledgeof  the  obligor  and  obligee,  (a) 
King  V.  Hobs.  I  Leon.  71,  72.  Bret  (3)  Aeoord.Co.Litt.304.a.!SlSattnd. 
and  Aydof's  case.  3  Mod.  252.  Ma/ther  84.  Richards  v.  Hodges.  1  Lutw.  422. 
V.  MUb.  Carth.  375.  Harris  v.  Peti.  Parkes  v.  Middleton.  1  Ld.  Raym.  233. 
S.  C.  5  Mod.  243.  But  it  is  otherwise  Bosse  v.  Hodges.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1449. 
where  the  condition  is  to  discharge  and  White  v.  Cleoer.  1  Wils.  334.  EiUoi 
acquit  plaintiff  from  any  damage  by  v.  Lane.  1  Salk.  221,  22S.  Cbmlto^ 
reason  of  such  bond  or  other  parlicak^  Arran  v.  Orispe.  2  BamanL  193. 
thing:  for  that  is  in  truth  the  same  thing  Countess  rf  Winchdeeav.  Higden. 
with  a  condition  to  indemnify  and  save  And  .sinoe  the  statute  4  &  5  Ann. 
harmless.    Carth.  375.  c  16.  thb  is  matter  of  subetanee^  and 

(2)  So  is  Cro.  Elix.  97.  Coe'%  case,  bad  on  a  general  demurrer*  See 
I  Sid.^  442.  King  v.  AAims.  S.  C.  2  Saund.  84.  Biehards  v.  Hod^.  note 
1  Vent  78.    8  Rep.  92.  b.  Fraunces's    (1),  passim. 


(a)  See  post,  VoL  H.  62  a.  note  (4). 
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tfT.lk  ^«9J«n2'^  W  adjudged  bad  pleading.  (4)  Another  Cotlerv. 
eaccptiqii  was  taken  to  the  foirm  of  the  lepfication^  because  Southern. 
the  phuiitiflh  replied  that  Cook  sued  them  at  law^  bat  did  not  ' 
ihew  oi  fohai  eourt^  nor  m  what  manner,  he  sued ;  for  |fae 
snng  tft  kw  ib  issuable  (5),  being  the  breach  assigned  b]^the 
.  pUnlifilrto  take  advantage  ^f  die  fezfeitore  of  the  obligation. 
Then  as  to  the  matter  in  la;ir»  it- was  aigoed  for  the  defendants 
Aai  here  the  plaintiffi  have  assigned  no  breadi ;  for  the 
eonditioii  i8»  ihftt  the  pbieatiffii  sttmd  bound  to  ODok  for  pay- 
meat  o£  one  hundred  and  three  pamids  ten  shUOingSy  upon  the 
/nt  dnf  of  May :  and  here  the  plaintiffii  havoshewH  that  they 
were  bound  to  C0OA  in  200/1  penalty  for  the  payment  of  one 
kmedredimd  three  pounds,  at  a  certain  day  now  past,  anditwas 
bya  bond  dated  after  the  bond,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  have 
hoQf^  their  action;  for  the  bond  upon  which  the  plaintlft  [  118  ] 
dedared  is  milie  on  the  6th  of  March,  in  the  l€th  year  of  the 
re^  qfAe  now  hing,  and  the  condition  redtes  that  they  stand 
becmdy  therefore  it  shall  be  intended  that  die  bond  to  Cook 
was  then  made ;  and  die  b<md  to  Cook  mentioned  in  die  re- 
pScadon,  aidiough  it  be  plodded  to  be  made  before,  yet  is 
said  to  be  tipon  the^^  day  qf  October,  in  the  \%th  year,  which 
10  half  a  year  after.  (6)  So  that  the  bond  mentioned  in  the 
replicatioii  varies  &om  the  bond  mentioned  in  the  declaration 
in  three  particalarBy  namely,  1.  In  the  day  of  the  making ;  for 
€oe  is  supposed  to  be  made  at  die  time  of  the  bond  upon 
windi  the  plaixitiflb  have^  broi^t  their  action,  and  the  odier 
hi^a  year  kfter.  2.  Inthe  sum  to  be  paid;  for  one  is  for 
erne  hamdred  and  three  pounds  ten  shtKnge,  and  the  other  is  for 

(4)  But  notwithstandmg  these  autho-    Hist  C.  B.  dd  edit  pi.  126.  1  Lev.  194. 
rities  the  court  held  ^^pro  eo  quod''  a    For  there  is  no  particular  fonn  of  words 


taTerment,  1  Lev.  194.  2  Vent    nece8Barf.(0) 
27&    Target  v.  Loyd.     2  Lutw.  1188.        (5)  But  the  court  held  that  this  in- 


i  T«  Cudmore.    So  w  *^  quia,"  as  formality  was  cored  by  the  rejoinder, 

in  avowries  for  rent,  it  is  the  constant  in  which  defendant  admitted  that  plain. 

form  to  aayy  and  because  so  much  rent  tiffii  had  been  sued :  and  therefore  no 

i  arrear.    1  Lev.  194.    So  in  dd4  issue  could  be  taken  upon  that  which 

Co.  Ent  12& b.    (herton  r.  dafendant  himself  had.admitted  to  be 

So  ^keei'*   is  a  sufficient  true.    See  1  Lev.  195. 

Plow*  185,  126.  BuMey  t.  (6)  For  Charhs  the  Second  begun  his 

.  Telv.  121.  Ashe  v.  Dou^^.  reign  on  the  30th  of  Jamuary. 
CrawJacdSS.   I^mmoff  v.  Plat.  GUb. 


(c)  See  post,  V6L II.  61/  note  (9). 
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CuTLBR  «•   me  hundred  and  Arte  pounds  only.    3.  In  the  day  of  pay- 
SouTHBBK.   ment;  for  one  is  xvpfmiheJirH  day  of  Maj/y  and  the  other  o^  a 
•  certain  day  now  past,  which  cannot  be  intended  to  be  the  same 

day.  Neither  is  it  averred  that  the  bond  mentioned  in  the 
replication  wae  entered  into  for  the  proper  debt  a[  the  de» 
f endantB ;  and  therefore  although  the  condition  be  general  to 
eave  harmless  against  the  said  Cook  ftam  all  actbna^  &c.  yet 
it  ought  to  have  a  reasonable  intendment  But  it  would  be 
unreasonable  to  oonstrue  it,  that  the  defendant  should  aave 
the  plaintifft  harmlessfirom  all  bonds  which  they  might  after- 
wards voluntarily  enter  into  to  the  said  Cook  for  their  own 
proper  debt ;  for  by  that  means  the  plaintiffs  would  take  ad- 
vantage of  their  own  wrong,  which  would  be  unreasonable 
and  absurd;  but  it  ought  to  be  construed,  that  the  defend- 
ants should  save  the  plaintiffs  harmless  finom  all  actions,  &c. 
for  any  cause  before  the  making  of  the  bond  upon  which  the 
phiintiffl  have  brought  their  action;  for  this  i^  reasonable, 
and  accordii^  to  the  intent  of  tiie  parties.  And  so  it  was 
concluded  that  the  replication  was  bad,  and  that  the  plamtifb 
have  shewn  no  cause  of  action ;  and  therefore,  although  the 
rejoinder  or  the  bar  be  bad^  the  phiintiflb  cannot  have  judg- 
ment (7) 

Levinz,  of  counsel  with  the  plaintiflft^  insisted  upon  the  ge- 
neralify  of  the  words  of  the  condition,  and  that  by  the  condi- 
tion the  defendants  ou^t  to  save  the  pLaintiffs  harmless  from 
all  actions  whatsoever,  although  they  were  occasioned  by  the 
plaintiffii  themselves,  after  the  making  of  the  bond ;  for  it  was 
the  folly  of  the  defendants  to  bind  themselvea  so.  And  he 
argued  further,  that  the  bond  entered  into  to  Cook,  mentioned 
in  the  replication,  was  entered  into  before  the  bond  brooght 
into  court,  and  therefore  clearly  within  the  condition ;  for  it 
is  precisely  averred  that  it  was  entered  ukio]before  it;  and  then 
the  scilicet,  being  contrary  in  mentioning  a  subsequent  time,  is 
void.  And  he  put  many  cases  where  a  scilicet  shall  be  void  if 
it  be  contrary  or  repugnant  to  the  preceding  matter  (8) ;  and 


(7)  So  IbS  Rep: I20.h.  Doctor Bon^  y.  Reynold.  Ibid.  209.  Alcockr.Bla^ 
Aom's  case.  Jbid.  ]Sd.b.7Wfief^8  case.  JML  Hard.  4.  Jones  v.  WilUams. 
Cro.Jacl3S.  OetMiiv.22o&  Hob.14.  Postea,  169.  Skimur  v.  Andrews. 
Norton  v.  Simmes.  Ibid.  199.  Brick-  2  Saund.  291.  DaUi's  case.  1  SalL 
iead  v.  Arekbiskcp  of  York.  325.     Wyat  v.  Aland.    12  Mod.  579, 

(8)  Accord.  Cro.  Jac428.  Tesmond  580.  Jonson y.Meers.  I  T.  R. 71.  Tie 
r.Joknson.  Latch.  20(^  201.   Barvey  Kmyy.AyhtL 
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'iikB9e3ieet  be  void,  as  he  said  it  was,  it  is  then  the  omisaioii    Cutler  v. 
of  a  day  which  is  only  form,  whereof  the  defendants  shall  take    Soutbern. 
DO  adrantage  npon  a  general  demurrer.  (9)   And  he  prayed  * 
judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Hdk,  Chief  Baron,  and  the  whole  court,  paid  no  regard  to 
the  exoeptionfl,  taken  to  the  pleading(lO):  but  upon  the 
mstter  in  law^  they  were  of  opinion  against  the  plaintiffs,  and 
idfiaed  them  to  diseontinuey  but  they  would  not.  And 
tftenrards  they  gave  judgment  for  the'  plaintiffi,  as  Levinz 
tddme.  (11)     Saunders  of  counsel  with  the  defendant. 

[  (9)  SeepoBtf  286.  Dt^spa  y.Mayo.         (11)  See  1  Le?.  194. 
(10)  See  ant^  p.  117.  note  (S). 
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>!  "nE  it  remembered  that  heretofore,  to  wity  in  the 
towit  J  J3  ^^^  ^^  St.Mchael  hst  past,  before  our  lord 
the  king  at  Westminster,  came  Sir  Edward  Lake  hait  doctor 
of  laws,  bj  Thomas  WalpooU  his  attorney,  and  brought  here 
into  the  court  of  our  said  lofd  the  king,  then  there,  his  certain 
bill  against  Edward  ISnff,  esq.  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal, 
&C.  of  a  plea  of  trespass  upon  the  case :  and  there  are  ple^iges 
of  prosecution,  to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Bichard  Roe :  which 
said  bill  follows  in  these  words,  to  wit ;  Middlesex,  to  wit, 
Sir  Edward  Lake,  bart  doctor  of  laws,  complains  of  Edward 
peelaradon:      King,  esq.  being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  mar- 
PluntiffTkar-   b^^aI^  of  our  lord  the  king  before  the  king  himself;  for 
*rf"*^*"^  •     ^^^  whereas  he  the  said  Sir  Edward  Lake,  for  six  years  and 
ofthe  diocese     i^ore  now  last  past,  hath  been  and  is  still  a  doctor  of  laws, 
^  ^  and  vicar-general  in  spiritualities,  and  principal  official  of  the 

bishop  of  Lincoln  for  the  time  being,  in  and  throughout  the 
whole  diocese  of  Lincoln,  lawfully  appointed ;  in  which  said 
office,  he  the  said  Sir  Edward  Lake,  during  the  whole  time 
aforesaid,  truly,  justly,  faithfully,  and  honestly  behaved,  had, 
and  governed  himself,  and  lived  and  continued  imspotted,  un- 
hurt, untouched,  and  unsuspected  of  and  by  any  kind  of  ex- 
tortion, corruption,  oppression,  or  injustice  whatsoever,  or  any 
other  such  hurtful  cnme,  and  has  always  hitherto  led  and  fol- 
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kmed  a  fkiouB  and  honest  ootuBe  of  life;  yet  the  SBSAEdwdrd 
Emg^  well  knowing  the  premisee,  but  nudiciouBly  co!Dtri:vii^ 
and  iiiten£ng  nnjusUy  to  aggrieve  him  {he  said  &  Edward 
LAey  and  not  only  to  hurt,  traduce,  and  injure  him  in  his 
good  name,  fam^,  credit,  and  leputatito,  but  also  to  bring 
turn  into  disgrace  and  infittny,  and  to  make  him  nut  the  risk 
of  iosing  his  said  office,  and  to  vex  and  utterly  to  ruin  him; 
of  lis  malice  aforethought,  and  without  any  just  ^r  probable 
caofle,  on  the  Ist  day  of  December,  in  the  18ih  year  of  &e 
ragnof  our  said  lord  th^  now  king,  at  JFestminstery  in  the  said 
ooQAty  of  Middlesex,  did  cause  to  be  printed^-  aAd  did.  deliver, 
poUUi,  and  dieperse  to  and  among  ^vers  subjects  (^  our  said 
kfd  the  now  Idng,  a  certain  fisd^  maKdous,  scandalous,  and 
in&moQs  writing  and  libel  of  and  concerning  die  said  Sir 
Edward  Lake,  in  the  execution  of  his  sud  office,  the  tenor  *  of 
viiidi  said  writing  and  libel  is  in  the  form  f6llowing$  that  is 
tosay,  ^To  the  bonomable  the  committed  of  parliament'  for 
^grievances^  the  humble  petition  of  Edward  King  of  KSra^s 
"^  An,  in  the  county  oi^iddkiex,  esqinre,  shewed,  That  Sir 
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Lakb  v« 

KiHG. 


Defimdant  pttb- 
liihed  the  fol- 
lowing Ubel  of 
the  plaintiff. 


•SeelSdk. 
394.  Reze. 
Bew.  SSdk. 

417.  aa 

S  Sdk.  660. 
Rcg.v. 
Drake,  (a)   , 


(a)  From  which  it  appears  that  the 
Tord  **  tenor'*  binds  the  party  to  sed 
OQttbeyery  words  of  the  libeL  Seel 
ilso  S  B.  &  A.  508.  Wright  v.  Clements^ 
wbere  it  was  held  that,  setting  out  a 
fibd  <'m  mhsiance  asjblbws/'  was  bad 
m  amtt  of  judgment ;  and  itwas  stated 
by  the  ocmrt  that'  the  word  *'  tenor'^ 
^Mi  the  party  to  set  out  the  vefy 
words  of  the  libeL  [Seeposti  p«  242. 
Dotes  to  Craft  v.  Baiie.}  It  seems  that 
^t  safest  mode  of  declaring  is,  to  state 
^the  defendant  published  ^'  a  certain 
"  Use^  scandalous,  malicious,  and  de. 
^  Eunatory  libel  of  and  concerning  the 
^  ssid  plainfiff ;  containing  therein  the 
**  Use,scamlaleiiS,  maUctous,  and  defam- 
"*  story  matter  following  of  and  conctoi- 
""  bg  thesaid  plaintiir,  that  is  to  say," 
aod  then  to  set  out  the  libel  widi  proper 
OBseiidoes.  And  if  diffident  parts  of  thd 
ttne  imhlicatioD  be  selected  which  ai« 
QotcQasetiatiice^  thewordsshonldhe  ^in 
"  one  part  of  which  said  libel  is  contained 
*<the  false,]  scandalous^  malicions,  and 


**  defamatory  matter,  following  of  and 
*^  concerning  the  said  plaintiff,**  then  the 
first  extract  should  be  set  out ;  and  after- 
wards  the  declaration  should  proceed, 
**  and  in  another  part  of  which  said 
**  libel  is  contained,"  &c.  &c.  See  the 
observatiohs  of  Lord  EUenbarough  C.  J. 
in  1  Cainp.  S5S.  TaSari  v.  Tipper. 
Where  the  sense  is  not  altered  by  the 
hitermediale*  npuit^r  omkted,  this  mode 
of  declaring  is  not  ^bsolntely  necessary, 
but  it  is  safer  in  all  cases.  Ibid.  [See 
6  Bing.  i51.  Rutherford  y.  JSvam. 
4*  Moa  &  P.  163.  S.  C]  If  the  sense 
be  altered  by  the  omission  of  any  part, 
the  count  will  be  bad:  as  where  in 
the  declaration  it  appeared  that  the  pas- 
sage declared  or  contained  the  sentiments 
of  the  defendant^  but  certain  references 
were  omitted,  which  shewed  the  passage 
to  contain  the  sentiments  of  another  to 
whom  the  defendantreferred,  the  ran* 
ailce washeldiktai.  5 BJc A. 615. Cart^ 
wHghtt^  WirigkL.  So^.  where  by  the 
dedki«tlaD,t]ie«M  appeared  toi 
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Lakx  v.      **  Edward  Lake^  baronet,  and  official  to  the  bishop  and  arch* 
Kino.       tc  detioon  of  Lincoln^  John  Joynes  surrogate,  Jcikn  Proctor, 
•  **  Samuel  Lawson,  Christopher  Lake,  and  Thomas  mnter,  mi- 

'<  nisters  and  under  officers  of  the  said  official,  by  colour  of 
*'  their  authority^  have,  by  divers  and  sundry  ways  and 
'*  fa8hion4,  committed  high  offences  against  his  majesty's 
*<  laws,  crown,  and  dignity,  and  most  grievously  vexed,  op- 
^'  pressed,  and  impoverished  his  majesty's  subjects,  within  the 
f '  diocese  and  county  of  Lincoln,  in  these  particulars  foUow- 
^'  mg :  First,  your  petitioner  being  a  counsellor  at  law,  and 
<(  having  delivered  his  opinion,  in  the  year  one  thousand  eix 
*'  hundred  and  sixty-three,  to  some  of  his  clients,  that  no  ec« 
**  desiastical  officer  could  by  the  laws  of  the  land,  fonn  or 
*^  contrive  any  new  oath,  or  give  any  such  to  any  church- 
*<  wardens  or  others,  to  present  or  confess  any  thing,  or  to 
''  accuse  themsdves  of  any  crime  whereby  they  may  be  liable 
^'  to  any  pain  or  punishment,  or  impose  any  artides  of  m« 
''  quiry  upon  them,  at  their  visitations,  for  their  own  lucre 
*^and  profit,  the  said  Sir  Udward  Lake  and  John  Joynes,  John 
^*  Proctor,  Samuel  Lawson,  Christopher  Lake,  and  Thmuu 
<'  Winter,  by  combination  amongst  Uiemselves,  dted  your  pe- 
*^  titioner  into  the  spiritual  court  at  Lincoln,  for  suing  forth 
^'  prohibitions  out  of  his  majesty's  courts  at  Westminster,  and 
^^  in  contempt  of  his  majesty's  laws,  illegally  tendered  an  oath 
'^  ex  officio  to  your  petitioner  to  answer  divers  feigned  and 
'*  false  suggestions,  framed  of  their  own  fancy,  denied  your 
*'  petitioner,  after  his  appearance,  a  copy  of  the  said  sugges- 
-^*  tion,  presumed  to  exconmiunicate  your  petitioner  for  not 
^<  taldng  the  said  oath,  and  refused  to  absolve  him  or  obey 
'^  his  majesty's  writ  of  prohibition,  until  an  attachment  was 
^^  awarded  against  the  sud  Sir  Edward  Lake  for  his  contempt, 
*<  by  the  barons  of  the  exchequer,  to  his  great  damage  and 
^  "^     "  vexation.     Secondly,  The  said  Sir  Edward  Lake  and  the 

*'  aforesaid  ecclesiastical  officers,  in  contempt  of  the  laws  of 
<^  the  land,  and  for  their  own  revenge,  cited  your  petitioner, 
<'  and  his  tenants  oiAshby,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  at  their 
<^  will  and  pleasures,  without  any  due  accusations  or  present- 
**  ments  against  them,  to  appear  from  tune  to  time  before 

tain  the  deFendant's  own  asserdons,  and  268.  B^Phersan  v.  Darnels.  5  Mann. 

an  prodnetion  it  profeased  to  state  the  Sr  R.  251.  S.  C.  2  Mann.  &  6r.  561. 

speech  of  a  member  of  parliament,  the  Smith  r.Enawelden.  2  Scot^  N.R.  657. 

irariance  was  held  fatal    IS  East,  554w  S.  C] 

BsU  r.BymB.    [Seealio  10B.&&  " 


BGl.  19  &  20  Car.  11.  Regis.  122 

•  Sr  Edward  Ldke^  at  remote  places,  to  take  an  oath  against     Lake  v. 
^  their  wills  repugnant  to  the 'laws  of  the  land,  and  by       King. 
^' means  of  such  practices  illegally  excommunicated  your  ' 

**  petitioner  and  his  tenants  several  times,  to  their  grievous 
^vexation,  damage,  and  expence.  Thirdly,  the  said  Sur 
^  Edward  Lakes  being  official  as  aforesaid,  by  colour  of  his 
**  authority,  and  for  his  singular  profit,  and  further  oppres- 
^  fiicm  and  vexation  of  your  petitioner  and  his  tenants,  ille- 
^  gaDy  eagnified  their  aforesaid  excommunications  illegally  de- 
^  nounced  by  himself,  into  his  majesty's  comi;  of  Chancery,  and 
**  thereupon  sued  forth  writs  de  excommunicato  capiendo  against 
"  divers  of  your  petitioner's  tenants,  by  colour  whereof  the 
^aaid  Sir  Edward  Lahey  and  his  ministers  aforesaid,  extorted 
^  from  one  Robert  Cheuiny  your  petitioner's  tenant,  the  sum 
'^  (^  three  pounds  thirteen  shillings  and  four-pence,  and  from 
^  one  Thomas  Townrow,  another  of  your  petitioner's  tenants, 
^a  bond  of  twenty  pounds,  in  discharge  of  the  particular 
**  sums  mentioned  in  a  schedule  hereunto  annexed,  which  the 
^  flud  Sir  Edward  and  his  officers  pretended  were  due  unto 
^-diem ;  and  the  said  Sir  Edward  gives  out  in  speeches  that 
^he  will  in  like  manner  compel  Anthony  Bates,  Thomas 
**  fFtUmson,  and  others  of  your  petitioner's  tenants,  to  oom- 
*^  pound  with  him  for  great  sums  of  money  not  due  by  law, 
^  to  their  great  oppression  and  impoverishing.  Fourthly,  The 
**  said  Sir  Edward  Lake,  and  his  aforesaid  ministers,  caused 
"  your  petitioner  in  September  last  to  be  cited  into  the  Arches 
^  to  hear  himself  excommunicated,  in  case  yom:  petitioner 
^  should  refuse  to  pay  eighteen  shillings  to  the  aforesaid  John 

*  Proctor,  not  due  by  law;  as  may  appear  by  the  copy  of  the 
^  citation  left  with  your  petitioner.  Fifthly,  The  said  Sir 
^  Edward  Lake  and  his  aforesaid  ministers,  at  their  visitation, 
^  imposed  a  book  of  articles  of  inquiry,  and  an  oath  ex  officio 
^  upon  the  churchwardens  of  the  respective  towns,  parishes, 
**  and  hamlets,  within  the  county  of  Lincoln,  inforcing  them 
^  to  buy  the  same  at  extraordinary  rates,  by  colour  whereof 
**  they  exacted  and  extorted  great  sums  from  them ;  and,  not 
*'  th^^ewith  content,  compelled  the  churchwardens  to  attend 
'*  their  derk  to  write  their  presentments,  and  for  the  doing 
^  of  the  same  exacted  great  and  illegal  fees;  and  such  as  re- 

*^  fused  to  take  the  aald  oath  he  punished  by  excommunica-       [  128  ] 
^  tion,  fines,  and  amercements  in  his  own  court ;  by  means 
^  whereof  the  country  is  so  impoverished,  as  they  are  not 
«  aUe  to  pu  their  taxes  due  to  his  mi^esty^  nor  pay  their 
▼OL.  I.  P 
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Lake  tr.      '^  rents,  nor  mnintain  their  fSuniliee  as  formerly  they  used  to 
Kino.        <'  do.     Sixthly,  The  said  Sir  Edward  Lake,  and  his  officers 
'  "  aforesaid,  by  threats  compelled  divers  chorchwardens,  against 

<<  their  wills  and  the  roles  of  justice,  to  present  their  n^h*- 
'^  bours  for  matters  not  inquirable  nor  punishable  by  law ; 
^*  and  in  case  any  churchwarden  refused  to  obejr  their  unjust 
f  <  commands,  they  have  been  punished  illegally,  and  vexed  by 
<<  excommunication,  and  compelled  to  compound  with  them 
**  for  great  sums  of  money,  by  means  whereof  the  said  Sir 
**  Edward  and  his  ministers  have  greatly  enriched  themselves^ 
**  and  extraordinarily  impoverished  and  oppressed  the  country. 
<<  Seventhly,  Whereas  no  procurations  are  due  to  any  bishop, 
*^  archdeacon,  or  other  visitor,  but  only  from  such  dturchcB 
<<  as  they  do  personally  visit,  and  that  not  in  money,  but  in 
*'  meat  and  drink,  the  said  Sir  Edward  Lake  and  his  officers 
^'  aforesaid,  at  every  visitation,  caused  the  owners  and  occupiers 
^*  of  all  the  impropriations  and  rectories  within  the  county  of 
**  Lincoln  to  be  cited  to  appear  before  them,  and  viat  them  at 
*'  places  far  remote  firom  their  parish  churches  and  dwellings, 
^'  to  their  great  travel,  ^Scpence,  and  vexation ;  and  in  case 
*'  any  the  said  persons  appeared  not,  but  made  default,  the 
<<  said  Sir  Edward  Lake  and  his  officers  iQ^ally  demanded 
*'  twelve-pence  for  every  such  defixult ;  and  for  ncm-payment 
''  of  the  said  twelve-pence,  the  said  Sir  Edward  Lake  and 
''  his  officers  illegally  excommunicated  the  persons  making 
^<  default,  and  compelled  them  to  compound  with  them  for 
*'  great  sums  of  money  for  sudi  their  supposed  contempt 
'<  Eighthly,  The  said  Sir  Edward  Lake  and  his  officers  afore- 
'^  said  take  outrageous  and  grievous  sums  of  money,  against 
*'  the  laws  and  statutes  of  the  realm,  for  the  probate  of  testa- 
"  ments  and  letters  of  administration,  and  copies  of  acts  and 
'<  orders  of  the  court,  to  the  great  impoverishing  of  the  king^s 
'^  subjects.  Ninthly,  The  said  Sir  Edward  Lake  and  his 
'^  officers  aforesaid,  in  causes  ecclesiastical  depending  before 
^^  them,  as  in  case  of  a  legacy,  have  taken  such  excesmve  and 
'^  extraordinary  fees,  that  by  reason  thereof  not  only  the  wills 
**  of  the  testators  have  been  unperformed,  but  many  execu- 
**  tors  have  been  ruined  and  undone.  Now  your  petitioner 
<^  humbly  prays  that  the  aforesaid  persons  may  be  commanded 
<'to  appear  before  you,  and  to  make  answer  unto  all  and 
^'  singular  the  premises,  and  that  such  course  might  be  taken 
^<  for  the  relief  of  your  petitioner,  and  such  order  and  direc- 

[  124  ]    <'  tion  set  for  the  redress  of  the  present  grievances^  and  pre- 


u 
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^  vention  of  the  like  for  the  fiittire,  as  to  your  wisdom  and     Lakk  v. 

'^  Justus  shall  seem  meet ;  and  your  petitioner  shall,  as  he  is       Kino. 

**  bound,  ever  pray,  &c     Edward  King.    November  the  se-  * 

**  oond,  one  thousand  ox  hundred  and  sixty-six.     A  schedule 

**  of  the  particular  sums  demanded  by  Sir  Edward  Lake  and 

^  bis  officers,  of  Thomas  Townrow  at  such  time  as  he  sealed 

"  the  bond  mentioned  in  the  articles :  —  Breve  de  excommu- 

''nicato  capiendo,  one  pound  eighteen  shillings;  warrant, 

<*  one  pound  two  shillings ;  two  significavits,  one  pound  six 

"  slullings  and  eight-pence ;  absolution,  nine  shillings ;  citatio 

^  &  dismissio,  two  shillings  and  dxpence ;  der.  and  sigill. 

*  fire  shillings ;  bollivis,  ten  shillings ;  apparatori,  two  shil- 
"Engs;  for  fees  of  two  visitations,  five  shillings  and  ten- 
pence;  for  allowance  of  the  prohibition,  three  shillings 

''and  four-pence;  absolution,  nine  shillings;  apparatori, 
^  two  shilliiigs ;  expended  by  Sir  Edward  Lake  at  conmion 

*  law,  four  pounds  and  two-pence ;  In  toto,  ten  pounds  fifteen 
^shillings  and  sixpence.''  Whereas  in  truth  he  the  said 
Sr  EdtDord  was  not  guilty  of  any  of  the  matters  contained, 
and  falsely  and  malidously  imputed  to  him,  in  the  said  peti- 
tion, in  the  said  writing  and  infamous  libel,  printed  and  pub- 
lished as  aforesaid,  as  by  the  said  false  writing  and  scandalous 
libd,  printed  and  published  as  aforesaid  is  supposed.  By 
teaaon  of  wUch  said  premises  he  the  said  Sir  Edward  is  not 
only  much  hurt  in  his  good  name,  fame,  credit,  and  reputation, 
and  greatly  hindered  in  executing  his  said  office,  and  transact- 
ing his  various  other  lawful  and  honest  businesses,  but  he  the 
said  Sir  Edtoard,  as  well  to  repress  many  false  reports  pub- 
My  Aspersed  by  means  of  the  premises,  as  for  the  manifest- 
ation of  his  innocence  in  the  premises  imputed  to  him  as 
aforesaid,  has  been  compelled  and  obliged  to  imdergo  great 
laboor  of  body,  and  to  lay  out  and  expend  divers  sums  of 
monies,  to  the  great  anxiety  of  mind,  and  manifest  damage, 
expence,  and  vexation  of  him  the  said  Sir  Edward,  Where- 
fore he  says  he  is  injured,  and  has  sustained  damage  to  the 
value  of  20002.     And  therefore  he  brings  suit,  &c. 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  TTiursday  next  after  the  Flo- 
octave  of  St.  Hilary  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  the 
said  £(&oan2Jrtn^  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then 
to  answer,  &c.  before  our  lord  the  long  at  fFestminster,  come 
as  well  the  said  Sir  Edward  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  add 
Edward  King  by  Francis  KeHet  his  attorney.  And  the  said 
Edward  King  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c*  and 
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-eaya  that  the  said  Sir  Edward  ought  Bot  to  have  or  mftinJAii^ 
his  said  action  thereof  against  him,  because  protesting  that  the 
said  Sir  Edward  has  not  truly,  faithfully,  justly,  or  honestly 
behaved,  had,  and  governed  himself  in  his  said  office,  for  plea 
he  the  said  Edward  King  says,  that  the  said  Sir  Edward,  for 
six  years  now  last  past  and  more,  has  been,  and  still  is,  a  doc- 
tor of  lawsy  and  vicar-general  in  spiritualities,  and  official 
principal  to  the  bishop  of  Lincoln  for  the  time  being,  through 
the  whole  diocese  of  Lincoln  lawfully  appointed,  to  wit,  at 
Slefard,  in  the  said  county  of  Lincoln,  and  within  the  diocese 
o£ Lincoln:  and  that  the  said  John  Joynes  for  all  the  time 
aforesaid  was  surrogate  of  the  said  Sir  Edward,  to  wit,  at 
Sleford  aforesaid ;  and  the  said  John  Proctor^  Samuel  Lawson, 
Christopher  Lake,  and  Thomas  Winter  were  servants  and 
officers  of  the  said  official  for  the  whole  time  aforesaid,  at 
Sleford  aforesaid ;  and  that  he  the  said  Edward  King,  for  the 
whole  time  aforesaid,  hath  been  and  still  is  a  counsellor  at  law, 
and  learned  in  the  laws  of  this  realm  of  England.  And  the 
said  Edward  King  further  says,  that  he  so  being  a  counsellor 
at  lawy  and  learned  in  the  laws,  before  the  publishing  of  the 
Sidd  writing,  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of  May,  in  the  said  year 
of  our  Lord  1663,  at  Sleford,  in  the  said  county,  delivered  his 
opinion  to  many  of  his  clients^  he  being  thereto  required 
llnd  retained,  that  no  ecclesiastical  officer,  by  the  laws  of  the 
land,  could  form  or  contrive  any  new  oath,  or  could  give  any 
such  oath  to  any  churchwardens  or  others,  to  present  or  con- 
fess any  thing,  or  to  accuse  themselves  of  any  crime  for  which 
they  might  be  liable  to  any  penalty  or  punishment,  or  could 
impose  any  articles  of  inquiry  upon  them  at  their  visitations 
for  their  own  lucre  and  profit  And  the  said  Edward  King 
fiirther  says,  that  by  reason  thereof  the  said  Sir  Edward, 
John  Jqynes,  John  Proctor,  Samuel  Lawson,  Christopher  Lake, 
and  Thomas  Winter,  by  a  combination  between  them,  under 
colour  of  their  authority,  afterwards  and  before  the  publishing 
of  the  said  writing,  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of  June^  in  the 
said  18th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  sud  lord  the  now  king,  at 
Sleford  aforesud,  cited  the  said  Edward  King  into  the  spiritual 
court  before  the  said  official  at  Lincoln,  in  a  certain  place 
there  called  the  Bale  of  Lincoln,  in  the  said  county  of  Lincoln, 
and  within  the  said  diocese  of  Lincoln,  for  suing  out  a  prohi- 
bition from  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  at  Westminster; 
and  in  contempt  of  the  laws  of  our  lord  the  king  then  and 
iherOj^  to  wit,  at  Lincoln  aforesaid,  in  the  place  there  called  the 
BaJe  ofLittcoln^  m  the  sidd  i^unty,  and  within  the  md  dio* 
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cese,  didxmlawMly  offer  an  oath^ir  o/^otothe  said  JSt2uxziY?     ILaics  «« 
*B»g  to  answer  several  facts  and  false  suggestions  formed  out       Kiko, 
of  their  own  fancy;  that  is  to  say^  that  the  said  JScftMirifJKit^  ' 

Esq.  within  the  months  of  Marchj  April,  May,  June,  July^  •  r  j26  1 
Av^Hsi,  September,  October,  November,  December,  January^ 
and  February,  in  the  years  of  our  Lord  1660,  1661,  1662, 
1663,  endeayQured  by  himself,  and  others  by  lus  persuasion 
or  adyice,  tq  sue  forth  a  prohibition  or  prohibitions  to  Btop 
my  proceeding  in  the  said  ecclesiastical  court  against  such 
persons  of  the  said  parish  of  Ashby,  and  others,  as  were  pro* 
flecuted  in  the  said  ecclemastical  court  for  not  taking  an  oath 
to  execute  the  office  of  churchwarden  or  churchwardens,  as  b;^ 
law  they  ought,  and  for  other  offences  concerning  the  ecdeei- 
asdcal  jurisdiction,  and  which  properly  belong  to  the  ecdesi* 
astical  court  and  the  cognizance  thereof,  and  which  ought  t6 
be  regulated  only  by  our  lord  the  king's  ecclesiastical  laws,  and 
do  not  in  any  manner  belong  to  our  lord  the  king's  temporal 
laws  or  temporal  courts.  And  that  the  said  Edward  Kin^ 
QsnaUy  very  often,  or  at  least  once  within  the  said  months 
and  years,  in  his  common  conversation,  publicly  here  and 
there  in  several  places  within  the  archdeaconry  of  Uneoln  and 
elsewhere,  in  contempt  of  the  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction,  and 
in  miuntenance  of  schism  and  discord  among  the  subjects  of 
cor  lord  the  king,  and  to  dissuade  them  from  rendering  and 
paying  (due  obedience  to  our  lord  the  king's  ^Ecclesiastical 
laws,  did  affirm  and  declare  that  the  churchwardens  and 
sidesmen  ought  not  to  appear  at  the  visitation  of  the  lord 
bishop  of  Lincoln,  or  the  archdeacon  of  Lincoln,  to  take  aH 
oath  for  the  performance  of  tiieir  respective  offices  of  church-^ 
wardens  and  sidesmen,  or  to  present  crimes  or  offences  accord'- 
ing  to  a  book  of  articles  concerning  crimes  and  offences  pre^ 
eentable  according  to  our  lord  the  king's  ecdenastical  laws,  in 
which  book  of  articles  is  contained  an  oath  to  be  adminis^ 
tered  to  the  churchwardens  and  sidesmen  of  every  parish; 
the  tenor  of  which  said  oath  follows  in  these  words ;  that  is 
to  say,  ''  You  shall  swear  to  inquire  with  your  best  diligence^ 
'^  and  to  make  a  true  answer  to  every  article  in  this  book  now 
*'  given  yon  in  charge,  and  to  present  every  person  that  now 
^  is,  or  late  was,  inhabiting  within  your  parish,  that  hath 
**  done  any  offence,  or  omitted  any  duty  therein  mentioned^ 
<<  and  this  you  shall  do  as  in  the  sight  of  Grod,  uprightiy  and 
**  truly,  without  favour  or  malice,  hope  of  reward^  or  fear  of 
"Aspkasure;  ao  help  yon  GUxL"    And  ih«  wsA.Eitoard 
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Lake  v.      Kinfftarihet  saye,  that  in  the  said  book  of  artiolai  in  the  eaid 
King*        ^j^th  mentioned,  there  are  (among  other  things)  these  artidee 
'  for  the  churchwardenB  to  inquire  and  make  true  answer,  the 

tenor  of  which  said  artides  follows  in  these  words:  that  is  to 
say,  *'  Ebve  any  of  the  ancient  glebe-lands  belonging  to  your 
^  parsonage  or  vicarage  been  taken  away,  or  exchanged  for 
**  other,  without  the  free  consent  of  the  incumbent,  or  licence 
<<  from  the  ordinary?  Have  any  indosures  been  made  in  your 
^<  parish  to  the  detriment  of  the  church,  by  the  decay  of 
^<  tillage,  and  converting  arable  land  into  pasture  ?  By  whom 
''  hath  the  same  been  made,  and  how  many  years  since,  and 

[  127  3  *'  ^^  much  is  your  parsonage  or  vicarage  damnified  thereby 
**  in  the  yearly  value  thereof,  aa  you  know,  believe,  or  have 
'<  heard?  Do  you,  the  churchwardens  and  sidesmen,  take 
<<  diligent  care  and  see  who  of  your  parishioners  be'absent 
**  from  the  divine  service  and  sermon  in  your  church  or  chapel 
''  upon  Sundays  and  holidays  ?  And  if  you  find  any  to  have 
^'  absented  themselves  without  a  suffident  cause,  do  you,  by 
^*  warrant  from  some  of  the  justices  of  peace,  levy  of  them, 
*<  by  way  of  distress  upon  their  goods,  the  sum  of  twdve- 
'<  pence  for  every  sudi  day  of  their  absence,  according  to  the 
*<  act  of  parliament  in  that  case  provided?  And  do  you  ^ 
^  tribute  the  several  sums  so  levied  among  the  poor  of  your 
*'  parish,  according  to  the  law  ?"  And  then  and  there refiised 
the  said  Edward  King  a  copy  of  the  said  suggestion^after  his 
appearance  in  the  spiritual  court  there;  and  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  Skford  aforesaid,  ex- 
communicated the  said  Edward  King  for  not  taking  the  said 
oath,  and  then  and  there  refused  to  absolve  him,  or  to  obey 
the  writ  of  our  lord  the  king  of  prohibition  then  and  there 
directed  and  delivered  to  the  said  Sir  Edward,  until  a  writ  of 
attachment  was  awarded  against  the  said  Sir  Edward  for  his 
contempt  by  the  barons  of  the  exchequer  of  our  lord  the  king 
at  Weghmntttrf  to  the  great  damage  and  vexation  of  him 
the  sJEiid  Edward  King.  And  the  said  Edward  King  further 
says,  that  the  said  Sir  Edward  and  the  other  eodesiastical 
i^cers,  in  contempt  of  the  laws  of  the  land,  and  for  their 
own  revenge,  on  different  times  before  the  publishing  of  the 
said  writing,  at  Ashby,  in  the  said  county  of  Lincoln,  did  dte 
the  said  Edward  King  and  his  tenants,  to  wit,  R.  C,  T.  W., 
T.T.,  A»B.,  and  <^0.,  oSAshby  aforesaid,  at  their  will  and 
pleasure,  without  any  accusations  or  presentments  against 
thmit  to  appear  from  time  to  time  before  the  aaid  Sir  Edsmard 
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in  places  at  a  distance,  to  wit,  at  Skfordy  in  the  said  county  of  Lake  v. 
Ltncobn^  to  take  an  oath  against  their  will,  repugnant  to  the  Kino. 
laws  of  the  land ;  and  by  reason  of  such  arts  did  unlawfully  ' 
exDomnninicate  the  said  ^(/toarefi^n^  and  his  tenants  at  those 
aerenl  times,  to  wit,  at  Skfard  aforesaid,  to  their  great  vex-  [  128 
stion,  damage,  and  expence.  And  the  said  J^t^rd  King  for- 
ther  says,  that  before  thepublishingof  the  said  writing,  to  wit, 
on  the  first  day  of  AugiLgt^  in  the  said  18th  year  of  the  reign 
of  our  said  lord  the  now  long,  at  Sleford  idToresaid,  the  said 
Sir  Edward  being  official  as  aforesaid,  under  colour  of  his 
anthority,  and  for  his  singular  profit,  and  further  to  oppress 
mA  aggrieve  the  said  Edtoard  IBng  and  his  said  tenants,  un- 
lawfully  sigmfied  the  said  excommunication  by  him  unlawfi;lly 
denounced  against  R,  C.  and  71  T.  tenants  of  the  said  Edward 
JKn;,]nto  the  court  of  chancery  of  our  lord  the  king  at  West-^ 
nuferhere,  and  thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  prosecuted  out  of  the  said  chancery  at  West- 
mmUer  aforesaid,  writs  de  excommvmcato  capiendo  against  the 
snd  tenants  of  the  said  Edward  Ktnff,  and  by  colour  thereof 
the  said  Sir  Edward  and  his  said  officers  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  Skford  aforesaid,  extorted 
Iran  the  said  IL  C.  a  tenant  of  the  said  JStftmzrcfJTtn^,  the  said 
sum  of  32.  13«.  Ad  and  from  the  said  T.  T.  another  tenant 
of  the  said  Edward  Kingy  a  bond  for  201  in  discharge  of  the 
particular  sums  mentioned  in  the  said  schedule  annexed  to  the 
flaid  writing,  whidi  the  said  Sir  Edward  and  his  said  officers 
then  and  there  pretended  was  due  to  them ;  and  the  said  Sir 
Edward  then  and  there  likewise  gave  out  in  speeches  that  he 
would  in  like  manner  oblige  the  said  A.  B.,  T.  fV.,  and  other 
tenants  of  the  said  Edward  Kingy  to  compound  with  the  said 
Sir  Edward  for  large  sums  of  money  not  due  by  law,  to  their 
great  oppression  and  impoverishment.  And  the  said  Edward 
Kimg  further  says,  that  the  said  Sir  Edward  and  his  said 
officers,  before  the  publishing  of  the  said  writing,  to  wit,  on 
the  last  day  of  September^  in  the  18th  year  aforesaid,  at  Sle^ 
ford  aforesaid,  caused  him  the  said  Edward  King  to  be  cited 
into  the  court  of  the  Arches  to  hear  himself  excommunicated, 
in  case  he  the  said  Edward  King  should  refuse  to  pay  IBs. 
to  the  sud  John  Proctor  which  was  not  due  to  him  by  law. 
And  the  said  Edward  King  further  says,  that  before  the  pub- 
Hflfaing  of  the  said  writing,  the  said  Sir  Edward  and  his  offi- 
cers at  their  visitations,  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of  July,  in  the 
18th  year  aforesaU^  at  Sleford  aforesud,  imposed  a  book  of 
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Lakb  r»      articles  of  inquiry^  and  an  oath  ex  officio,  upon  the  dmich- 
KiNO.        wardens  of  the  respective  towns,  parishes,  and  hamlets  witUn 
•  the  said  county  of  Lincoln^  and  then  and  there  oompeUed 

them  to  buy  the  said  book  at  extraordinary  rates,  and  under 
colour  thereof  exacted  and  extorted  large  sums  of  monej 
from  them,  and  also  then  and  there  compelled  the  said 
[  129  3     churchwardens  to  wait  upon  their  derk  to  write  thdr^dta- 
tions,  and  for  doing  thereof  did  then  and  there  exact  great 
and  unlawful  fees ;  and  those  who  refused  to  take  the  eaid 
oath^  the  said  Sir  Edward  punished  by  excommunicatioQ, 
fines,  and  amercements  in  his  said  spiritual  court ;  by  reawn 
whereof  the  country  was  impoverished,  and  they  were  not 
able  to  pay  the  taxes  due  to  our  lord  the  now  king,  or  to 
pay  their  rent,  or  maintain  their  families,  as  they  were  before 
used  to  do*     And  the  said  Edward  King  further  says,  that 
the  said  Sir  Edward  and  his  officers,  before  the  publishing  of 
the  said  writing,  to  wit,  on  the  said  first  day  of  Augutty  m 
the  18th  year  aforesaid,  at  SkfordafoTe&aid,  in  the  said  connty 
of  Lincolfiy  by  threats  did  compel  divers  churchwardezu, 
against  their  will  and  the  roles  of  justice,  to  present  thdr 
neighbours  for  matters  not  inquirable  nor  punishable  by  law; 
that  is  to  say,  for  matters  mentioned  in  the  said  articles;  and 
in  case  any  churdiwarden  refused  to  obey  thdr  unjust  com- 
mands, they  then  and  there  unlawfully  punished  and  ag- 
grieved them  by  exconmmnication,  and  compelling  them  to 
compound  with  them  for  large  sums  of  money ;  by  reason 
whereof  the  said  Sir  Edward  and  his  sidd  officers  did  very 
much  enrich  themselves,  and  exceedingly  impoverish  and  op- 
press the  country.     And  the  sdd  Edward  King  further  says, 
that  the  said  Sir  Edward  and  his  officers,  before  the  publish- 
ing of  the  said  writing,  at  every  visitation  within  the  said 
county  of  Lincoln,  caused  the  proprietors  and  occupiers  of  all 
the  impropriations  and  rectories  within  the  county  of  lAncoh, 
to  be  cited  to  appear  before  them,  and  to  visit  them  in  phu^ 
far  distant  from  their  parish  churches  and  dwellings,  to  their 
great  travel,  expence,  and  vexation ;  and  in  case  any  of  the 
said  persons  did  not  appear,  but  made  default,  the  said  Sir 
Edward  and  his  officers  unlawfully  demanded  one  shilling  for 
every  such  default,  and  for  non-payment  thereof  the  said  Sr 
Edward  and  his  officers  illegally  exconmmnicated  the  persons 
making  default,  and  compelled  them  to  compound  with  them 
for  large  sums  of  money  for  such  their  supposed  contempt 
And  the  said  Edward  King  further  aaye^  that  the  said  & 
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Edward  and  his  eaid  officeiSj  before  the  publishing  of  the  said     Lake  r# 
writing,  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of  September,  in  the  18th  year       King* 
aforesaid^  at  Skford,  in  the  said  county,  received  excessive  large  ' 

sums  of  money,  against  the  laws  and  statutes  of  the  realm, 
for  the  probate  of  wills  and  letters  of  administration,  and 
copies  of  acts  and  orders  of  couH,  to  wit,  of  one  8.  JF.  for 
letters  of  administration  toJ.fF.hia  brother,  and  a  copy  of 
theactsand  ordinances  of  the  said  spiritual  court,  50  shillings 
and  ten-pence ;  and  of  one  —  Burton,  widow,  for  the  pro-  r  i^q  t 
bate  of  the  will  of  her  husband,  and  a  copy  of  the  acts  and 
ordinances  of  the  said  spiritual  court,  three  pounds  and  eleven 
shillings,  to  the  great  impoverishment  of  the  subjects  of  our 
lord  the  king.  And  the  said  Edward  King  further  says,  that 
the  said  Sir  Edward  and  his  said  officers,  before  the  publish- 
ing of  the  said  writing,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
at  SUford  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county,  in  ecclesiastical  causes 
depending  before  them,  (as  in  causes  of  legacies,)  then  and 
there  took  such  exorbitant  and  extraordinary  fees,  that  by 
reason  thereof  not  only  the  wills  of  testators  have  not  been 
performed,  but  also  many  executors  have  been  then  and  there 
mined.  Whereupon  he  the  said  Edward  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  last  day  oi  November,  in  the  said  18th  year  of  the  reign 
of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  Westminster,  aforesaid,  did 
cause  the  said  writing,  in  the  form  of  the  said  petition  speci- 
fied in  the  said  declaration,  to  be  written  and  engrossed,  and 
did  exhibit  and  deliver  the  s^d  petition,  containing  the  said 
matter  as  aforesaid,  to  a  committee  then  and  there  consti- 
tuted and  appointed  by  the  commons  then  and  there  assem- 
bled in  parliament  to  hear  and  determine  the  grievances  of 
this  realm  of  England,  which  said  committee  had  then  and 
there  fiill  power  and  authority  to  hear  and  examine  such 
grievances.  By  which  said  committee  he  the  said  Sir  Edward 
afiterwaids,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  year,  at  Westminster 
Aforesaid,  was  snnmioned  to  appear  and  answer  the  said  matter 
contamed  in  the  said  petition  before  the  said  committee.  And 
the  said  Edward  King  further  says,  that  for  the  better  mani- 
festation of  the  grievances  contained  in  the  said  petition, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  first  day  of  November,  in  the 
18th  year  aforesaid,  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  he  caused  the 
said  petition  to  be  printed,  and  then  and  there  delivered  it  to 
divers  subjects  of  our  lord  the  now  king,  being  members  of 
the  said  oonunittee,  accordingto  the  custom  used  by  others  in 
this  behalf,  and  approved  of  by  the  members  of  the  said  com* 


128  Lake  t;6nrw  King. 

Lakb  r.      articles  of  inquiry^  and  an  oath  ear  njffvdOf  upon  the  church- 
KiNO.        wardens  of  the  respective  towns,  parishes,  and  hamlets  within 
•  the  said  county  of  Lincoln^  and  then  and  there  compelled 

them  to  buy  the  said  book  at  extraordinary  rates,  and  under 
colour  thereof  exacted  and  extorted  large  sums  of  money 
from  them,  and  also  then  and  there  compelled  the  «ud 
[  129  3  churchwardens  to  wait  upon  their  derk  to  write  their^dta- 
lions,  and  for  doing  thereof  did  then  and  there  exact  great 
and  unlawful  fees ;  and  those  who  refused  to  take  the  said 
oath,  the  said  Sir  Edward  punished  by  exoommunication, 
fines,  and  amercements  in  his  said  spiritual  court ;  by  reason 
whereof  the  country  was  impoverished,  and  they  were  not 
able  to  pay  the  taxes  due  to  our  lord  the  now  king,  or  to 
pay  their  rent,  or  maintain  their  families,  as  they  were  before 
used  to  do.  And  the  said  Edward  King  further  says,  that 
the  said  Sir  Edward  and  his  officers,  before  the  publishing  of 
the  said  writing,  to  wit,  on  the  said  first  day  of  Aufftut,  in 
the  18th  year  aforesaid,  at  SZe/brcf  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county 
of  Lincolfiy  by  threats  did  compel  divers  churchwardens, 
against  their  will  and  the  roles  of  justice,  to  present  their 
neighbours  for  matters  not  inquirable  nor  punishable  by  law; 
that  is  to  say,  for  matters  mentioned  in  the  said  artides;  and 
in  case  any  churchwarden  refused  to  obey  their  unjust  com- 
mands, they  then  and  there  unlawfully  punished  and  ag- 
grieved them  by  exconununication,  and  compelling  them  to 
compound  with  them  for  large  sums  of  money ;  by  reason 
whereof  the  said  Sir  Edward  and  his  said  officers  did  very 
much  enrich  themselves,  and  exceedingly  impoverish  and  op- 
press the  country.  And  the  said  Edward  King  further  says, 
that  the  said  Sir  Edward  and  his  officers,  before  the  publish- 
ing of  the  said  writing,  at  every  visitation  within  the  said 
county  of  Lincoln^  caused  the  proprietors  and  occupiers  of  all 
the  impropriations  and  rectories  within  the  county  of  Lincoh, 
to  be  cited  to  appear  before  them,  and  to  visit  them  in  places 
far  distant  from  their  parish  churches  and  dwellings,  to  their 
great  travd,  expence,  and  vexation ;  and  in  case  any  of  the 
sud  persons  did  not  appear,  but  made  default,  the  said  Sir 
Edward  and  his  officers  unlawfully  demanded  one  shilling  for 
every  such  default,  and  for  non-payment  thereof  the  said  Sir 
Edward  and  his  officers  illegally  exconununicated  the  persons 
making  default,  and  compelled  them  to  compound  with  them 
for  large  sums  of  money  for  such  their  supposed  contempt 
And  the  said  Edward  King  further  aaysi,  that  the  said  Sir 
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Edward  and  his  eaid  officeis^  before  the  publishing  of  the  said     Lake  r* 
writing,  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of  September,  in  the  18th  year       King, 
aforesaid^  at  Skford,  in  the  said  county,  received  excessive  large  ' 

sms  of  money,  against  the  laws  and  statutes  of  the  realm» 
for  the  probate  of  wills  and  letters  of  administration,  and 
copies  of  acts  and  orders  of  couH>  to  wit,  of  one  8.  fF.  for 
ktteis  of  administration  to  tT^  ^.  his  brother,  and  a  copy  of 
theactsand  ordinances  of  the  said  spiritual  court,  50  shillings 
ud  ten-pence ;  and  of  one  —  Burton,  widow,  for  the  pro-  r  i^q  t 
bate  of  the  will  of  her  husband,  and  a  copy  of  the  acts  and 
ofdmanoes  of  the  said  spiritual  court,  three  pounds  and  eleven 
duIUiigs,  to  the  great  impoverishment  of  the  subjects  of  our 
lord  the  king.  And  the  said  Edward  King  further  says,  that 
the  8ud  Sir  Edward  and  his  sdd  officers,  before  the  publish- 
ing of  the  said  writing,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
at  Seford  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county,  in  ecclesiastical  causes 
depending  before  them,  (as  in  causes  of  legacies,)  then  and 
there  took  such  exorbitant  and  extraordinary  fees,  that  by 
reason  thereof  not  only  the  wills  of  testators  have  not  been 
performed,  but  also  many  executors  have  been  then  and  there 
rmned.  Whereupon  he  the  said  Edward  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  last  day  oi  November,  in  the  said  18th  year  of  the  reign 
of  oar  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  Westminster,  aforesaid,  did 
cause  the  said  writing,  in  the  form  of  the  said  petition  speci- 
fied in  the  said  declaration,  to  be  written  and  engrossed,  and 
did  exhibit  and  deliver  the  s^d  petition,  containing  the  said 
matter  as  aforesaid,  to  a  committee  then  and  there  consti- 
tnted  and  appointed  by  the  commons  then  and  there  assem- 
Ued  in  parliament  to  hear  and  determine  the  grievances  of 
this  realm  of  England,  which  said  committee  had  then  and 
there  full  power  and  authority  to  hear  and  examine  such 
grievances.  By  which  said  committee  he  the  said  Sir  Edward 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  year,  at  Westminster 
aforesaid,  was  summoned  to  appear  and  answer  the  said  matter 
contained  in  the  said  petition  before  the  said  committee.  And 
the  add  Edward  King  further  says,  that  for  the  better  mani- 
festation of  the  grievances  contained  in  the  said  petition, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  first  day  of  November,  in  the 
18th  year  aforesaid,  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  he  caused  the 
»id  petition  to  be  printed,  and  then  and  there  delivered  it  to 
direra  subjects  of  our  lord  the  now  king,  being  members  of 
the  said  committee,  according  to  the  custom  used  by  others  in 
this  behalf,  and  approved  of  by  the  members  of  the  said  com* 
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mittee.  Which  is  the  same  printiiigy  pnbliahing^  and  dia- 
persing  of  the  writing,  whereof  the  said  Sir  Edward  above 
complains  against  him ;  with  this,  that  he  the  said  Edward 
King  will  verify  that  the  said  Sir  Edward^  and  his  ministers 
and  officers,  are  guilty  of  the  articles  aforesaid,  in  manner  and 
form  as  in  those  articles  is  affirmed;  and  this  he  is  ready  to 
verify;  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said  Sir  Edward 
ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof  against  faim^ 
&C.  (1.)    Demurrer  and  joinder  in  demurrer.    But  because 


(1)  When  the  defendant  admits  the 
publishing  or  speaking  of  the  libel  or 
'  words  as  stated,  but  justifies  so  doing 
I  because  they  tu«  true,  he  must  plead 
this  matter  specially;  for  he  will  not 
be  permitted  to  give  it  in  evidence  upon 
the  general  issue.  But  where  the  de- 
,  fence  is,  that  the  libel  or  words  were 
published  or  spoken,  not  in  the  ma» 
licious  sense  imputed  by  the  declaration, 
bat  in  an  innocent  sense,  or  upon  an 
occasion  which  warranted  the  publica- 
tion, this  matter  may  be  given  in  evi- 


dence under  the  general  issue  (6),  be. 
cause  it  proves  that  the  defendant  is  not 
guilty  of  the  malicious  slander  charged 
in  the  declaration.  Wllles's  Rep.  20. 
Smiihy.Richards(myKa&uoie(h).  8T. 
R.  298.  The  King  v.  J.  WrighL  As 
if  the  words  were  spoken  by  the  defoid* 
ant  as  counsel,  and  were  pertinent  to  the 
matter  in  question :  Cro.  Jac.  90,  Broek 
v.  Sir  H.  Montague.  Pop.  69.  Earl  of 
Shewsbury  v.  Stanhope  i  (c)  Or  were 
written  or  spoken  in  confidence  and  with- 
out  malice  (cf),  as  when  a  master  honestly 


(i)  [The  New  Rules  have  not  made 
any  difference  in  this  respect*  5  A.  &E. 
645.  Zttftev.iVMJc.lN.&P.16.S.C.] 

(c)  1  B.  &  A.  283.  Hodgson  v.  Scar- 
letL    [4B.&C.478.480.] 

(d)  As  where  a  letter  was  written  by 
the  defendant  to  B.  reflecting  on  the 
plaintiffs  conduct  in  a  business,  in  which 
the  defendant  and* J?,  were  jointly  con- 
cerned. 1  Camp.  267.  M*Bougallr. 
Claridge.  1  Camp.  269.  Dunman  v. 
Bigg.  The  clear  absence  of  maUcious 
intent  was  held  to  render  an  advertise- 
ment not  libellous,  which  was  published 
by  the  defendant  at  the  instigation  of 
the  plaintiff's  wife,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  whether  the  plaintiff  at 
the  time  he  married  her  had  another 
wife  living.  4  Esp.  191.  Delangy,  Jones. 
[But  this  case  has  been  questioned; 
4  A.  &  E.  795.  Lay  v.  Lawson.  See 
further  2  Stark.  297-  Brawny.  Croome. 
The  existence  of  malice  is  not  a  question 
for  the  jury  in  an  ordinary  case  of  slan- 


der ;  for  the  law  implies  such  malice  as 
is  necessary  to  maintain  the  action,  4B. 
&  C.  247.  Bromage  v.  Prosser.  6  D.  & 
R.  296.  S.C.  2  Bing.  N.  C.  457.  Hooper  v. 
TruscotL  2  Scott,  672.  S.  C.  But  for 
words  spoken,  or  libeb  published,  con- 
fidentially,  and  other  privileged  commu- 
nications, no  action  lies,  unless  express 
malice  can  be  proved,  or  inferred  from 
the  circumstances :  and  the  question  of 
malice  is  then  a  necessary  part  of  the 
jury's  inquiry ;  for  the  meaning,  in  law, 
of  a  privileged  communication  is,  a 
communication  made  on  such  an  oc- 
casion as  rebuts  the  primd  fade  infer- 
ence of  malice  arising  from  the  public- 
ation of  matter  prejudicial  to  the  cha- 
racter of  the  plaintiff,  and  throws  on 
him  the  onus  of  proving  malice  in  fact, 
t.  e.  that  the  defendant  was  actuated  by 
motives  of  personal  spite  or  ill-will,  in- 
dependent of  the  occasion  on  which  the 
communication  was  made.  4  B,  &:  G* 
247.   8  B.&C.  578.  PaUison  y.  Jones. 
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the  court  of  our  lord  the  now  king  here  is  not  yet  advised  of 
giTing  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  a  day  thereof 
is  given  to  Ae  said  parties,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  TFest-  ^  .    '  ~ 
wKuuier,  until         day,  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon  yuit 


and  fairly  gives  the  character  of  a  ser- 
vant to  one  who  asks  his  character  under 
pietence  of  meaning  to  hire  him.  BulL 
N.  P.  &  JEdfnofwm  v.  Stephensatu  1  T. 
R.  lia  Weatherston  v.  Hawkins;  but 
if  done  maliciously,  and  with  an  intent 
to  uijnie  the  servant,  it  is  otherwise. 
S  B.  &  P.  587.  JRogers  v.  Clifton,  (e) 
Soty  if  the  words  were  innocently  read 


as  a  story  out  of  a  history ;  Cro.  Jac  91  •; 
or  were  spoken  through  concern ;  1  Lev. 
82.  Crawford  v.  Middleton;  or  in  a 
sense  not  defamatory ;  4  Rep.  12.  b. 
Lord  CromweirB  case,  S.  C.  cited  Pop. 
69.(/);  for  by  so  shewing  the  manner  and 
occasion  of  speaking  the  words  the  de- 
fendant proves  that  they  were  not  spoken 
with  malice.  (^)    Or  the  defendant  may 


3  Mann.  &  R.  101.  S.C.  9  B.  &  C. 
40S.  Ckild  V.  Affleck.  4  B.  &  Ad.  70a 
Keify  r.  Partington.  S  Nev.  &  M.  116. 
S.  C  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  181.  Toogood  v. 
Spyrinff.  4  Tyrw.  582.  S.  C.  2  Cr.  M. 
&  R.  573.  Wrigki  v.  Woodgate.  S 
Meea.  &  W.  297.  Kine  v.  SeweU.  As 
to  iHiAt  shall  or  shall  not  be  regarded  as 
privil^ed  communications,  so  as  to 
admit  of  the  application  of  this  rule,  see 

4  Bing.  670i  JRobertson  v.  M'DougaU. 
1  M.  &  P.  692.  S.a  M.  &  Malk.  461. 
Fimden  v.  YFefdbAe.  8  B.  &  C.  578. 
9 B.  &  C.40S.  1  Cr.  &  M. 779.  Brooks 
T.  Slanekard.  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  181.  6 
C.  &  P.  497.  Warr  v.  Jottg.  1  M.  & 
Rob.  151.  Smiih  v.  MaUhews.  1  Cr. 
M.  &  R.  25a  Warren  v.  Warren.  2 
Cr.  M.  &  R.  578.  7  C.  &  P.  581.  Coward 
T.  WeUingtcn.  Ibid.  680.  Shipley  v. 
TodkmUer.  2  M.  &  Rob.  20.  Todd  v. 
Hawking.  8  C.  &  P.  88.  S.  C.  2  Bmg. 
N.  C.  881.  Smith  t.  Thomas.  2  Scott, 
557.  8.  C.  5  A.  &  £.  5S5.  Martin  v. 
Strang.  1  Nev.  h  P.  29.  S.  C  3  Mees. 
&W.297.  11  A.  &  E.  380.  Pflkfwiorg  V. 
Lamrenee.  S  P.  &  D.  209.  S.  C.  12  A. 
&  E.  719.  Hearne  v. StoweU.  4P.  & D. 
696.  8.C.  12  A.  8c  £.  733.  Tusm  v. 
Ewxns.  4  P.  &  D.  396.  S.  C] 

(«)  [8  B.  &  C.  578.  9  B.  &  C.  403. 
4  B.  ft  Ad.  700.  2  Gale  &  D.  455. 
Fimmtamy.Boodile.'l  A  servant  cannot 


maintain  an  action  against  his  master 
for  not  giving  him  any  character.  3  Esp.  ^ 
201.  Carrol  y.  Bird. 

(J)  Peake's  N.  P.  C.  4.  Cristie  v. 
CowdL  1  Camp.  48.  Thompson  v.  Ber^ 
nard.  7  Taunt  431.  Harrison  y.  King, 

4  Price,  46.  S.  C.  So  a  fair  comment 
on  a  literary  psoduction,  although  it 
may  ridicule  the  work  and  the  author, 
is  not  libellous ;  1  Camp.  355.  Carr  v. 
Hood;  unless  it  be  made  a  vehicle  for 
injurious  attacks  on  the  author's  charac- 
ter unconnected  with  the  work.  Night" 
ingale  v.  Stockdakj  cited  in  Selwin's  N. 
P.  title  "  Libel,"  1013.  [See  further 
Accord.  M.  &  Malk.  74.  Soane  v.  Knight 
Ibid.  187.  Thompson  v.  ShackelL  4 
Bing.  N.  C.  92.    Green  v.  Chapman. 

5  Scott,  340.  S.  C.  See  also  3  Bing.  88. 
Dunne  v.  Anderson.    10  Moo.  407.  R. 

6  Moo.  287.  S.  C] 

(g)  So  where  the  defendant  publishes 
a  fair  and  bond  fide  account  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  a  court  of  justice.  1  Esp. 
357.  Curry  v.  Walter.  1  B.  &  P. 
525.  S.  C.  And  see  8  T.  R.  293.  Eex 
V.  Wright  3 Smith,  491.  Carry.  Jones. 

7  East,  493.  S.  C.  under  the  names  of 
Stiles  V.  Nokes.  But  he  must  publish 
the  whole  proceedings,  and  not  merely 
the  result  as  he  himself  draws  it  4  B. 
&  A.  605.  Lewis  v.  Walter.  [4  B.  &  C. 
4^5.  Flint  y.  Pike.  6  D.  &  R.  528.  S.C. 
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the  premifles,  because  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here  is 
thereof  not  yet^  &c 


plead  these  matters;  for  a  defendant 
shall  never  be  put  to  the  general  issue^ 
when  he  confesses  the  words,  and  justi- 
fies them,  or  confesses  the  words,  and 
by  special  matter  shews  that  they  are 
not  actionable;  4  Rep.  14.  a.  Lord  Cram- 


foelfa  case  (A) ;  but  it  seems  more  usual 
now  to  give  them  in  evidence  under  the 
general  issue.  It  was  resolved  at  a 
meeting  of  all  the  judges,  by  a  large 
majority,  that  on  not  guilty  the  truth  of 
the  words  shall  not  be  allowed  to  be 


6  Bing.  213.  Saunders  v.  Mills.  3  M. 
&  P.  520.  S.  C.  10  Bing.  519.  Soberts 
V.  Brown.  4  M.  &  Sc  407.  S.  C.  3 
Bing.  N.  C.  950.  Delegal  v.  HighUy. 
6  Scott,  154.  S.C.]  And  he  must  not  add 
any  thing  to  the  proceedings ;  for  where 
the  defendant  headed  his  account  witli 
these  words  ^<  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court 
*'  — Shameful  conduct  of  an  attorney — 
«*  Eades  and  Wood  v.  Cbrfer,"— and 
then  went  on  with  an  account  of  the 
proceedings,  containing  matter  injurious 
to  the  plaintiff's  professional  character ; 
a  plea,  justifying  that  the  account  was  a 
true  one,  was  held  bad  after  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the 
words  '^shameful  conduct  of  an  at- 
"  tomey,"  formed  no  part  of  the  pro- 
ceedings. 3  B.  &  A.  702.  Leids  v. 
Clement;  affirmed  in  Cam.  Scac.  3 
B.  6c  B.  297.  [So  the  report  of  judi- 
cial proceedings  must  be  strictly  con- 
fined to  the  actual  proceedings  in  court, 
and  must  contain  no  defamatory  observ- 
ations or  comments,  from  any  quarter 
whatever,  in  addition  to  what  forms 
strictly  and  properly  the  legal  pro- 
ceedings. 3  Bing.  N.  C.  950.  Deleyal  v. 
Highley.  5  Scott,  154.  S.  C]  It  is  not 
lawful  to  publish  even  a  correct  account 
of  the  proceedings  of  a  court  of  justice, 
if  such  account  contain  matter  of  a 
scandalous,  blasphemous,  seditious,  or 
indecent  nature.  3  B.  &  A.  167.  7%e 
King  V.  Mary  Carlisle  :  nor  a  correct 
account  of  ex  parte  proceedings  before  a 
magbtrate ;    5  Esp.  123«    The  King  v. 


Z^e.  2  Camp.  563.   2Tie  King  y.  Fisher. 
[3  B.  &  C.  556.  Duncan  v.  J%toat(M.  5 
D.  &  R.  447.  S.  C;  or  a  royal  commissi- 
oner. 6  C.&P.385.  Charlton  y.Watton.^ 
Nor  a  correct  account  of  the  proceedings 
on  a  coroner's  inquest,  accompanied 
with  comments,  although  it  be  not  done 
maliciously  :  *'  for  the  inquest  before  the 
**  coroner  leads  to  a  second  inquiry,  in 
<<  which  the  conduct  of  the  accused  is  to 
«  be  considered  by  personswho  ought  to 
<<  have  formed  no  previous  judgment  of 
«  the  case."  Per  Bayley  J.  in  1  B.  &  A. 
379.  Ihe  King  t.  Fleet.  And  although, 
in  general,  the  proceedings  of  a  court  of 
justice  may  be  published,  yet  the  court 
has  the  power  to  make  an  order  prohi- 
biting the  publication  during  the  parti- 
cular trial,  or  during  several  trials  on  the 
same  subject-matter,  and  may  punish  a 
disobedience    to  such  order  by  fine. 
4  B.  &  A.  218.     The  King  v.  Clement. 
Although  a  member  of  parliament  is 
privileged  in  his  place  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  yet  if  he  publish  his  speech, 
and  it  contun  libellous  matter,  he  is 
liable  to  a  prosecution.    1  M.  &  S.  27S. 
The  King  v.  Creevey.     [And  so  b  the 
law  as  to  a  speech  by  counsel.  4  B.  &  €. 
473.  6  Bing.  213.   10  Bing.  519.] 

{h)  [Such  a  plea  must  go  on  to  deny 
malice,  or  must  aver  that  the  publication 
was  made  honcstiy  or  bond  fide.  It  is 
not  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  de- 
fendant believed  the  words  spoken  to 
be  true.  2  Bing.  N.  C.  S72.  Smkh  ▼. 
Thomas.  2  Scott,  546.  S.  C] 
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Idla 


giTCD  in  evidence    in    mitigation    of    to  a  plea   of  justifieationi  post,  244. 
danugee.    2  Str.  120a  Underwood  v.    note  (6)» 
iWib.    Willea's  Rep.  20.(t)    See  as 


(t)  But  the  defendant  may  prove 
nnder  the  general  issue  in  mitigation  of 
damagea,  rumours  previously  current. 
2  Camp.  251.  Lard  Leicester  v.  WaUer. 

I  M.  &  S.  284 V.  Moor;  but  he 

eannot  prove  facU  to  negative  the 
presomption  of  malice.  1  D.  &  R. 
N.  P.  C.  la  WaiihfMn  v.  Weaver,  per 
AiboU  C.  J.  So  he  may  prove  that 
the  subetance  of  the  libel  had  been 
published  in  a  newspaper  without  pro- 
ducing the  newspaper.  Holt's  N.  P. 
C.  299.  WyaU  v.  Gare^  The  reason 
k,  that  all  these  matters  shew  that  the 
plaintifr  had  not  at  the  time  of  the  pub- 
lication of  the  slander  a  good  and  un- 
rallied  charactery  with  respect  to  the 
sntject-matter  of  the  slander,  and  con* 
seqnently  that  the  damage  he  has  sus- 
taiDed  is  proportionably  small.  But  the 
tnaih  of  the  chaiges  made  against  the 
plaiotiff  does  not  shew  this;  for  the 
charges,  however  true,  might  have  been 
unknown^  and  the  plaintiff's  character 
mi^t  have  been  uninjured  but  for  the 
defendant's  publication*  If,  however, 
there  be  a  justification  on  the  record  as 
wdl  as  the  general  issue,  the  defendant 
Is  not  at  liberty  to  give  such  evidence 
as  above  in  mitigation  of  damages.  1  M. 
&  S.  286.  note.  Snawden  v.  Smith,  per 
CkambreJ.  Kor  can  the  defendant 
give  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue 
that  the  slander  was- communicated  to 
him  by  a  third  person.  Holt's  N.  P.  C. 
SS^MUh T.Spencer.  [2M.&Rob.S12. 
Ta&ttU  y.Ciark.  In  6  Bing.  213.  Saun^' 
dersT.Mms.  3  M. &  P. 520.  S. C.  the 
defendant  was  allowed  to  shew  that  he 
eopied  the  statement  from  another  news- 
paper (see  7  C.  &  P.  6S.Cr€epy  v.Carr.  2 
M.  &  Rob.  SlS.)f  but  not  that  it  appeared 
in  several  other  newspapers.  In  6  C.  & 
F.588.  JSemetf  V.  JSeniMO;  it  was  laid 
idown  by  AUkrwn  B«r  that  if  the  de- 


fendant said  at  the  time  he  spoke  the 
slander,  that  he  beard  it  from  another 
person,  and  named  that  person,  he  might 
prove,  in  mitigation  of  damages,  that  in 
fact  he  did  hear  it  from  that  person.] 
It  was  determined  by  the  court  of  Ex- 
chequer, in  11  Price,  235.  Jones  v^ 
Stevens,  that  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's 
general  bad  character  was  not  admis-i 
sible  in  mitigation  of  damages  under  the 
general  issue.  [And  the  court  seemed 
to  deny  Lord  Leicester  v.  Waiter  to  be 
law.  Nevertheless,  it  is  mentioned  in 
2  Stark.  £v.  642.  note  (e),  3d  ed.  that 
in  Matehy  v.  Barber,  Lincoln  Sum. 
Ass.  1826,  Lord  Tenterden  admitted 
general  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  bad 
character :  and  that  such  evidence  was 
abo  received  by  Lord  Denman,  after 
consulting  Parke  B.,  in  Moore  v.  Oastler, 
York  Spr.  Ass.  1836  ;  and  by  CoUman 
J.  in  Hardy  v.  Alexander,  Liverpool 
Sum.  Ass.  1837.  The  distinction  above 
taken  by  Chambre  J.  appears  to  have 
been  disregarded  by  Lord  Tenterden  in 
Mawhy  v.  Barber,  Stark,  ubi  suprd. 
And  yet,  in  an  action  of  slander  for  im- 
puting felony,  with  a  count  for  malici- 
ously charging  the  plaintiff  with  theft 
before  a  justice,  to  which  the  defendant 
pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  also  pleas 
in  justification  of  the  slander,  averring 
that  the  charge  of  felony  was  true,  his 
lordship  held  that  evidence  of  general 
good  character  was  not  admissible  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  observed  that  if  such 
evidence  was  admitted,  then  the  de- 
fendant must  be  allowed  to  go  into  evi- 
dence, to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
man  of  bad  character.  R.  &  Moo.  305. 
Cornwall  v.  Biehardeon.  So  that  the 
law  on  the  subject  appears  to  be  very 
unsettled. 

Although  the  defendant  is  not  at  li- 
berty to  give  evidence,  in  mitigation  of 
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damages,  of  any  fact  vhioh  would  be 
evidence  to  prove  a  justification  of  any 
pari  of  the  libel  (because  he  ought  to 
have  justified  as  to  that  part) ;  M.  & 
Malk.  296.  Dance  v.  Robson.  3  C.  &  P. 
512.  Vutey  ▼.  Pike ;  yet  evidence  of 
facts,  short  of  a  justification,  is,  it  should 
seem,  admissible  as  governing  the  dam- 
ages. M.  ft  Malk.  46.  East  v.  Chapman, 
6  C.  &  P.  585.  Charlton  r.  WaUon. 
(But  see  2  Stark.  £v.  642.  Sd  ed.)  It 
has  been  held,  that  in  an  action  for  slan- 
der of  title,  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the 
words  may  be  given  in  evidence  under 
the  general  issue  in  bar  of  the  action. 
M.  &  Malk.  1.  WaUon  v.  Eeynolds, 
conmLitUedakJ.  See  post  24S  c,  dL 
notes  to  Craft  v.  Baiie.'] 


As  the  defendant  is  not  permitted  on 
the  general  issue  to  prove  the  truth  of 
the  charge,  so  neither  b  the  plaintiff  at 
liberty  to  give  evidence  of  its  falsehood. 
2  Stark.  N.P.C.93.  Stuart  v.  LoveO. 

[But  where  a  communication  is  pri- 
vileged, the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove 
malice  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
may  show  that  the  statements  he  made 
were  false  to  his  knowledge:  and  in 
such  case  it  should  seem  that  it  is  open 
to  the  defendant  to  prove,  on  the  general 
issue^  that  the  statements  were  true,  in 
order  to  show  that  he  acted  bon&  fide. 
2  Gale  &  D.  455.  Fountain  v.  Boodle. 
But  this  appears  to  have  been  doubted 
in  Rumeey  v.  HiB.  C.  P.  H.  T.  1842.] 


Case  20. 


aa  lLev.940. 

1  Sid.  414. 

2  Keb.  361. 
468.  496.  659. 
801.  832. 

The  printing  of 
a  fidse  and 
scandalous 
petition  to  a 
committee  of 
the  house  of 
commons,  and 
delivering 
copies  thereof 
to  the  membera 
ofthBeommiiteef 
is  justifiable, 
because  it  is  in 
the  order  and 
course  of  pro- 
ceedings in  par- 
liament, of 
which  the  king's 
courts  will  tsie 
judicial  no- 
tice. (1) 


Lake  verms  King. 

A  CTION  upon  the  case  for  printing  and  publishing  a 
-^^  scandalous  libel  of  the  plaintiff  Lake,  by  Ae  defendant 
Kznff.  The  plaintiff  declared  that  for  the  six  last  years,  he 
was  a  doctor  of  laws,  and  vicar  general  to  the  bishop  of  Lm- 
C0/115  throughout  the  whole  diocese;  in  which  office  he  had 
demeaned  himself  justly  and  uncomiptly}  without  any  eztor* 
tion,  corruption,  or  oppression ;  yet  the  defendant  on  the  first 
day  of  December,  in  the  18th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  now 
king,  caused  to  be  printed  and  delivered,  published  and  dis- 
persed to  divers  subjects  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  a  cer- 
tain false,  malicious,  and  scandalous  libel  of  the  plaintiff,  in 
the  execution  of  his  office,  in  this  form,  viz.  "  To  tiie  honour- 
"  able  the  committee  of  parliament  for  grievances,  the  humble 
**  petition  of  Edward  King,  of  Grains  Inn,  in  the  county  of 
"  Middlesex,  esquire,  sheweth,"  &c.  (and  in  fact  the  petition 
charged  the  plaintiff  with  many  horrible  and  great  abuses, 
such  as  extortion,  oppression,  vexation,  anil  other  misde- 


(1)  This  case  is  cited  and  recog- 
nised by  Lord  Mansjidd  in  2  Burr.  810, 
811.  Asdey  r.  Young.(h)  See  also  S.P. 


1  Hawk.  P.  C.  194t.  8.  8.  195.  s.  12. 
196.  8. 15.  foL  edit  So  no  false  or 
scandalous  matter  contained  in  articles 


(A)  [It  was  also  cited  and  recognised, 
but  distingoishedyby  Lord  DeimonCJ^ 


Littledale  and  Patteion  Js.  in  the  cele- 
htsJb&icta^ of Siochdah  Y.Bamard,^ 
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meanors  in  his  office^)  whereas  in  truth  (as  the  plaintifP  averred) 
all  the  matter  contamed  in  the  said  libel  was  false  and  mali- 
6imBy  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff,  &c 

The  defendant  pleaded  in  bar,  that  the  matter  contained  in 
the  petition  was  true,  and  shewed  how  in  some  particulars ; 
wh^ore  the  defendant  said,  '^  That  upon  the  last  day  of 
^  Naoember,  in  the  18th  year  aforesaid,  he  caused  to  be  writ- 
^  ten  and  engrossed  the  said  petition  in  the  said  declaration 


Lake  v. 
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of  the  peace  exhibited  to  justices  of  the 
peace;  4  Rep.  14.  b.  Cutler  v.  Dixon; 
or  in  any  other  proceeding  in  a  regular 
ooone  of  justice,  wiU  make  it  libellous. 
2  lost  228.  Dyer,  285.  Lord  Beau- 
dmp  T.  Sir  Richard  Crofis.  1  RoL 
Abr.  87.  (M).  pi.  4.  S.  C.  Sir  W. 
JoDcs,  431.  Boukonv.Clapham.  2  Bulst. 
%9.  Anfield  \.  FeverhilL  2  Burr.  808. 
Atdey  T.  Young.  5  Bac.  Abr.  494, 495. 
n«L49%  493.     J%a  King  v.  Bailg. 


And,  229.  S.  C.  4  Rep.  14.  b.  Buckleg 
v.  Wood  ;  as  to  which  last  case  it  may  be 
observed,  that  the  distinction  taken  in 
the  second  resolution,  between  cases 
where  the  court  has  and  where  it  has 
not  jurisdiction,  has  been  often  denied; 
for  that  in  either  case  no  action  will  lie. 
2  Lutw.  1571.  per  Powell  justice,  in 
Gwinne  y.  Poole.  I  Hawk.  P.  C.  194. 
s.  8.  (/) 


A.&E.  1.150.171.208.210.  3  Perr.& 
D.  3S0.  in  which  the  court  of  K.  B.  held 
it  to  he  no  defence  to  an  action  for  pub- 
lishing a  libel,  that  the  defamatory  matter 
vaspart  of  a  document  which  had  been, 
\p[  order  of  the  House  of  Commons, 
bod  before  the  House,  and  thereupon 
became  part  of  the  proceedings  of  the 
House,  and  which  had  been  aforesaid  by 
onleis  of  the  House  printed  and  pub- 
lished by  the  defendant,  and  that  the 
Honae  theretofore  had  resolved,  de- 
daied,  and  adjudged  *^  that  the  power  of 
^  publishing  such  of  its  reports,  votes,' 
"  and  proceedings  as  it  shall  deem  ne- 
"  cessary  or  conducive  to  the  public  in- 
"  terest,  is  an  essential  incident  to  the 
'*  constitutional  functions  of  parliament, 
''more  especially  to  the  Commons 
**  House  of  Parliament  as  the  represen- 
"  tative  portion  of  ifj 

(0  No  action  can  be  maintained  for 
otttter  mjurious  to  the  plaintiff's  cha- 
iBcter  contained  in  a  report  made  to  the 
vin-ehiefy  by  the  president  of 


a  number  of  military  officers,  actmg  as 
a  court  of  inquiry  under  his  directions. 
2  B.  &  B.  ISO.  Home  v.  Lord  Ben-^ 
tinck.  See  also  S  Taunt  456.  Oliver  v. 
Lord  IV.  BenHnck.  2  N.  R.  841.  JekgU 
y.  Morris.  Neither  will  an  action  lie 
for  libellous  expressions  contained  in  a 
letter  addressed  by  the  defendant,  a 
creditor  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  an 
officer  in  the  army,  to  the  secretary  at 
war,  requesting  him  to  interfere  and 
compel  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  defend- 
ant, where  the  defendant  believed  his 
statement  to  be  true :  and  such  belief 
may  be  proved  under  the  general  issue. 
SB.  &  A.  642.  Fairman v. Ives,  1  D. 
&  R.  252.  S.  C.  [See  also  1  Moo.  & 
R.  198.  Blake  v.  Pilfold.  6  C.  &  P. 
548.  Woodward  y.  Lander.'}  But  where 
a  person  officiously  interferes  to  inform 
any  of  the  constituted  authorities  of 
alleged  abuses,  the  communication  is  not 
privileged,  and  if  untrue  may  be  consi- 
dered malicious.  2  Smith,  S.  Robinson 
T*  May. 


JL32  Lake  versus  ^ng. 

Lakk  v.      <^  specified,  and  deUvered  the  «dd  petition,  oontajning  the 
KiKQ,        €€  gaij  matter  as  aforesaid,  to  a  oommittee  then  and  there 
^  "  constituted  and  appointed,  by  the  commons  then  and  there 

<'  assembled  in  parliament,  to  hear  and  examine  the  grievances 
<<  of  this  reahn  of  JEnffland,  which  said  committee  then  and 
^'  there  had  fiill  power  and  authority  to  hear  and  examine 
'*  grievances  of  this  kind ;  by  which  said  committee,  the  »ud 
*'  Edtoard  Lake  afterwards,  to  vdt,  on  the  same  day  and  year, 
''  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  was  summoned  to  appear  and  give 
*'  an  account  to  the  same  committee,  of  the  matters  contained 
^'  in  the  said  petition.     And  the  said  defendant  further  suth, 
*^  that  he,  for  the  better  manifestation  of  the  grievances  con- 
''  tained  in  the  said  petition,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said 
**  first  day  of  December^  in  the  18th  year  aforesaid,  at  West- 
*^  minster  aforesaid,  caused  the  said  petition  to  be  printed, 
^'  and  then  and  there  delivered  the  same  to  divers  subjects  of 
*'  our  lord  the  now  Mng,  being  members  of  the  said  com- 
*^  mittee,  according  to  custom  used  by  others  in  that  behalf, 
"  and  approved  of  by  the  members  of  the  said  committee; 
^'  which  is  the  same  printing,  publishing,  and  dispersing  of 
'*  the  writing,  whereof  the  said  plaintiff  above  now  complains 
'*  against  him.     And  this,  &c.  wherefore,  &c"    To  which 
plea  the  plaintiff  demurred  in  law. 
The  exhibit       And  this  case  was  oftentimes  debated.    And  it  was  agreed 
m  committee  of  ^*  *^®  exhibiting  of  the  petition  to  a  committee  of  parlia- 
P«**J""^"     ™ent  was  lawftd,  and  that  no  action  lies  for  it,  although  the 
aotioa'iiei         matter  contained  in  the  petition  was  false  and  scandalous, 
Aough  it  be      becausc  it  is  in  a  summary  course  of  justice,  and  before  those 
daioufl,  becBuee  who  havc  powcr  to  examine,  whether  it  be  true  or  false. 
ifjuiSce.'^"*  But  the  question  was,  whether  the  printinff  and  publishing  of 
it  (2),  in  the  manner  alleged  by  the  defendant  in  his  plea,  was 
justifiable  or  not  ? 

; — ? — "^ 

(2)  A  libel  may  be  published  either  party  himself  against  whom  it  is  made, 
I  by  speaking  or  singing,  as  where  it  is  it  is  a  publication  ;  2  Black.  Rep.  1038. 
,  maliciously  repeated  or  sung  in  the  pre-  1  T.  R.  110;  though  the  contrary 
':  sence  of  others ;  or  by  delivery,  as  when  seemed  to  have  been  holden  formerly. 
'  a  libel,  or  a  copy  of  it,  is  delivered  to  2  Bac.  Abr.  497.  Libel  (B.)  2.,  and 
'another.  5  Rep.  125.  b.  Moor,  813.  Hob,  62.  Barrow y,Lleweltin.Ihid. 215. 
Lamb*s  case.  So  if  a  letter  containing  Hick's  case,  (m)  A  libel  may  also  be 
a  libel  is  sent  sealed  to  another,  or  to  the    published  by  pictures  or  signs,  as  by 


(m)  See  2  Esp.625.  PhiUipsr.  Jan-    Kenyan  C.  J.  that  the  sending  a  libel- 
«»,   where   it  was  holden  by   Lord    lous  letter  to  the  plaintiff  himself  ^as 


BGl.  .19  &  20  Car.  11.  Regis.  132a 

And  it  was  argued,  that  it  was  not  justifiable.     For  if  it      Lake  v. 
were,  then,  under  a  pretence  of  proceeding  in  a  course  of       Kino. 
justice,  a  libel  might  be  printed,  published,  and  dispersed  of  ^ ^ 


painting  another  in  an  ignominiousman- 
ner,  or  making  the  sign  of  a  gallows,  or 
other  reproachful  and  ignominious  sign 
Dpon  his  door,  &c.  5  Rep.  125.  h.(n) 
Thoagh  the  pubUeatUm  of  a  libel  must 
be  stated  in  the  declaration,  yet  it  is 


sufficient  to  state  such  matter  as  amounts 
to  a  publication,  without  using  the  for- 
mal word  published,  and  the  jury  must 
decide  whether  a  publication  be  suffici- 
ently proved  or  not  2  Black.  Rep.  1 037. 
BcUdvnn  v.  Elphinston.  (o) 


not  a  sufficient  publication  to  ground  an 
action,  although  it  would  be  to  ground 
in  indictment.  For  in  an  indictment 
the  prorocation  and  tendency  to  a 
breach  of  peace  are  the  gist  of  the  of- 
fence, and  not  any  damage  or  injury 
tnsing  to  the  party  libelled.  But  if  in 
an  indictment  on  a  libellous  letter  sent 
to  the  prosecutor  himself,  it  be  laid 
that  the  letter  was  sent  with  intent  to 
iojure  the  prosecutor  in  his  business 
and  in  the  eyes  of  the  world,  the  de- 
fendant must  be  acquitted ;  for  the  pro- 
secutor could  not  be  injured  in  the  eyes 
of  any  one  unless  he  himself  communi- 
cited  the  libellous  letter.  2  Stark.  245. 
Hex  ▼.  Wefftner^  per  Abbott  J.  [See 
farther  as  to  what  is  sufficient  evidence 
of  publication,  2  Stark.  63.  Delacroix  v. 
7%et>enoL  2  M.  &  Rob.  54.  Day  v. 
Bream.  lCr.M.&R.25a  Warreny. 
Warren.  4  Tyrw.  850.  S.C.  7  C.  &  P. 
680.  Shipley  t.  Todhunier.  6  Bing. 
409.  Cook  y.  Ward.  4  Moo.  &  P.  99. 
S.C.  2BiDg.li.C.4fS7.  Tarpleyy.Bla- 
h^  2  Scott,  642.  S.C.  4  B.  &  C.  S5. 
Bex  y.  AmphlU.2 

(it)  Or  before  his  house.  11  East, 
226.    Jejfferies  v.  Duncombe. 

(p)  What  shall  amount  to  a  publica- 
tion was  fully  discussed  in  the  recent 
case  of  Tie  King y. Burdetty  3  B.&  A. 
717.  and  4  B.  &  A.  95.  In  that  case 
the  libel  was  contained  in  a  letter  dated 
in  Leieesierskiref  which  was  inclosed 
in  an  envelope  directed  to  A.  with  writ- 

VOl- 1. 


ten  directions  to  forward  it  to  B.,  for 
publication.  It  was  received  by  B.  in 
Middlesex,  and  there  published  by  him. 
The  envelope  exhibited  no  post-mark^ 
nor  any  appearance  of  a  seal.  The  de- 
fendant was  seen  in  Leicestershire  on 
the  day  of  the  date  of  the  letter,  and 
on  the  following  day.  A.  was  not  called 
on  either  side,  nor  was  it  proved  that 
he  was  a  resident,  or  had  been  in  Lei- 
cestershire  about  that  time.  The  court 
(diss.  Bayky  J.)  held  that  it  was  pro- 
perly left  to  the  jury  to  presume  that 
the  libel  was  delivered  open  to  A.  in 
Leicestershire.  The  court  also  held 
(dub.  Bayley  J.)  that  a  delivery  of  a 
sealed  letter,  containing  a  libel,  at  the 
post  office,  is  a  publication  there ;  also 
(dub.  Bayley  J.),  that  if  a  party  write 
and  compose  a  libel  in  one  county  with 
intent  to  publish,  and  do  afterwards 
publish  it  in  another,  he  may  be  indicted 
in  either.  And  all  the  court  held,  that 
where  a  libel  imputes  to  others  the  I 
commission  of  a  triable  crime,  evidence  ' 
of  the  truth  of  the  libel  is  inadmissible ; 
and  that  where  the  judge  who  tried  the 
cause  told  the  jury  that  the  intention 
was  to  be  collected  from  the  paper 
itself,  unless  explained  by  the  mode  of 
publication  or  other  circumstances ;  and 
that^  if  its  contents  were  likely  to  ex- 
cite sedition,  &c.  the  defendant  must  be 
presumed  to  intend  that  which  his  act 
was  likely  to  produce ;  and  that,  if  they 
found  such  to  be  the  intent,  he  was  of 
Q 
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Lake  v.      any  man  throughout  the  whole  kingdom,  and  yet  he  should 
KingJ       have  no  remedy :  and  therefore  it  was  said,  that  although  the 
'  exhibiting  of  the  said  petition  was  lawful,  yet  the  printing  of 

it  was  a  publication  of  it  to  all  the  world,  which  is  not  lawful 
to  be  done  in  any  caae.  And  of  such  opinion  Kelyngt  chief 
justice,  in  his  life-time,  seemed  to  be  strongly.  But  Twysden 
justice  was  of  a  contrary  opinion,  because  it  is  no  more  than 
if  the  defendant  had  employed  several  clerks  to  write  as  many 
copies  as  he  has  now  printed 
Argument  for  And  for  the  defendant  it  was  argued,  that  the  chaj^  in 
the  declaration  consists  of  two  parts :  First,  that  the  defend- 
ant caused  to  be  printed.  Secondly,  That  he  delivered,  pub- 
lished, and  dispersed  to  divers  subjects  o£j  our  brd  the  king. 
Then  to  consider  the  printing  only :  that  ia  not  9k  publishing  of 
itself  (3)  but  only  great  evidence  of  it,  as  it  is  said  of  the 
[  153  3  transcribing  of  a  libelin  Zamft's  case.  9  Bep.  69.  b.  Andthe 
plaintiff  himself  has  not  relied  upon  the  printing  only  to  be  a 
publishing,  but  has  further  alleged  that  the  defendant  deUoeredj 
published,  aad  dispersed  to  divers  subjects  ;  therefore  the  court 
will  not  intend  the  printing  only  to  be  a  publishing,  when  the 
plaintiff  himself  has  laid  a  publishing  besides :  so  that  the 
whole  stress  of  the  case  lies  upon  tiie  publiflhing,  which  the 
defendant  has  alleged  to  be  to  the  members  of  the  committee 

(3)  Printing  a  libel  may  be  an  inno*  dinate  workmen.    Per  De  Gftg  C.  J. 
cent  act,  but  unless  qualified  by  circum-  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Ex- 
stances,  shsliprUnd  facie  be  understood  chequer  Chamber.   2  Black.  Rep^  1038. 
to  be  a  publishing.  It  must  be  delivered  Baldwin  v.  ElphiMli(m.(p) 
to  the  compositor  and  the  other  subor- 


opinion  it  was  a  libel ;  and  that  they  may  hold  him  to'*bul,  and  commit  bim 

were  to  take  the  law  from  him,  unless  for  trial  if  he  cannot  find  bail.    4  B. 

they  were  satisfied  that  he  was  wrong ;  Moore,  195.  Butt  v.  Conant.  [1  B.  &  B. 

this  was  a  correct  mode  of  leaving  the  548.  S.  C] 

question  to  the  jury  under  the  32  Geo.  3.  (p)  [The  authority  of  this  case  vm 

c.  60.  s.  1.    It  was  mooted  in  this  case,  denied  in  7  A.  &  E.  223.  Watts  v.  Fra- 

but  any  decision  on  the  point  became  ser.   2  Nev.  k  P.  157.  S.  C. ;  and  tlie 

I  unnecessary,    whether  the  composing  court  said  that  it  does  not  follow,  as 

and  writing  a  libel  with  intent  to  pub-  of  course,  from  a  work  being  printed, 

;lish,  but  not  followed  by  publication,  that  the  party  sending  it  forth  employed 

'be  an  offence.    A  justice  of  the  peace  a  compositor  or  other  workmen.]    A 

out  of  sessions,  before  information  filed  defendant  may  be  acquitted  of  prindngf 

or  indictment  found,  may  issue  his  war-  and  found  guilty  of  publishing  a  libel, 

rant  to  apprehend  a  person  charged  on  2  Camp.  646.     The  King  v.  WHHams. 
oath  with  having  published  a  libel,  and 


Hil.  19  &  20  Car.  H.  Regis-  133 

of  puriiiiinent,  and  averred  it  to  be  the  Hime  pvbluhing  (4)     Lake  v. 
whereof  the  plamtifF  has  complained.     And  therefore  if  the       King. 
publishing  in  this  case  be  lawfxd^  then  the  printing  in  order  to  " 

0ttch  publication  is  lawful  also.  And  as  to  the  objection,  that, 
from  the  printing,  it  ought  to  be  intended  that  the  petition, 
which  the  plaintiff  terms  a  libel,  was  delivered  and  dispersed 
to  others,  who  were  not  members  of  the  said  committee  of  par- 
liament, (as  in  truth  it  wasy)  it  was  answered  for  the  defend- 
ant, that  if  the  truth  had  been  so,  the  plaintiff  might  have  re- 
lied that  matter,  but  now  by  his  demurrer  he  has  confessed 
that  the  publication  whereof  he  has  complained  was  only  by 
the  delivery  to  the  members. of  the  committee;  for  so  the 
defoidant  has  allied  in  his  plea,  which  the  plaintiff  has 
admitted  By  his  demurrer.  And  the  defendant  principally 
inosted  upon  the  order  and  course  of  proceedings  in  parlia- 
ment, which  allow  of  the  printing  and  delivering  of  petitions 
and  cases  depending  in  parliament,  or  before  any  committee 
thereof.  And  as  Colemauy  a  member  of  parliament,  said  at 
the  bar,  that  when  it  was  a  question  in  the  House  of  Com- 
mons, whether  it  should  be  allowed  to  print  and  deliver 
copes  of  petitions  and  cases  to  members  of  parliament,  it  was 
resolved  in  the  affirmative  that  it  should  be  so  allowed.  And 
of  the  order  of  jiroceedings  of  parliament  and  their  committees  . 
the  court  will  take  jndidal  notice.  * 
And  after  this  case  had  depended  twelve  terms,  now  this  Jodgment 


(4)  It  was  objected  in  this  case,  For,  in  the  former  case,  the  plea  is  con- 
that  the  defendant  ought  to  have  tra-  sistent  with  the  charge  in  tiie  declara- 
retwd  the  publishing  of  the  petition  to  tion.  For  the  publishing  of  copies  to 
any  otherpersons  who  were  fia<  members  divers  sulffectSy  being  members  of  the 
of  the  committee.  But  it  was  resolved,  cammiUee  stated  in  the  plea,  may  well 
that  as  the  chaxge  in  the  declaration  was  enough,  for  ought  appears  to  the  con- 
general,  that  the  defendant  published  trary,  be  the  same  ptdflioatianynih  that 
the  libel  to  divers  subjects,  and  the  de-  to  divers  subjects  mentioned  in  the  de- 
fendant justified  the  publication  to  divers  ciaration  ;  and  therefore  to  add  a  tra« 
pentms  being  members  of  the  committeey  verse  would  be  against  the  rules  of 
the  plea  was  good  without  a  traverse ;  pleading.  But  in  the  latter  case,  the 
but  if  the  action  had  been  for  publishing  plea  would  be  inconsistent ;  for  the  pub- 
it  to  divers  persons  ^  name,  and  defend-  lication  to  C.  and  Z>.  mentioned  in  the 
ant  had  justified  the  publication  thereof  plea  cannot  possibly  be  the  seane  public- 
to  some  by  name,  he  ought  to  have  tra-  ation  with  that  to  A.  and  B,  chained  in 
versed  all  the  others.  1  Lev.  24Qi  241.  the  declaration.  See  ant^,  p.  22.  Ben^ 
Seeal8oCom.Dig.Pi200d^(G.2.);  which  net  v.  Filki^,  note  (2). 
&tinction  appears  to  be  well  founded. 

Q2 
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Lakk  r.      tenn  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendant  by  Hale  chief 

Kino.       justice,  Twysdeuy  and  Rainsfard,  upon  this  point,  namely, 

•  that  it  was  the  order  and  course  of  proceedings  in  parliament 

to  print  and  deliver  copies,  &c.  whereof  they  ought  to  take 

judicial  notice.     Sir  William  Jams  counsel  for  the  plaintiff, 

and  Saunders  for  the  defendant 


I  ^^1  Dominus  Rex  verms  Dickenson. 

^"^  ^^-  Trin.  19  Car.  IL  No.  76. 

Gectiorari.  ^^iHARLES  the  Second,  by  the  grace  of  God,  of  Enghmi, 

KJ  Scotland^  France^  and  Ireland^  king^  defender  of  the 
faith,  &C.  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  York^  and  also  to  the 
steward  of  our  court,  called  the  Tom  of  the  Uberty  of  tlu 
Honour  of  Pomfret,  within  the  West-Biding  of  the  said 
county,  greeting:  We  being  willing,  for  certain  reasons  us 
thereunto  moving,  that  all  and  singular  presentments  of 
whatsoever  trespasses,  nuisances,  and  encroachments,  whereof 
Richard  Thomson^  George  Dickenson,  Anthony  fFright,  and 
others,  are  presented  before  you,  (as  it  is  said,)  be  determined 
before  us,  and  not  elsewhere,  do  command  you,  as  we  have 
oftentimes  conunanded  you,  that  you,  or  one  of  you,  do  send 
imder  your  seal,  or  the  seal  of  one  of  you,  before  us  on  the 
morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  wheresoever  we  shall  then  be 
in  England,  all  and  singular  the  said  presentments  with  all 
things  touching  the  same,  by  whatsoever  names  the  said 
Richard,  George,  Anthony,  and  all  the  others,  may  be  named 
or  called  in  the  said  presentments,  together  with  this  our  writ, 
that  we  may  further  cause  to  be  done  thereon  what  of  right, 
and  according  to  the  law  and  custom  of  England,  we  shall  see 
fit  to  be  done :  and  this  in  no  wise  omit,  under  the  penalty  of 
8021  Witness,  Sir  J.  Kelynge,  knight,  at  Westminster,  the 
eleventh  day  of  May,  in  the  19th  year  of  our  reign. 

By  the  court, 

Fanshaw. 

The  execution  of  this  writ  appears  in  a  certun  schedule  to 
this  writ  annexed. 

Martin  Headley,  steward  of  the  Liberty  of  the  Honour  of 
Pomfret,  in  the  county  of  York. 
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The  letiim  as  to  the  defendant  Dickenson  is  as  follows:  At  The  Kino  v. 
the  gieat  court,  with  the  torn,  of  view  of  frank  pledge  and  Dickehsoh. 
oourt4eet,  of  the  most  excellent  princess  Henrietta  Maria,  • 

queen  dowager  of  England,  and  mother  of  our  sovereign  lord 
the  now  king,  holden  for  the  liberty  of  the  wapentake  of 
Shfrach,  parcel  of  the  said  honour,  at  Seacroft,  within  the  said 
honoar,  in  the  said  county,  within  one  month  next  after  the 
feast  of  SL  Michael,  to  wit,  on  the  17th  day  of  October,  in 
the  18th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  sovereign  lord  Charles  the 
Second,  by  the  grace  of  God,  of  England,  Scotland,  France, 
and  Ireland,  king,  defender  of  the  faith,  &c  before  Martin 
Headley,  gent,  steward  of  the  court  of  the  said  honour,  by  the 
oath  of  A.  B.,  &C.  *  (here  the  names  of  the  jury  are  recited,)  •  See'pott,S48. 
twelve  good  and  lawful  men  inhabiting  and  residing  within  J^  lu^ '(!)• 
the  said  wapentake  and  honour,  sworn  and  charged  by  the 
8ud  steward  of  the  said  court  to  inquire  and  present  all  and 
nng^ilar  thoso  things  which  to  the  said  court  belong  and      [  195  ] 
s^^rtain,  it  was  presented  !>  That  George  Dickenson,  late  of  t  S^  v^ 
Seacrqftoioressad,  within  the  said  honour,  yeoman,  before  this  bT,\o8. 
court,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  day  of  October,  in  the  18th  year  of  °^^^*^ 
the  reign  of  our  sovereign  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king 
of  England,  &c.  with  force  and  arms  did  encroach  in  and 
upon  a  certain  close  of  the  said  lady  the  queen  dowager, 
called  Seacrqft  Moore,  at  Seacroft  aforesaid,  within  the  said 
honour,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  one 
rood  of  the  land  of  the  said  close  then  and  there  with  force 
and  anna,  and  with  hedges  and  ditches,  unjustly  and  unlaw- 
fully did  inclose,  and  did  then  and  there  with  force  and  arms 
erect  a  cottage  upon  the  said  parcel  of  land  so  inclosed,  to  the 
coounon  nuisance  of  the  said  lady  Henrietta  Maria  queen 
dowager,  and  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Seacroft  afore- 
said, and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  his 
crown  and  dignity.     Therefore  the  said  George  in  mercy; 
and  the  amerciament  thereof  affeered  by  John  Edmonds  and 

William  Wright,  affeerors  in  this  behalf,  now  chosen  and 

sworn  in  the  said  court,  to  39  shillings. 


The  King  versus  Dickenson.  Case  21. 
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ICKENSON  was  presented  at  a  court-leet  of  the  queen  a  C  2  Keb. 
forc< 
\croft 
(J3 


dowager,  that  he  trith  force  and  arms  had  encroached  ^'  '''^^ 

A  pMSdlUllCD* 

upon  tiie  queen's  dose  at  Seacroft,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  at  a  Icet  for 
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The  King  versus  IXakenam. 


The  KiKO  r. 

DXCKENAOK* 

T 

erecting  a  cot- 
tage upon  the 
statute  31  Eliz. 
c  7.  must  aver 
it  to  be  for  Ao- 
Utatiom^  and 
must  conclude 
*  ligaintt  the 
firm  of  the  ttO' 
iute,"  and  the 
amerciament 
cannot  be  under 
lOL 


Ae  oourty  and  bad  incloeed  a  rood  thexoof^  and  had  uxgosdy 
and  unlawfully  erected  a  cottage  thereoxi  to  the  common 
nuiraice  of  the  queen  and  of  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  vill  of 
Seacrofty  and  against  the  peace»  &c  Therefore  in  mercy ; 
and  the  amerciament  is  affeered  to  39«. 

And  this  presentaient  being  removed  into  the  king's  bench 
by  eeriiorarh  it  was  moved  to  be  quashed,  because  it  was  not 
founded  upon  the  statute  of  31  EUz.  c  7.  of  cottages  (1) ;  for 
it  is  not  said,  that  the  cottage  was  erected  for  habUa&m  (2), 
as  the  statute  says ;  and  it  does  not  condude  '^  against  the 
farm  qf  the  statute  (3),"  as  it  ought,  if  it  had  been  grounded 


(1)  This  statute  is  repealed  by  the 
15G.S.c.d2. 

(2)  So  I  Mod.  ^5.  Rex  v.  NedUe. 
Styles,  33.    Andr.  230.  Rex  v.  BurketL 

(3)  1.  If  a  statute  makes  that  to  be 
an  offence  which  was  not  so  at  common 
lawy  or  alters  the  nature  of  an  offence 
at  common  law,  as  by  making  a  misde- 
meanor to  become  a  felony,  the  indict- 
ment must  conclude  ^'  against  the  form 
^  of  the  statute!'  otherwise  it  will  be  in- 
sufficient 2  H.  Hw  P.  C.  192.  post,  249. 
Faulkner's  case.  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  251. 
s.ll6.foLed.  Doug.  441.  The  King 
V.  Smith,  (a)  2.  But  such  a  conclusion 
will  not  make  good  an  indictment  which 
does  not  bring  the  act  prohibited  or 


commanded  within  the  material  words 
of  the  statute.  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  249. 
8. 110.  3.  If  an  offence  is  a  felony  at 
common  law,  and  a  statute  takes  away 
dergy  from  such  offence  when  com- 
mitted under  particular  circumstances ; 
as  the  statute  8  Eliz.  c  4.  does  from 
the  offence  of  stealing  from  the  person 
of  another  "  privily  without  his  know- 
" ledge;**  there,  though  the  indictment 
must  allege  that  the  fact  was  done 
"  dam  et  secrete^'*  yet  it  ought  not  to 
conclude  "  against  the  form  ofthesta" 
**  tuie^  because  it  was  a  felony  before; 
and  the  statute  takes  away  only  a  pri- 
vil^e  which  the  common  law  allowed. 
2  H.  H.  P.  C.  190.  (b)    But  if  it  do  so 


(a)  [And  the  defect  is  not  cured  by 
the  Stat  7  G.  4.  c.  64.  s.  20.  1  Moody^ 
C.  C.  R.  318.  Rex  v.  Pearson.']  So  a 
presentment  by  a  magistrate,  under  the 
Highway  Act,  IS  G.3.  c  78.  [repealed, 
and  presentments  abolished,  l^  stat  5  & 
6  W.  4.  c  50.^  must  conclude  <'  against 
the  <'  form  of  the  statute."  13  East,  258. 
Rex  V.  Winter.  [And  in  a  penal  action 
the  declaration  must  so  conclude  ;  and 
,  it  will  not  suffice  to  conclude,  '^whereby 
'<  and  by  force  of  the  statute  the  defendant 
«  has  forfdited  for  his  said  offence,  &c." 
3  B.  &  C.  18&  WtUs  V.  IgguUen.  5  D. 
Scti.  13.  S.  C] 


(b)  [So  where  a  statute  merely  in- 
creases the  punishment  of  an  offence, 
sentence  may  be  passed  for  the  increased 
punishment,  though,  the  indictment  does 
not  conclude  contra  formam  ^  ;  for 
that  conclusion  is  only  necessary  vhen 
a  statute  creates  an  offence^  not  when  it 
merely  regulates  the  punishment.  Moody, 
C.  C.  R.  403.  Rex  v.  Chatbum.  Ibid. 
404.  Rex  y.Rushworth.  1 M.  &  Rob.463. 
Rex  V.  Berry.  Accordingly,  in  order 
to  warrant  a  sentence  of  transportation 
for  life  after  a  previous  conviction  for 
felony,  the  indictment  need  not  conclude 
dmtta  formam  ^     8  C.  &  P.  735 
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upon  the  statate.     And  besidefl,  the  statute  appoints  a  certain  The  King  v. 
penalty  of  lOt ;  and  in  thia  respect  the  statute  is  not  pur-  Dickenson, 


eonclade,  the  indictment  is  neverthe- 
fess  gcx>d,  and  the  words  *'  against  the 
form  €^  Ae  statute,"*  shall  be  rejected 
assoiplnsage.  2H.H.  P.C.  192.  All. 
4Sf  44w  Page  y.  Harwood.  Sty.  86. 
S.  C. ;  which  case  is  also  cited  in  1  Ld. 
Rajm.  150.  2  SalL  212,  215.  Bennet 
T.  Taibot  5.  If  an  indictment  for  an 
fjiSenoe  purely  at  common  law  conclude 
'^a^aisut  the  farm  cf  the  statute^*  it  is 
good  aotwithstandingy  if  it  also  con- 
dude  ^  agaimst  die  peace**  (c>  and  the 
voffda,  **  against  the  form  ef  the  skOutSy** 
iiaJl  be  rgected  as  surplusage.  2HawL 
P.  C.  «51.  s.  115.  4  T-  R.  202.  The 
Shsgyf. Harris.  5T.R.162.  TheKmg 
T.  MatAewSf'  and  the  authorities  there 
cited.  Though  it  was  formerly  holden 
otherwise.  2  H.  H.  P.  C.  192.  Cro. 
Car*  464.  CholmkifB  case,  and  see 
D0B9.44I.  The  Kmg  ▼.  Smith,  (d) 
a  It  follows,  that  if  a  statute  adds  a 


new  penalty  to  an  offence  at  common 
law,    and    the    indictment    concludes 
against  the  form  of  the  statute,  but  does 
not  bring  the  offence  within  it,  it  is 
good  at  common  law,  and  the  words, 
*' against   the  form    of  the  statute^" 
shall  be  rejected.    2  Hawk.  P.  C.  251. 
8.115.  S.  P.      All.  43,  44.      Page  v. 
Harwood.     S  Bac  Abr.  97.     4  T.  R. 
202.     The  King  ▼.  Harris.     Though 
Lord  Hale,  relying   upon  Penhallo*B 
case,    Cro.    Eliz.    231.   pi.    23.,  and 
CholmUy*%  case,  Cro.  Car.  465.,  holds 
the  contrary.    7.  An  indictment  for  an 
offence  created  by  statute  ought  not  to 
recite  it    If  however  it  be  recited  and 
mis-recited  in  a  substantial  part  of  the 
purview  of  the  statute,  such  variance 
is  fatal,  notwithstanding  it  concludes 
"against    the  form    of  the   statute.** 
2H.H.P.C.172.    2HawLP.C.245. 
s.  lOa  246.  s.  101.  (e)    8.  If  a  statute 


Beff.  Y.BleOj  coram  PaUesonJ.  An  in- 
dictment for  a  coDunon  law  felony  com- 
mitted abroad,  but  triable  here  by  sta- 
tote,  need  not  conclude  contra  formam 
fye.    Russ.  &  R.  294.  Rex  v.  Sawger.J 

(t)  fAn  indictment  for  a  felony, 
whether  at  common  law  or  by  statute,  as 
well  as  for  a  misdemeanor,  must  con- 
tain a  ^  contra  pacem  ;**  and  the  defect  is 
not  cured  by  laying  the  offence  to  have 
been  contra  formam  statuti.  Russ.  &  R. 
176.  Rex  V.  Cooh.  But  unless  the 
objection  is  taken  on  demurrer,  the  de- 
fect is  cured  by  stat.  7  G.  4.  c.  64.  s.  20. 
(See  2  M.&  Rob.  109.  Rex  v.  Smith.) 
A  conclusion  against  the  peace  of  the  now 
king,  for  an  offence  in  the  reign  of  the  late 
king,  is  cured  by  this  statute.  1  Moody, 
C.  C.  R.  352.  Rex  v.  Chalmers.^ 

(d)  2Ld.  Raym.  1163.  Reg.y.  Wigg 
S.P. 


(c)  See  6  T.R.  773.  King  v.  Mar- 
sachy  in  which  a  distinction  was  made 
in    argument    between   a    conclusion 
«  against  the  form  of  the  said  statute,** 
and  a  conclusion  "  against  the  form  of 
"  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
"  provided,"  and  cases  were  cited  in 
which  the  latter  had  been  held  to  cure 
a  mis-recital,  viz.    1  Lutw.  140.    Bond 
and  Triche(^8  case.  3  Keb.  468.  Palmer 
and  Ta^lor*s  case.     1  Ld.  Raym.  382. 
Piatt  y.Hill,  per  Holt  C.  J.    But  the 
court  in  giving  judgment  took  no  no- 
tice of  this  distinction,  and  judgment 
was  arrested.     And  it  may  be  observed, 
that    the    cases    cited    were    none    of 
them    cases    of  variance   "  in  a  sub- 
*<  stantial  part  of  the  purview  of  the  sta- 
"  tute."    In  fact,  in  the  first  case  the 
placcy  and  in  the  second  the  time,  at 
which  the  parliament  was  begun  to  be 
Q4 
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The  King  v.  Bued.  (4)  Then  at  common  law  the  presentment  is  not  good ; 
DiCKEKsoN.  because  an  encroachment  upon  the  lord  of  a  manor,  and  an 
'  inclosure  of  the  waste,  and  erecting  a  cottage  upon  it,  is  no 


refers  to  a  fonner  statute,  and  adopts 
and  continues  the  provisions  of  it,  the 
indictment  must  conclude  against  the 
form  of  the  statute.  I  Lutw.  215. 
Jiidley  y.  BeO.  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  25. 
s.ll7.(/) 
(4)  The  distinction  seems  to  be  this : 


where  a  statute  makes  unlawful  that 
which  was  lawful  before,  and  appoints 
a  specific  remedj,sthat  remedy  must  be 
pursued,  and  no  other.  Cro.  Jac  644. 
Costless  case.  1  Salk.  45.  Stephens  y. 
Watson,  Com.  Dig.  Indictment  (£.). 
2  Burr.  803.   neKinffr.Ilolnnson.{g) 


holden  was  the  only  thing  mis-recited ; 
and  in  the  third,  Lord  HoU  expressly 
confines  his  observation  to  a  variance 
in  the  time.  The  same  observation  ap- 
plies to  Cro.  Car.  232.  Tlie  King  and 
Barnes  Y.Hill  and  another^  cited  in 
1  Chitty  on  Criminal  Law,  p.  277.>  in 
support  of  this  distinction.  [As  to  a 
variance  in  setting  out  the  title  of  a 
statute,  see  1  Q.  B.  747.  Nixon  v. 
Nanney,"] 

(J)  But  where  a  statute  has  been 
wholly  discontinued,  and  is  afterwards 
revived,  there  seem  to  have  been  some 
opinions,  that  a  prosecution  on  it  ought 
to  conclude  ^'  against  the  form  of  the 
''statutes:'  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  25.  s.  117. 
However,  it  was  otherwise  held  in  2  East's 
P.  C.  GO\.Morgan*%  case ;  and  see  also 
Ibid.  599.  Phipoes  case.  2  Hale,  173. 
and  Cro.  Eliz.  750.  Dirigley  v.  Moore. 
Where  one  statute  [  imposed  a  stamp 
duty,  and  enacted  a  particular  mode  of 
stamping,  which  mode  was  repealed  by 
a  subsequent  statute,  and  another  sub- 
stituted for  it,  an  indictment  for  forg- 
ing the  latter  stamp,  concluding '^  against 
" the  form  of  the  statuU"  was  holden 
good.      2  Leach's  Crown  Cases,  827. 
CoUins%  case.    Where  the  right  of  ac- 
tion is  given  to  the  informer  by  one 
statute,  and  the  penalty  by  another,  it  is 
not  sufficient  to  state  that  by  force  of 
the  statute  an  action  had  accrued,  &c 
2  East,  338.  Zee  v.  Clarke.    But  see  7 


East,  516.  Lord  Clanriearde  v.  StfJus^ 
semble  contra.  [See  also  Russ.  &  R. 
425.  Bex  v.  Ptm,  where  it  was  held 
that  if  one  statute  subjects  an  act  to  a 
pecuniary  penalty,  and  a  subsequent 
statute  makes  it  a  felony,  an  indictment 
for  the  felony,  concluding  against  the 
form  of  the  statute^  is  right  (But  see 
1  Carr.  &  M.  299.  Bex  v.  Adams.)  By 
Stat.  7  G.  4.  c  64.  s.  20.  no  judgment 
upon  any  indictment  or  information, 
for  any  felony  or  misdemeanor,  .whether 
after  verdict  or  outUiwry,  or  by  con- 
fession, default,  or  otherwise,  shall  foe 
stayed  or  reversed  for  the  insertion  of  the 
words  ''  against  the  form  of  the  statute,'* 
instead  of  the  words  ''  against  the  form 
"  of  the  statutes,''  or  vice  versdS\ 

(g)  [However,  where  an  offence  is  not 
so  at  the  common  law,  but  made  an  of- 
fence by  act  of  parliament,  an  indictment 
will  lie  where  there  is  a  substantive  pro- 
hibitory clause  in  such  act  of  parliament; 
though  there  be  afterwards  a  particular 
provision  and  a  particular  remedy  given. 

1  Burr.  545.  Bex  v.  Wright^  by  Denison 
J.    5  B.  &  Ad.  BBS.    Bex  v.  Gregory. 

2  Nev.  &  M.  478.  S.  C.  And  it  is  stated 
as  an  established  principle,  that  when 
a  new  offence  is  created  by  an  act  of 
parliament,  and  a  penalty  is  annexed  to  it 
by  a  separate  and  substantive  clause» 
it  is  not  necessary  for  the  prosecutor 
to  sue  for  the  penalty ;  but  he  may  pro- 
ceed on  the  prior  clause,  on  the  ground 
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offence  pimishable  in  a  leet,  for  which  the  offender  can  be  The  Kino  v. 

ameroed;  for  it  is  not  a  public  nuisance,  but  a  particular  Dicksnson. 

djunage  to  the  lord :  and  although  it  might  be  presented  at  ^        *        ' 

the  court-leet  for  the  information  of  the  lord,  yet  the  court 

cannot  amerce  the  offender  for  it:   and  the  court-leet  can 

amerce  for  none  but  public  nuisances,  and  not  for  a  particular 

trespoas  to  the  lord  or  any  other  person,  for  which  an  action 

lies  by  them  to  recover  damages;  and  so  are  the  books*,  ^  C  l^^  ] 

48  Edw.  3.  8.  a.  12  H.  4.  8.  b.  express.  (5)    And  so  was  the  187.  BraTcim- 

opinion  of  the  court ;  and  the  presentment  was  quashed  on  ^^°^?^ 

the  motion  of  Saunders^  19. 


B«t  where  an  offence  was  antecedently 
ponisbable  by  a  common  law  proceed- 
ings as  by  iDdictment,  and  a  statute  pre- 
scribes a  particular  remedy,  there  such 
puHcular  remedy  is  cumulaHpCf  and 
proceedings  may  be  had  either  at  com- 
mon law,  or  under  the  statute.  As  if 
a  statute  gives  authority  to  the  court 
of  quarter  sessions  to  make  an  order 
respecting  some  particular  thing  men- 
tioned in  the  statute,  and  prescribes  a 
particular  remedy  in  case  of  disobe- 
dience, the  party  may  be  proceeded 
against  either  according  to  the  method 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  or  by  way  of 
indictment  at  common  law,  because 
disobedience  to  an  order  of  sessions  was 


an  offence  indictable  at  common  law. 
2  Salk.  460.  Queen  r.  Wigg.  2  Burr. 
20S.i2e2;y./2o6tiMO»;  9J^6,Rexy.Boys^ 
there  cited  for  not  paying  the  costs  of 
an  appeal  against  a  rate;  and  see  S.  P. 
4T.R.202.    Rex  Y. Harris,  {h) 

(5)  And  herewith  agree  Sir  T. 
Raym.  160.  2  Keb.  139.  Rex  v.  Ayree. 
S  Keb.  644.  1  Leon.  242.  Bbmt  v. 
Whiteacre's  case.  2  RoL  Abr.  88.  pi.  7, 
8.  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  197.  s.  2,  S.  3  Burr. 
1702.  -Rea?  v.  Starr.  1706.  Rex  y.  At- 
kins. 1707.  Rex  V.  GUkU.  1731.  Rex 
y.  Bake.  And  the  amerciament  is 
equally  illegal,  although  there  be  a 
custom  to  warrant  it.  6  T.  R.  51 1. 
Woody.LowUt.(i) 


of  its  bdng  a  misdemeanor.  4  T.  R. 
205.  Rex  y.  Harris^  by  Ashhursi  J.  1 
Russell  on  Crimes,  47. 2d.  ed.] 

(A)  See  also  2  Cowp.  648.  Rex  v. 
Bahne.  [3  B.  &  A.  163.  Rex  v.  Carlile, 
per  AbboU  C.  J.  Accord.']  So  to  ob- 
struct the  execution  of  an  act  of  par- 
liament is  indictable  at  common  law. 


2  Doug.  441.  Rex  y.  Smiih.  [1 1  A.  &  E. 
727.  RexY.Pnce.  3  P.&D.421.S.C.] 
*'  (t)  The  principal  case  does  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  cited  in  Cowp.  458. 
77ie  King  v.  Rowpell;  in  which  it  was 
held,  that  a  presentment  at  a  court-leet 
may  be  removed  into  K.  B.  by  cerHararif 
and  may  be  there  traversed. 


136*  Croacher  f)ersu8  GoDma. 

Case  22.  OoQcher  versus  Collins. 

MicL  19  Car.  IL  Begis.    Boli 

Samepreoe.      £SMC*MM|p<iMt'l*D£  it  remembered,  tbat  heretoforei  to  wit^ 

aSw. Bnu  ^^^  ^  ^®  *®™  ^^  ^^  ^^^y  Ttimty last  past, 

367.  before  our  brd  the  king  at  JFestmAuter,  came  Henry  Craueher, 

of  the  pariah  of  CorhamptoOi  in  the  county  aforesaid,  esquiie, 
who  sues  in  this  behalf  as  well  for  our  lord  the  king  as  for 
himself,  by  Charles  BaUettj  his  attorney,  and  brought  here  into 
the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  then  there,  his  certain  bill 
against  William  Collins^  esquire,  proprietor  of  the  rectory  of 
the  parish-church  of  Corhamptan  aforesaid,  as  he  asserts,  in  the 
custody  of  the  marshal,  &c  of  a  plea  of  trespass  and  con- 
Prohibitioii.  tempt ;  and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecuting,  to  wit,  John  Doe 
and  Richard  Roe;  which  said  bill  follows  in  these  words, 
that  is  to  say:  Southampton,  to  wit,  Henry  Craachtr,  of  the 
parish  of  Corhampton,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  esquire,  who  sues 
in  this  behalf  as  well  for  our  lord  the  king  as  for  Imnself,  com- 
plains of  William  Collins,  esquire,  proprietor  of  the  rectory  of  - 
the  parish-church  of  Corhampton  aforesaid,  as  he  asserts,  bebg 
in  the  custody  of  the  marshalof  themarshalseaof  ourlordthe 
.  long,  before  tlie  king  himself,  of  a  plea,  wherefore  he  prose- 
cuted a  pl^  in  the  oourt-christian,  after  his  said  majesty's 
prohibition  (1)  to  the  contrary  thereof  first  directed  and  deli- 

(1)  This  action  is,  in  notion  of  law,  and  thereby  to  give  the  action  the  re- 
founded  upon  an  attachment  against  quisites  of  a  suit  The  supposed  con- 
the  defendant  for  a  contempt  in  pro*  tempt  however  is  the  reason  of  its  being 
ceeding  after  a  writ  of  prohibition  has  a  qui  tarn  action  (a) ;  because  it  is  an 
been  served  upon  him.  But  it  is  a  established  rule,  that  in  every  case  of  a 
mere  fiction,  used  for  the  purpose  of  contempt  to  the  king,  the  action  must 
trying  with  greater  certainty,  whether  be  €u  well  to  answer  the  king  as  the  party 
the  inferior  court  ought  to  proceed  suing.  Moor,  64.  This  fiction  seems 
further  in  the  suit  The  defendant  is  to  have  been  derived  from  the  ancient 
not  in  fact  served  with  a  writ  of  prohi-  practice  in  prohibition.  For  it  is  said, 
bition,  and  therefore  has  not  in  fact  that  formeriy  the  courts  of  common 
incurred  any  contempt  for  a  disobedi-  law  could  not  grant  a  prohibition  in  any 
ence  of  it  But  this  matter  is  alleged  case,  unless  the  party  were  in  contempt 
for  form's  sake,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  for  proceeding  after  he  was  served  with 
to  demand  damages  of  the  defendant,  an  original  writ  of  prohibition  out  of 


(a)  The  action  is  not  now  qui  tarn.    See  1 W.  4.  c  21.  post,  186  ft.  note  (c). 
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vered  to  him,  for  this,  to  wit,  that  whereas  within  the  said 
parish  of  Carhamptan  there  are,  and  fix)m  time  whereof  the 
memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary  there  have  been,  as 
weQ  a  rector  and  vicar,  as  a  rectory  and  yicarage,  of  the 
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Chancery,  and  an  alias  and  pluries  di- 
rected to  him.  In  that  case  an  attach* 
nent  for  prohibition  issued  against  him 
retomable  in  the  K.  B.  or  C.  B.  (see 
the  foim,  Reg.  3S.  b.),  whereon  the 
party,  who  sued  out  the  writ  of  prohi- 
Mtioiiy  might  declare  to  recover  the 
damages  Jbe  had  sustained  by  the  de- 
fendant's obstinacy.  12  Rep.  58.  Lanff^ 
dal^s  case.  Sir  Edward  Coke  in  the 
aune  report  says,  the  attachment  is 
only  & /udieial -wiit ;  but  this  appears 
lo  be  a  mistake ;  it  seems  certain  that 
it  is  an  original  writ.  It  begins  as 
original  writs  do^  with  ^  si  A.  B.feeerii 
St  seeuntMy  &c  tunc  poncy  &rc.  Reg. 
35.  a.  1  B.  &  P.  1^1.  Jefferson  v. 
Bishop  of  Durham.  But  the  modem 
practice  is  to  file  a  'suggestion  (b)  in 
coiiTt,  stating  the  nature  of  the  case  and 
the  proceediDgs  in  the  court  below,  and 
concluding  with  a  prayer  for  a  prohi- 
bition. See  the  Books  of  Entries,  tit 
Prokihiiion,  passim.  If  the  suggestion 
be  to  stay  a  suit  in  the  ecclesiastical 
eonrt  for  substraction  of  tithes  or  other 
ecclesiastical  dues,  it  must  be  proved  by 
twoL  witnesses  by  virtue  of  stat  2  &  3 
Edw.  6.  c.  IS.  s.  14.  But  this  sta- 
tote  only  extends  to  tithes  payable  de 
jurtf  and  not  to  such  as  are  against 
common  right.  2  Inst  662.  So  it  is 
said,  that  proof  is  not  necessary  where 
the  suggestion  is  in  the  negative;  as 
that  the  parsonage  is  not  impropriate ; 
or  that  the  land  does  not  lie  in  the  pa- 
rish; or  that  the  parson  is  not  inducted; 
for  the  quaint  reason  that  a  negative 
cannot  be  proved.  Ibid.    So  where  the 


suggestion  is  that  the  parson  has  made 
a. contract  or  agreement  for  his  tithes, 
no  proof  is  necessary.  Yelv.  102.  Tan- 
ner V.  Small.  Ibid.  119.  CoUf  v.  Hunt. 
However,  when  the  party  must  prove 
the  suggestion,  an  entry  of  the  proof 
which  he  has  made  is  then  drawn  out 
and  entered  of  record.  See  the  form 
Cromp.  Prac  281.  2d  ed.  Upon  this 
suggestion,  the  court  grants  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  a  prohibition  should 
not  issue,  which  is  aflerwards]|  made  ab- 
solute or  discharged,  according  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  case.  If  it  be  a 
nice  or  doubtful  case,  the  court  will 
make  the  rule  absolute,  and  direct  the 
party  applying  io  declare,  which  he  does 
by  serving  the  other  side  with  the  rule, 
without  taking  out  a  writ,  and  then 
delivering  his  declaration.  Bull.  N. 
P.  218.  But  as  the  direction  to  de- 
clare is  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  he 
may  afterwards  submit  and  refuse  the 
declaration,  and  the  court  will  on  his 
application  stay  the  proceedings  with- 
out costs.  2  Str.  1149.  Gegge  v.  Jones. 
So  when  the  court  is  of  opinion  that 
there  should  be  a  prohibitiou,  the  party 
against  whom  it  is  prayed  has  in  a 
manner  a  right  to  insist  that  the  plain- 
tiff shall  declare;  though  the  person 
who  applies  for  the  prohibition  has 
no  such  right,  when  the  court  is  of 
opinion  against  the  prohibition.  1  Black. 
Rep.  81.  Rex  v.  Bishop  of  Ely.  S.  C. 
1  Burr.  198.  If  a  verdict  be  for  the 
plaintiff  upon  an  issue  joined  on  this 
declaration,  the  jury  only  give  nominal 
damages.    BulL  N.  P.  219.    By  stat 


(6)  This  is  no  longer  necessary.     See  1  W.  4.  c  21.  post,  136  b.  note  {c). 
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pari8h-chti]:ch  of  Corhampton  aforesaid,  which  sud  rectory  is, 
and  during  the  whole  time  afcHreaaid  hath  been,  a  rectory 
impropriate.  And  whereas  within  the  said  paxish,  and  the 
bounds,  limits,  and  titheable  places  thereof,  there  is,  and  dorbg 


8  &  9  W.  3.  c  11.  in  suits  upon  pro- 
hibitions, the  plaintiff  obtaining  judg- 
ment, or  an  award  of  execution  after 
pka  pleaded  or  demurrer ^  shall  recover 


his  costs;  and  if  the  plaintiff  shall  be 
nonsuit  or  discontinue,  or  a  verdict  pau 
against  him,  the  defendant  shall  recover 
his  costs  (e) 


(c)  [Most  important  alterations  in 
the  subjects  of  tiie  above  notes  have 
been  made  by  stat.  1 W.  4v  c.  21.,  which, 
after  reciting  that  the  filing  a  suggestion 
on  record  on  application  for  a  writ  of 
prohibition  is  productive  of  unnecessary 
expence,  and  that  the  allegation  of  con- 
tempt in  a  declaration  in  prohibition  filed 
before  writissued  is  an  unnecessary  form, 
and  that  it  is  expedient  to  make  some 
better  provision  for  payment  of  costs  in 
cases  of  prohibition,  enacts  '*  that  it  shall 
not  be  necessary  to  file  a  suggestion  on 
any  application  for  a  writ  of  prohibition, 
but  such  application  may  be  made  on 
affidavits  only.  And  in  case  the  party 
applying  shall  be  directed  to  declare  in 
prohibition  before  writ  issued,  such  de- 
claration shall  be  expressed  to  be  on 
behalf  of  such  party  only,  and  not,  as 
heretofore,  on  the  behalf  of  the  party  and 
of  his  majesty ;  and  shall  contain  and  set 
forth  in  a  concise  manner  so  much  only 
of  the  proceeding  in  the  court  below  as 
may  be  necessary  to  shew  the  ground 
of  the  application,  without  alleging  the 
delivery  of  a  writ  or  any  contempt,  and 
shall  conclude  by  praying  that  a  writ  of 
prohibition  may  issue ;  to  which  decla- 
ration the  party  defendant  may  demur 
or  plead  such  matters  by  way  of  traverse 
or  otherwise,  as  may  be  proper  to  shew 
that  the  writ  ought  not  to  issue,  and 
conclude  by  praying  that  such  writ  may 
not  issue ;  and  judgment  shall  be  given 
that  the  writ  of  prohibition  do  or  do  not 


issue,  as  justice  may  require ;  and  the 
party  in  whose  favour  judgment  shall  be 
given,  whether  on  nonsuit,  verdict,  de- 
murrer, or  otherwise,  shall  be  entitled  to 
the  costs  attending  the  application  and 
subsequent  proceedings,  and  have  judg- 
ment to  recover  the  same ;  and  in  case 
a  verdict  shall  be  given  for  the  party 
plaintiff  in  such  declaration,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  jury  to  assess  damages, 
for  which  judgment  shall  also  be  given, 
but  such  assessment  shall  not  be  neces- 
sary to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  costs." 
This  statute  does  not  enable  the  court, 
where  a  party  has  declared  in  prohibi- 
tion and  succeeded,  to  grant  him  his  costs 
in  the  court  below.    5  B.  &  Ad.  458. 
Tessimond  v.  Yardley.    And   the  Act 
does  not   apply  where    there  are  no 
pleadings;  and  therefore  where  a  rule  is 
made  absolute  for  issuing  a  prohibition, 
the  costs  of  the  rule  cannot  be  granted. 
1  Dowl.  440.  Bex  v.  KeaUng.  In  a  case 
decided  before  this  Act  was  passed, 
where  it  was  made  a  term  on  enlarging 
a  rule  for  a  prohibition,  that  the  party 
applying  should  declare,   and  he  did 
declare,  and  the  defendant  instead  of 
pleading  obtained  a  judge's  order  for 
staying  proceedings  upon  payment  of 
costs  incurred  since  the  rule  to  declare; 
upon  motion  to  set  aside  that  order,  it 
was  held  that  the  pUintiff  in  prohibition 
was  not  entitled  to  any  further  costs. 
1  B.  &  Ad.  154;   Pewtress  v.  Harvey. 
Since  the  new  Act  several  pleas  may  be 
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the  whole  time  aforesaid  there  hath  been^  a  great  quantity    Crouchsr 
of  arable  land,  amounting  to  the  number  of  400  acres  of 
arable  land,  with  the  appurtenances.     And  whereas  also 
within  the  said  parish,  and  the  bounds,  limits,  and  titheable 
places  thereof,  agriculture  now  is,  and  for  all  the  time  afore- 
8ud  has  been,  much  used  and  exercised:  and  whereas  in  every 
year,  from  the  whole  time  aforesaid,  a  great  part  of  the  said 
.kid  has  been  used  to  be  sown  with  com  and  grain,  and  by 
leason  of  such  agriculture  a  great  quantity  of  com  yearly, 
daring  the  i^hole  time  aforesaid,  hath  been  had  and  received 
within  the  said  parish,  and  the  bounds,  limits,  and  titheable 
places  thereof)  which  said  com  never  would  have  been  had 
and  received  unless  by  the  labour  and  industry  of  the  persons 
who  in  form  aforesaid  exercised  agriculture  in  the  parish 
aforesaid,  and  who  made  hedges  and  fences  around  the  arable 
lands  where  the  said  com  grew,  for  the  safety  and  defence  of 
the  same.     And  whereas  also  the  tenth  part  of  such  com, 
jeariy  growing  and  arising  within  the  said  parish,  and  the 
bounds,  limits,  and  titheable  places  thereof,  for  the  tithe 
thereof,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  hath  been  yearly  pay- 
able, paid  and  rendered,  to  the  rector  or  proprietor  of  the 
rectory  of  the  said  parish-church,  or  to  his  farmer  or  deputy  of 
the  said  rectory,  or  of  the  tithes  thereof^  for  the  time  being ; 
and  the  rector  or  proprietor  of  the  rectory  of  the  said  parish- 
ehurch,  or  his  farmer  or  deputy  of  the  said  rectory,  or  of  the 
tithes  thereof,  for  the  time  being,  has  for  all  the  time  afore- 
ndd  received  and  had  the  tenth  part  of  such  com  growing, 
arising,  and  renewing  within  the  said  parish,  and  the  bounds 
limits,  and  titheable  places  of  the  said  parish  for  the  tithes 
thereof.     And  whereas  there  is,  and  from  all  the  time  afore- 
nid  there  hath  been,  within  the  said  parish,  and  the  bounds, 
linuts,  and  titheable  places  thereof,  the  following  custom  of 
and  concerning  the  tithes  of  frith  and  wood  being  syha  cedua, 
and  under  the  growth  of  twenty-one  years,  sprays  and  twigs, 
cat  down,  cropt,  lopt,  or  topt  offand  from,  any  trees  growing 
within  the  said  parish,  and  the  bounds,  limits,  and  tithe- 
able places  thereof,  to  be  applied  to  or  used  about  the  erect- 
ing, making,  and  repairing  of  the  hedges,  being  ruinous  and 
in  decay,  within  the  said  parish,  and  the  bounds,  limits,  and 


pleaded.  4  A.  &  E.  283.  ffattv.  Maule.  party,  and  he  could  not  be  bound  by 

5  Nev.  &  M.  455.  S.  C.    Under  the  old  the  statute  of  Anne,  as  he  was  not  named 

law,  there  could  be  only  one  plea ;  be«  in  it] 
cause  the  king  was  considered  to  be  a 
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tiiheable  plaeeB  of  the  same,  for  the  safety  of  the  com  there 
growing,  and  not  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of;  that  is  to 
say,  that  every  person  or  persons  having  or  possessing  any  such 
trees  who  ehauld  cut  down,  crop,  lop,  or  top  the  same,  or  any 
parcel  thereof,  and  should  apply  or  make  use  of  the  same  so 
cut  down,  cropt,  lopt,  or  topt  for  the  erecting,  making,  and 
repairing  of  the  hedges  being  ruinous  and  in  decay  within 
the  said  parish,  and  the  bounds,  limits,  and  tiiheable  places  ' 
thereof  for  the  safety  of  the  com  or  grain  there  growiiig,  by 
reason  that  the  fiunilies  of  such  person  or  persons  exerdang 
and  using  agriculture  within  the  said  parish,  and  the  bounds, 
limits,  and  titheable  places  of  the  same,  might  and  would 
better  exercise  and  use  such  agriculture  for  the  procuring  corn 
and  grain  there ;  and  also  that  by  reason  and  means  of  such 
erecting,  making,  and  repairing  of  such  hedges  so  being  ruin- 
ous and  in  decay  aa  aforesaid,  the  com  and  grain  within  the 
said  parish,  and  the  bounds,  limits,  and  titheable  places  there- 
of, for  all  the  time  aforesaid,  might  be  the  better  defended, 
kept  safe,  and  preserved  from  being  spoiled,  destroyed,  and 
consumed  by  cattle  that  might  otherwise  break  in  for  that 
purpose :  and  as  the  tithe  of  all  the  com  and  grain  growing 
within  the  said  parish,  belonging  to  the  rector  or  proprietor 
of  the  rectory  of  the  parish-church  aforesaid,  is  made  much 
greater  and  more  profitable;  and  also  for  that  the  tenth  part 
of  the  'X5om  and  grain  growing,  arising,  happening,  and 
increasing  within  the  said  parish,  and  the  bounds,  limits,  and 
titheable  places  thereof,  yearly  during  all  that  time  hath  been 
severed  and  divided  out  from  the  other  nine  parts  thereof,  in 
kind,  upon  the  lands  where  such  com  and  grain  grew,  to  the 
use  of,  and  been  had,  received,  and  taken  by  the  rector  or 
proprietor  of  the  rectory  of  the  parish-church  aforesaid,  his 
farmer  or  deputy ;  and  on  that  occasion,  from  time  whereof 
the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  hath  and  have 
been  acquitted  and  discharged  of  and  from  the  payment  of  any 
tithes  as  well  of  the  said  trees  as  of  the  branches  of  the  sidd 
trees,  growing,  cut  down,  cropt,  lopt,  or  topt  within  the  said 
parish,  and  the  bounds,  limits,  and  titheable  places  thereof, 
and  applied  to  the  uses  for  that  purpose  above  specified: 
which  said  tithe  of  the  said  com  and  grain,  in  the  manner  for 
that  purpose  above  described,  so  defended,  kept  safe,  and  pre- 
served for  the  rector  or  proprietor  of  the  rectory  of  the  said 
parish-church,  or  his  said  farmer  or  deputy,  has  been  every 
year,  during  all  the  time  afdresaid^  accepted,  xec6ived,aiidhad 
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in  fiill  contentment,  payment,  and  Bat&Bfaction,  and  in  ilie  Croucher 
stead  and  place  of  aU  tithes  of  the  preniifies  in  form  afoi^^  ^  v< 
cot  down,  cropt,  lopt,  or  topt,  and  applied  to  and  used  about 
the  several  pnrposes  above  mentioned.  And  whereas  abo,  in 
the  several  and  respectiye  years  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  six 
hundred  and  dxty-two,  aaid  one  thousand  six  hundred  and 
azty-^hree,  eighty  cart-loads,  and  no  more,  of  firth  or  wood^ 
bong  8ib)a  cedua,  under  the  growth  of  twenty-one  years^ 
growing  within  the  said  parish,  and  the  bounds,  limits,  and 
thheable  places  thereof,  had  been  cut  down  by  him  the  said 
Hewryj  and  had  been  applied  to  and  u^ed,  without  any  sale  or 
other  profit  made  thereof,  about  the  erecting  and  repairing 
of  hedges  being  in  decay,  inclosing  100  acres  of  iarable  land 
theretofore  sown  in  those  several  years  with  grain,  that  fa  to 
say^  wheat,  rye,  bailey,  peas,  beans,  and  oats,  wiHiin  the  said 
parish,  and  the  botmds,  limits,  and  tttheable  places  thereof^ 
far  the  safety  of  the  com  and  grain  there  growing  in  those 
yeaiBy  according  to  the  said  custom,  and  not  otherwise  dis- 
posed of.  And  whereas  by  a  statute  in  the  parliament  of  [  139  ] 
Edward  VI.  late  king  oiEnglandy  at  Westminster ^  in  the  county 
of  MiddkseXf  in  the  second  year  of  his  reign,  (amongst  other 
things,)  it  is  enacted  and  established,  that  no  person  should  be 
sued^  or  otherwise  compelled  to  render,  ^ve,  or  pay  any  tithes 
for  any  manors,  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  which 
by  the  laws  and  statutes  of  this  kingdbm,  or  by  any  privileges 
or  prescriptions,  were  not  chargeable  with  the  payment  of  any 
sudi  tithes,  or  which  had  been  discharged  by  any  composition 
real  as  by  the  said  act  (amongst  other  things)  more  fuUy 
appears.  Nevertheless  the  said  WSHam  Collins,  proprietor  of 
the  rectory  of  the  parish  church  of  Corhampton  aforesaid,  as 
he  asserts,  not  being  ignorant  of  the  premises,  but  contriving, 
contrary  to  the  due  form  of  the  law  of  the  land  of  this  king- 
dom of  England^  and  contrary  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the 
said  statute,  and  the  custom  and  prescription  aforesaid, 
unjustly  to  vex,  oppress,  and  aggrieve  the  said  Henry 
Croucher y  and  also  to  disinherit  our  sovereign  lord  the  king 
and  his  royal  crown,  and  to  draw  the  conusance  of  a  plea 
whidi  belongeth  to  our  said  sovereign  lord  the  king  and  his 
royal  crown,  and  not  to  the  court-christian,  to  another  exa- 
mination in  the  court-christian,  drew  the  said  Henry  into  the 
eonrt-christian  before  the  worshipfiil  and  excellent  GUes  StoeU 
knight,  doctor  of  laws,  lawfol  official  of  the  court  of  arches 
for  and  ooucenuDg  the  sttbtraction  of  the  tithes  of  the  said 
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wood  by  him  the  said  Henry  bo  as  aforesaid  in  the  said  yean 
cut  down, .  applied,  and  employed,  and  by  the  said  Henry  in 
the  said  years  supposed  to  be  subtracted  and  not  paid  to  the 
said  fFUliam,  and  for  non-pajrment  of  the  treble  value  of  the 
tithes  of  the  said  wood  in  those  years,  contrary  to  the  aaid 
custom  and  prescription,  and  the  law  of  this  realm  of 
England;  and  the  said  William  on  that  occasion  unjustly  com- 
pelled him  the  BaidHenryto  appear  in  the  said  court-christian 
before  the  said  spiritual  judge,  and  to  make  answer  to  the  said 
WitUam  of  and  upon  the  premises.  And  although  the  sud 
WilKam  had  and  received  in  those  years  the  tithes  of  the  said 
com  and  grain  in  kind,  growing,  cut  down,  reaped,  and  taken 
within  the  said  parish  in  those  years  in  and  upon  the  said  100 
acres  of  arable  land  to  his  own  use  and  behoof,  which  could 
not  have  been  had  or  taken  in  those  years  without  the  labour 
and  industry  of  the  said  Henry ^  so  as  aforesaid  exerdsing 
agriculture  in  the  said  parish,  in  full  and  entire  contentment, 
payment,  satisfaction,  and  discharge,  andin  tiiie  name  and  stead 
of  all  tithes  of  firth  growing,  cut  down,  cropt,  lopt,  or  tc^t 
in  the  said  years  within  the  sud  parish,  and  the  bounds, 
limits,  and  titheable  places  thereof,  and  applied  to  and  used 
about  the  purposes  in  manner  and  form  above  specified, 
according  to  the  said  custom ;  and  although  the  said  Henry ^  In 
the  sud  court-christian  before  the  said  spiritual  judge,  did 
often  plead  and  allege  the  said  matter  in  his  dischaTge  in  the 
premises  there,  and  offer  to  prove  the  same  by  incontrovertible 
evidence,  yet  the  said  spiritual  judge  did  altogether  refuse 
to  admit  the  said  plea  and  allegation :  and  the  sud  William 
doth  with  all  his  might  endeavour  and  duly  contrive  to  pro- 
cure him  the  said  Henry  to  be  condemned  in  the  said  pre- 
mises in  the  said  court-christian,  and  by  a  definitive  sentence 
of  the  said  court-christian  to  compel  him  to  pay  the  said 
tithes  by  the  said  William  in  manner  aforesaid  demanded,  in 
contempt  of  our  said  sovereign  lord  the  king;  and  although 
the  writ  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  of  prohibition  in  this 
behalf  to  the  contrary  thereof,  on  the  tenth  day  of  June,  in 
the  nineteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king, 
at  Corhamptan  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county  of  Southampton, 
was  directed  and  delivered  to  the  said  spiritual  judge,  yet  the 
siud  William  Collins,  after  his  said  majesty's  prohibition  to  the 
contrary  thereof  first  directed  and  delivered  in  form  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  on  the  paid  twentieth  day  of  June,  in  the  nineteenth 
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jear  aforeflaid,  at  the  said  pariah  (2)  of  Carhamptan,  in  the  Croucher 
aaid  ooontj  of  Southampton,  proceeded  further  in  prosecuting 
the  said  plea  against  the  said  Henry,  notwithstanding  his  said 
majesty's  writ  of  prohibition  first  directed  and  delivered  (3)  to 
him  to  the  contnuy,  in  contempt  of  our  sovereign  lord  the 
kn^,  and  to  the  damage,  prejudice,  impoverishment,  and 
manifeBt  grievance  of  the  said  Henry,  and  against  the  form 
and  effect  of  the  said  custom  and  statute.  Wherefore  the 
midHenry,  who  sues,  &G.  as  aforesaid,  saith  that  he  is  injured, 
and  hath  sustained  damage  to  the  value  of  forty  pounds ;  and 
therefiMe,  as  well  for  our  sovereign  lord  the  king  as  for  him- 
td£,  brings  this  suit,  &c. 

And  now  here  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Wednesday  next  after  PIm  and 
three  weeks  of  St.  Michael  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day        ""^* 
the  said  WUBam  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then 
to  answer,  &c  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  come 


(2}  It  does  not  seem  necessar}"  to  lay 
a  veniie  where  the  defendant  proceeded 
io  the  suit  after  he  was  served  with  a 
vrit  of  prohibition,  this  being  an  im- 
material allegation.  The  court  takes 
ooCioe  of  the  practice  of  the  inferior 
coart  to  desist  from  any  further  prose^ 
cnlion  of  the  suit,  after  an  application 
has  been  made  for  a  prohibition.  In- 
deed the  court  will  take  care  there  shall 
be  DO  further  proceedings,  by  attaching 
the  judge  of  the  inferior  court  for  his 
eootempt  in  going  on.  It  is  true,  that 
in  Brofftm  v.  Aungar,  Sir  T.  Raym. 
387.  Sir  T.Jones,  128.  1  Vent 348. 
350i9  which  was  a  writ  of  error  from 
K.  B.  in  Irehmd  in  prohibition,  where 
there  had  been  a  judgment  by  default, 
a  writ  of  inquiry  executed,  and  lOOil 
danages  givra,  the  judgment  was  re- 
versed for  want  of  such  a  venue.  But 
there  the  point  was  tried^  and  the  phnn- 
tiff  recovered  large  damages  against  the 
defendant  for  proceeding  in  the  suit; 
and  therefore  it  was  as  necessary  to  lay 


a  venue  for  the  trial  of  that  as  of  every 
other  material  allegation  in  a  declara- 
tion. And  Sir  T.  Raymcnd  takes  this 
difference;  that  where  real  damages 
are  given  there  must  be  a  venue ;  but 
where  nominal  damages  only  are  to  be 
recovered,  the  want  of  a  venue  does 
not  hurt'{rf) 

(3)  The  want  of  this  word  is  imma- 
terial; for  where  upon  a  demurrer  to 
the  declaration  an  exception  was  taken, 
because  it  set  forth  that  the  defendant 
sued  in  the  spiritual  court  post  regiam 
prohibitionem  eiprius  inde  in  contrarium 
direct,  but  did  not  say  deUbera£,  and 
that  no  cause  of  action  appeared,  inas- 
much as  it  was  not  alleged,  that  the 
prohibition  was  delivered;  the  court 
overruled  the  exception,  saying,  that 
when  you  proceed  for  damages,  then  a 
delivery  must  be  alleged,  and  a  venue 
laid ;  but  it  is  otherwise  when  you  only 
try  whether  a  prohibition  ought  to 
issue  or  not  11  Mod.  263.  Bishop  v. 
Eagle,  (e) 


(d)  [See  R^.  Gen.  H.  T.  4  W.  4. 
nt^  p.  8  a.  note  (J).] 
VOL.  I. 


(e)  [See  stat  1  W.  4.  c.  26.  anta,  p. 
136  b.  note  (c).] 
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as  well  the  said  Henrys  who  as  well,  &c  by  his  said  atlonieyi 
as  the  said  fVUtkan  by  Jlunnas  Coward  his  attorney ;  aod  the 
said  William  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.  and  all 
contempt,  &c.  and  whatever,  &a  and  saith,  that  he  did  not 
prosecute  the  said  Henry  Crauchary  who  sues  as  well,  &a  in 
the  said  oonrt-christiaiv  contrary  to  the  royal  prohibition  to 
him  for  that  purpose  directed,  as  the  said  Henrys  who  as  well, 
&C.  by  his  said  dedamtion  doth  above  suppose ;  and  of  ibis 
he  puts  himself  upon  the  country,  and  the  said  lEmry  Craucher 
thereof,  likewise,  &c  (4) :  but  in  order  to  have  a  amsult* 
ation  (5)  in  this  behalf,  the  said  WiBiam  CoOuubajb,  ihatthe 
said  declaration  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  made  and 
declared,  and  the  matter  in  the  same  contained,  are  not  soffi- 


(4>)  As  this  "is  but  a  supposed  con- 
tempt, it  is  not  necessary  that  any  ver- 
dict should  be  taken  upon  this  issue. 
It  is  like  the  not  finding  of  vi  et  armis 
in  an  action  of  trespass,  which  is  held  to 
be  immaterial.  1  Str.  482.  Stratford  v. 
Neale.  S.  C.  8  Mod.  1.  vide  ante,  p.  81. 
Letwe  V.  SSnp.  (e) 

(5)  So  called,  because  upon  con- 
sultation had,  the  judges  find  the  pro- 
hibition to  be  ill-founded ;  afad  there- 
fore by  this  writ  they  return  the  cause 
to  its  original  jurisdiction,  to  be  there 
determined.  If  there  be  either  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintifi',  or  if,  upon  de- 


murrer, the  court  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  there  is  a  sudicient  ground  for  a 
prohibition,  then  judgment  shall  be 
given  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant 
and  inferior  court  shall  be  proMbited 
from  proceeding  any  further.  On  tbe 
other  hand,  if  the  verdict  be  for  the 
defendant,  or  the  court  shafi,  upon 
demurrer,  be  of  opinion  that  there  is 
no  ground  '  for  a  prohibition,  then  a 
writ  of  consultation  shall  be  awarded. 
And  where  a  consultation  is  awarded 
on  the  meritsy  there  shall  never  be  an- 
other prohibition  upon  the  same  sug- 
gestion. (/) 


(e)  [Since  the  stat  1  W.4.  c  2.  (antd, 
p.  1S6  h.  note  (e)),  this  issue  cannot  be 
raised.] 

(/)  Seestat50Edw.3.c.4.  But  where 
the  consultation  was  granted  for  want 
of  proof  under  2  &  3  Edw.  6.  c.  13.  s.  14«. 
a  second  prohibition  was  granted.  Carth. 
468.  Poole  V.  Gardner.  Cro.  Car.  208. 
Stroud  V.  Hoshnsy  cited  by  Lord 
EUenborough  C.  J.  in  15  East,  574. 
Trash  v.  French.  It  was  held  that  if  a 
modus  were  not  proved  as  laid  by  the 
plaintiff  in  a  suit  in  prohibition,  there 
must  be  a  verdict  for  the  defendant : 
but  if  any  modus  were  found,  although 


different  from  that  laid,  the  court  wodd 
refuse  a  consultation.  I  T.  R.  427. 
Broek  V.  Biehardson.  Cro.  Elii.  819. 
Seal  V.  Web.  1  Vent  32.  Amm.  And 
see  Dyer,  170.  b.pL5.  PeUes  v.  Sarnie 
derson.  Hob.  192.  jBtfrry's  case.  Ibid. 
300.  Shde  v.  Drake.  [It  was  held  in 
6B.&C.27.  Free  Y.Bur^oyne.9iy.& 
R.  14.  S.  C.  that  a  writ  of  error  allowed 
after  a  writ  of  consultation  had  been 
delivered  to  the  court  below,  was  not  a 
supersedeas.  And  Abbott  CJ.saxd  thai 
a  consultation  was  in  the  nature  of  an 
execution  in  prohibition,  and  had  been 
executed  by  tiie  delivery.] 


u 
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dent  in  law  to  bar  him  the  said  WUHam  ColUns  from  having  Crouchbr 
the  said  tithes  demanded  against  the  said  Henry  Croucher  in  ^  ** 
the  said  court-chiistian ;  and  that  he  has  no  necessity,  nor  is 
he  bomid  by  the  law  of  the  land,  in  any  manner  to  answer  the 
flaid  declaration  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  made  and 
dedaxed ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore,  for  want 
of  a  sofficient  declaration  of  the  said  Henry  Croucher y  who  as 
well,  &C.  in  this  behalf,  the  said  William  prays  judgment,  and 
Yob  majesty's  writ  of  oonsnhation  to  be  granted  to  him  in  tliis 
behalf^  &c.    Joinder  in  demurrer,  && 


Croucher  versus  Collins.  [  141  ] 

Case  22 
"PKOHIBITION.  —  The  plaintiff  declared,  fliat  from  s.a  sKeb. 

JL     time  whereof,  &c.  there  had  been  a  rectory  impropriate^  ^P^  *^  ^^ 

and  a  vicar,  within  the  parish  of  Corhamptan,  in  the  county  of  eustom  thatuiu 

Sauthamptan;  and  that  from  time  whereof,  &c  there  had  been  ^^1^^^^ 

a  great  quantity  of  arable  land,  amounting  to  400  acres  and  vftonitig^-^ 

more,  within  the  same  parish,  and  that  husbandry  had  been  SSi'lJlMw. 

mudi  used  there,  and  the  greater  part  of  the  land  there  had  able,  and  not 

been  sown  with  grain  in  every  year;  and  that  the  com  there  Jril^Ss^SSlof, 

growing  could  not  be  preserved  without  fencing  the  lands  "houid  be  di»- 

where  it  grows ;  and  that  the  tithes  of  com  so  fenced  had  pi^^^  of 

been  always  paid  to  the  impropriator  of  the  rectory  of  the  *»*>"«»  >■  ^®^^ 

same  pcuriah.     And  the  plaintiff  frirther  shewed,  that  within  aUe;  #«», if 

the  parish  there  is  a  custom  for  underwood,  that  if  any  per-  J^^IJJa* ^ 

son  cut  his  underwood,  and  use  the  same  for  fencing  the  party's  om 

com,  the  tithes  whereof  are  paid  to  the  rector,  and  not  sold  **^  ^^ 

or  otherwise  disposed  of,  whereby  the  tithes  are  preserved,  in 

that  case  the  underwood  so  used  had  been  discharged  from 

payment  of  tithes  to  the  said  rector.  And  the  plaintiff  further 

said,  that  he  himself  cut  down  wood  within  the  same  parish ; 

and  that  all  such  wood  without  any  sale,  or  any  other  profit 

made  thereof,  was  used  and  applied  in  and  towards  the  making 

and  repairing  of  hedges  inclosing  100  acres  of  arable  land     [  142  ]  ,  i 


(g)  And  so  in  GwilL  562.    Anon,  the  law  seems  to  be,  that  wood  used 

But  the  contrary  was  ruled  in  Gwill.  on  the  premises  for  repatra'  of  hns- 

G0&  SmUh  V.  WilUams.    It  most,  how-  bandry  buildings,  for  fuel,  for  fencing, 

erer,  be  observed,  that  no  custom  was  or  indeed  for  any  husbandry  puiposes, 

there  laid.  See  also  GwilL  671.  Tiomp^  i^hereby  the  tithes  in  general  are  in- 

«m  V.  Hokf  where  a  custom  was  laid  creased,  may  be  exempt  from  tithe  by 

and  bdd  good.    And»  upon  the  wholes  cuiUnnp  bat  are  not  so  of  common  right 
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sown  with  com,  for  the  preservation  of  the  com  there  grow- 
ing, and  was  not  otherwise  disposed  of.  Yet  the  said  defend- 
ant, being  impropriator  of  the  siud  rectory  of  CorkampUmy 
had  sued  the  plaintiff  in  the  spiritual  court  for  the  tithes  of 
the  wood  so  by  the  phuntiff  cut  and  used  in  and  towards 
the  fencing  of  the  com  whereof  the  defendant  had  the  tithes 
and  endeavoured  to  condemn  the  plaintiff  there  to  pay  the 
treble  value  of  the  tithe  of  the  said  wood  so  used.  And 
although  the  plaintiff  had  delivered  unto  the  defendant  a 
writ  of  prohibition  to  stay  the  suit  in  the  spiritual  court,  yet 
he  proceeded  afterwards,  notwithstanding  the  said  writ,  in  con- 
tempt of  the  king  and  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff,  &c. 

The  defendant,  as  to  the  contempt  in  suing  in  the  sjnritual 
court  after  the  writ  of  prohibition  delivered  to  him,  pleaded 
not  guilty ;  butybr  hewing  a  consultation  he  demurred  to  the 
declaration. 

.  And  it  was  argued  by  Jones  for  the  defendant,  that  the 
custom  was  void  and  unreasonable,  because  it  is  not  said  that 
the  com,  which  was  inclosed  with  the  wood  cut  by  the  pkin- 
tiSy  was  his  own  com.  And  it  would  be  unreasonable  thatthe 
rector  should  not  have  tithes  of  the  wood,  if  it  were  used  for 
the  indosure  of  oilier  than  his  own  com;  for  in  that  case, 
one  who  has  300  acres  or  more  of  wood  may  cut  it  down  and 
give  it  all  to  whom  he  pleases  to  inclose  their  com,  and  by 
that  means  the  rector  would  be  defrauded  of  his  tithes  of 
wood,  which  would  be  a  great  prejudice  to  the  rector:  and 
therefore  he  concluded  that  the  prescription  was  void  and 
unreasonable. 

And  for  the  plaintiff  it  was  aigued,  that  this  prescription 
was  good  enough ;  for  in  East  and  Harding^  case*  it  is  said, 
that  if  one  cut  wood  for  fencing  his  own  com,  he  shall  not 
pay  tithesfor  it :  and  so  it  is  said  in  the  parson  of  MxldenhaV^ 
case.t  And  the  Doctor  and  Student,  in  the  last  chapter  t, 
says,  that  a  county  may  prescribe  in  a  nion  decimando  for  a 
thing  certain,  if  the  parson  hath  other  sufficient  main- 
tenance. (2)  And  in  42  Eliz.  §  and  Cro.  Jac  I,  a  prescription 
that  the  parson  had  such  land  in  lieu  of  tithes  is  adjudged  a 
good  modus:   and  Piggot  and  Heme^a  case  T,  cited  in  the 


(1)  And  herewith  agree,  1  RoL  Abr. 
644.  (Z.),  pL  2.  Moor,  917.  Lane's 
CBBCf  2  Inst  652. ;  and  see  also  Cro. 
Car.  lis.  Norton  v.  Fermer. 


(2)  But  there  is  this  distinction,  that 
in  things  titheable  by  custom  only,  and 
not  de  jurej  a  county  or  hundred  may 
prescribe  in  non  decimando  generally ; 
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Bishop  of  fFinchester^s  case  *  *,  the  lord  of  a  manor  paid  to    Crouchxb 
the  paraon  GL  a  year,  and  for  it  had  the  tenth  part  of  the     p    ^' 
com :  this  is  a  good  prescription.  (3)    All  which  cases  prove,  ^ 


that  if  the  parson  has  a  recompence,  it  is  inunaterial  whether  ••  4  i^p.  45. 
the  party  who  derives  the  benefit  by  the  non  decimandOi  pays 
towards  it  or  not.     And  in  the  case  at  bar,  it  was  all  one  to 
die  rector  whether  the  com  was  the  plaintiff's  own  com,  or 
any  other  person's,  so  long  as  he  had  the  tithes  of  it ;  for  the 
rector  hath  no  loss  by  it.     Then  the  plaintiff  has  no  more,       [  HS  ] 
bat  rather  less  benefit  by  giving  his  wood  to  his  neighbours 
to  inclose  their  com,  than  if  he  had  inclosed  his  own  com 
therewith.   But  if  he  had  sold  the  wood,  or  poade  any  benefit 
thereof,  it  would  be  reasonable  that  he  should  pay  tithes  of  it; 
bot  it  is  expressly  averred  to  the  contrary.     And  so  the 
plaintiff  has  not  any  benefit,  nor  the  defendant  any  loss  from 
the  giving  of  the  wood  to  inclose  the  com  of  which  the 
defendant  has  the  tithes.     And  if  the  plaintiff  had  used  the 
wood  towards  repairing  the  fences  of  his  own  com,  it  is  dear 
that  it  would  have  been  a  good  prescription.     And  this  case 
does  not  differ  in  effect  from  it ;  for  the  defendant  has  the 
same  benefit  as  he  would  have  had  if  the  com  had  been  the 
pfauntiff^s  own  com ;  wherefore  it  was  prayed  that  the  pro- 
hibition should  stand. 

But  the  whole  court,  without  any  regard  thereto,  adjudged 
the  jxescription  bad,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  give  his 
wood  to  any  other  person  to  inclose  com  without  paying  tithes 
for  it  And  it  was  so  adjudged,  and  a  consultation  awarded : 
Q;itod  nota, —  JVylde  Serjeant,  and  Saunders  of  counsel  with 
theplsuntiff 

Note,  that  fFylde  told  me  afterwards  that  it  was  a  case 
wUch  deserved  greater  consideration  than  the  court  gave  it : 
and  that  he  did  not  think  the  court  would  have  given  judg- 
ment so  suddenly. 

for  it  is  but  insisting  upon  the  old  right,  656*  Hick  v.  Woodson.    1  Ld.  Raym. 

against  which  the  custom  hath  not  pre-  137.    Carth.  392.  S.  C.  3  Burn's  EccK 

Tailed ;  but  for  things  which  are  tithe-  Law,  437.  4th  ed.  (A) 

able  dejure  a  county  or  hundred  cannot        (3)  See  also  Cro.  Eliz.  763.  Pigot  v. 

prescribe  in  non  deeimandoy  any  more  Sympson.  S.  P. 

than  a  particular  person.    2  Salk.655, 

(A)  [But  see  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  523.  a  known  separate  district:  a  prescrip- 
Page  v.  Wilson.  1  Turn.  &  Russ.  249.  tion  for  several  acyoining  parishes  is 
Chichester  y.ShMon.'\  No  prescription  bad.  3  Anstr.  702.  Nagle  v.  Edwards. 
m  non  deeimando  is  good,  except  for    [2  Jac  &  W.  513.  1  Turn.  &  Ruas.  25a] 
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to  wit    J 


B' 


^fi**««^'\¥l>E  it  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in 
the  term  of  the  Holy  Trinity  last  past,  before 


our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster^  eame  John  Wade  by  John 
Stone  his  attorney,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our 
said  lord  the  king,  then  there,  his  certain  bill  against  Simon 
Bcu:he,  otherwise  called  Simon  Bache  of  Suchky^  in  the  county 
of  Worcester 9  gent,  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c.  of  a  plea 
of  debt ;  and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit*,  John 
Doe  and  Richard  Roe  r  which  said  bill  follows  in  these  words, 
to  wit;  Middlesex^  to  wit,  John  Wade  complains  of  Simon 
Bache,  otherwise  called  Simon  Bache  of  Suchley,  in  the  county 
of  Worcester,  gent,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  mardial  of  the 
marshalsea  of  our  lord  the  kingj  before  the  king  himself,  of 
a  plea  that  he  render  to  him  300/L  of  lawful  money  of  Eng* 
land,  which  he  owes  to,  and  unjustly  detains  fiom  hiiA ; 
for  this,  to  wit,  that  whereas  the  said  Simon  on  the  26th  day 
of  January,  1653,  at  the  parish  of  St  Clement  Danes,  in  the 
said  county  of  Middlesex,  by  his  certain  writing  obligatory, 
sealed  with  the  seal  of  him  the  said  Simon,  and  to  the  court 
of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  shewn,  the  date  whereof 
IS  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  acknowledged  himself  to  be 
held  and  firmly  bound  to  the  said  John  Wade  in  the  said 
30021  to  be  paid  to  him  the  ssud  John  Wade  when  he  diould 
be  thereunto  required ;  yet  the  said  Simon  Bache  (although 
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often  required)  has  not  yet  pfdd  the  said  3002.  to  the  said     Wade  r. 
Jchn  Wadej  but  to  pay  the  same  to  him  has  hitherto  altoge-      Backs. 
thcr  Tefosed,  and  still  refuses^  to  the  damage  of  the  said  John  ' 
of  SOL    And  therefore  he  brings  suit,  &c. 

And  now  here  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  ThurkUty  next  after 
die  octave  of  8L  Hilary  in  this  same  term,  to  whidi  day  the 
eaid  Smon  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then  to 
answer^  &c.  before  our  lord  the  kii^  at  fVatmingter,  come  as 
wdl  the  said  John  tFade  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  said 
Simen  by  Hugh  GcanUn  his  attorney ;  and  the  said  Smum  de- 
fends the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.  and  craves  oyer  of  the 
Hud  writing  oMigatoiy,  and  it  is  read  to  him,  &o. ;  he  likewise 
craTes  oyer  of  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory, 
and  it  is  read  to  him  in  these  words,  ss.  "  The  condition  of  Oyer  of  the 
«*  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  above  bounden  Simon  JJ^^J^'  "* 
*<  Bache,  or  his  heirs,  do  and  shall  at  the  next  court  to  be 
^  hoMen  for  or  within  the  manor  of  Wimbledon,  in  the  county 
^  ^Surrey,  suflSdentiy  and  in  due  form  of  law  surrender  into 
**  the  bands  of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  for  the  use  and  be- 
^  hoof  of  the  above  named  John  Wade,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
«  all  that  his  copyhold  messuage  or  tenement,  with  the  appur- 
^  tenances,  situate  and  being  in  Morthke,  in  the  said  county 
*^  of  Surrey,  parcel  of  the  manor  of  Wimbledon  aforesaid,  with 
**  all  and  mngukr  the  yards,  gardens,  backsides,  ways,  ease^ 
^  ments,  profits,  commodities,  and  appurtenances  whatsoever 
^  tiiereunto  belonging  or  appertaining ;  and  do  also  then  and 
*<  there  cause  and  procure  the  said  John  Wade  to  be  duly  and 
*^  lawfully  admitted  tenant  of  the  same  premises  so  to  be  sur- 
"  rendered  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor :  and 
**  also  if  the  said  John  Wade,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  shall  and 
'^  do  at  all  times  firom  and  after  the  making  of  the  surrender, 
« lawfully,  peaceably,  and  quietly  have,  hold,  and  enjoy  the 
"  said  messuage  or  tenement,  and  premises,  with  the  appurte- 
**  nances,  without  any  let,  suit,  trouble,  or  interruption  of  the 
**  said  Simon  Bache,  and  Lancelot  Synums,  esquire,  late  one  of 
^  the  customary  tenants  of  the  said  manor,  or  either  of  them, 
"  their  or  either  of  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or 
•*  asfflgns,  or  any  of  them,  or  of  any  other  person  or  persons 
•*  whatsoever,  lawfully  clauning,  or  which  shall  or  may  law- 
"  fully  claim  any  estate,  right,  titie,  or  interest  of,  in,  to,  or 
"  out  of  the  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  by,  from,  or 
"  under  the  said  Simon  Bache  or  Lancelot  Symons,  or  either  of 
**  them,  their  or  dther  of  their  [heirs,  executors,  administra- 
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Wadb  v.     *^  tore,  or  aAsigiiBy  or  anj  of  them,  then  this  obligation  to  be 

Bache.       m  yojj  and  of  none  effect,  or  else  to  abide  in  full  force  and 

'  «  virtue."    Which  being  read  and  heard,  the  said  Simon 

FloL  says,  that  the  said  John  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  his  said 

action  thereof  against  him ;  because  he  says  that  the  next 

court  for  the  manor  of  Wimbledony  t&eir  making  the  said 

writing  obligatory,  was  held  within  the  said  manor  on  the 

fourth  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  lord  one  thousand  six 

[  146  ]     hundred  and  fifty-four;  at  which  day  he  the  said  Sinum'm 

Pdb****  t^uJ      the  said  court  surrendered  into  the  hands  oiJohn  Lambert,  esq. 

ncit  court  after  being  then  the  lord  of  the  said  manor  of  Wimbledon,  the  mes- 

Snd.°8urren^^  susge  aforcsaid  mentioned  in  the  said  condition,  with  all  the 

dered  into  the    gardens,  backsidcs,  ways,  easements,  profits,  and  commodities 

ioid  oflhe  nit-  ^l^tsoevcr  belonging  to  the  said  messuage,  to  the  use  and 

nor  the  copy-     bchoof  of  the  saidtTbAii  Wade,  his  heirs,  and  assigns;  to  which 

the  use'of  the    ^^  *^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  manor,  at  the  same  court,  by  his 

plAintisr.  steward,  granted  the  said  tenements  with  the  appurtenances, 

to  have  and  to  hold  to  the  said  John,  his  heirs^  and  assigns,  at 

the  will  of  the  lord,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said 

manor ;  and  he  the  said  John  was  in  the  said  court  admitted 

sole  tenant  of  the  said  tenements  so  surrendered  as  afore- 

That  the  plain-  said,  accordbg  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor ;  and  that  he 

ing  theluTOw  the  Said  John,  from  the  time  of  making  the  said  surrender, 

der,  peaceably    lawfully,  peaceably,  and  quietly  had,  held,  and  enjoyed  the 

hu^  &c  with-  ^^  tenements,  with  the  appurtenances^  without  any  impedi- 

out  intcrrup-      mcut,  suit,  or  interruption  of  the  said  Simon  Bache  and  Lan- 

to  the  condition  celot  Symons,  named  in  the  said  condition,  or  of  either  of 

of  the  bond.       them,  or  of  either  of  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 

or  assigns,  or  of  any  other  person  or  persons  lawfrdly  claiming, 

or  who  could  lawfully  daim  any  estate,  right,  title,  or  interest 

of,  in,  or  from  the  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  by,  from, 

or  under  the  said  Simon  and  Lancelot,  or  either  of  them,  or 

either  of  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 

according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  condition ;  and 

this  he  is  ready  to  verify:  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the 

said  John  ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof 

against  him,  &c. 

Replication.  And  the  Said  John  Wade  says,  that  he,  by  any  thing  by  the 

«i«,'&j°!^    said  Simon  above  in  pleading  alleged,  ought  not  to  be  barred 

eopyhold,  &c,    from  having  his  said  action  thereof  against  him  the  said  Simon; 

because  he  says,  that  the  said  messuage,  mentioned  in  the 

said  condition,  now  is,  and  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of 

man  is  not  to  the  contraryi  hath  beeui  parcel  of  the  said 
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'  of  fFinbledanf  and  demiaed  and  demisable  by  copy  of  Wade  v. 
the  oouit-roUs  of  the  said  manor,  by  the  lord  of  the  said  Bachk. 
manor,  or  by  his  steward  for  the  time  being,  to  any  person  or  • 

peraona  whatsoever  willing  to  take  the  same  in  fee-simple  or 
tat  tenn  of  life  or  years,  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  according  to 
the  onstom  of  the  said  manor.    And  the  said  JbAa  farther 
SKJB,  that  long  before  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obliga- 
ioej.  Sir  Ednoard  Cecil,  knight,  was  seised  of  the  said  manor,       [  147  2 
wiUi  the  appurtenances,  whereof,  &c.  in  his  demesne  as  of 
fee ;  and  being  so  seised  thereof,  he  the  said  Edward  Cecil, 
afterwards,  and  before  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obli- 
gatory, to  wit,  at  a  court-baron  of  the  said  manor  held  at 
Atary,  within  the  said  manor,  on  the  8th  day  of  April,  in  the  and  that  on  the 
twenty-eeoond  year  of  the  reign  of  the  late  lord  James,  then  >[^^^n^he 
king  of  England,  &c.  before  WiUiam  Langhome,  gentleman,  ssd  year  of 
then  steward  of  the  said  manor,  by  copy  of  the  court-rolls  of  i^g^^f^ 
the  said  manor,  granted  the  said  messuage,  with  the  appurte-  ^;  ^  ^"^ 
^fiTwv»fl^  to  one  Patience  Huseey  for  the  term  of  her  life,  and  Hmaey  for  life, 
the  remainder  (1)  thereof,  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Patience,  ^^^^J^ 
to  the  said  Zoncebl^inaitf,  and  his  heirs  for  ever:  by  virtue  mooa  in  foe7 
of  which  said  grant  she  the  said  Patience  entered  (2)  into  the 
saidmeesaage,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  was  seised  thereof 
in  lier  demesne,  as  of  freehold,  for  the  term  of  her  life,  at  the 
will  of  the  lord,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor, 
the  remainder  thereof  belonging  to  the  said  Lancelot  and  his 
heirs;  and  the  said  Patience  being  so  seised  thereof,  and  the  that  Laneelot 
remainder  thereof  belonging  to  the  said  Lancelot  and  his  heirs  ^7°^^°* 
in  manner  aforesaid,  he  the  said  Lancelot  afterwards,  (that  is 
to  flay)  at  a  court-baron  of  the  right  honourable  Henry  earl 
of  HoUand,  Sa  Richard  Winter,  knt.  and  Sir  Bichard  Wynne, 
knj^ht  and  baronet,  then  lords  of  the  said  manor,  held  at 
MarUake,  within  the  sud  manor,  on  the  twenty  Hseventh  day 
of  August,  in  the  seventeenth  year  of  the  reign  of  his  present 
jDi^esty  Charles  the  Second,  king  of  England,  &c.  before 

(1)  It  is  stated  in  this  replication,  it  thM  be  grwitedsolummodoeaet^nenti 
that  the  copyholds  of  this  manor  were  extra  manusdominij  for  a  custom  which 
grantable  in  fee.  In  which  case  it  has  restrains  a  fee  from  being  limited  by 
been  held,  that  the  custom  will  also  way  of  remainder  is  void.  Cro.  Eliz. 
warrant  a  grant  to  one  for  life,  remain-  37S.  Stanton  ▼.  Barnes. 
d^  in  fee»  as  is  done  in  thb  case ;  or  (2)  It  is  a  necessary  averment  that 
lemainder  in  tail,  remainder  in  fee;  the  copyholder  entered  into  the  copy- 
Co.  LItt  52.  b.  Post,  348.  note  (8) ;  hold  premises  by  virtue  of  the  grant, 
ahhoDgh  there  should  be  a  custom,  tliat  though  it  is  not  traversable. 
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Wade  v. 
Bache. 


[to 

theme  of  Pa-: 
tienoe  Huaaej 
for  life; 
Benuunder to 
Lancelot  Sf- 
moDs  and  Jane 
his  wife,  re- 
mainder to 
Lancelot  Sjr- 
monsinfee. 


Laaoelot  and 
Jane  were  ad- 
mitted tenants. 


mons  and  Pa- 
tience HusMy 
afterwards  died. 

[  1*8] 


Edward  MoMemsikeh  Biiew9iA(£  iiie  oow^gS  i^ 
came  and  surrendered  into  the  hands  of  the  lords  of  the  said 
manor  his  saidremainder  (3)of  ondin  the  said  messuage,  with 
the  apportenancesy  (among  other  things,)  to'tiie  ttse  and  behoof 
of  JPatienee  Husiey,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  nateal 
life ;  and  after  her  decease,  to  the  use  and  behoc^of  the  said 
Lancelot  Symans  and  Jane  then  his  irife,  for  and  during  the 
term  of  iheir  natural  lives,  and  of  the  longer  livep  of  them; 
and  after  their  decease,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  heirs  and 
assigns  of  the  GiidLanceht  for  ever;  which  BaidLaneehtmi 
Jane,  then  personally  present  in  the  same  court,  prayed  that 
they  might  be  admitted  (4)  to  their  remainder  aforesaid  of 
and  in  the  said  messuage,  with  the  appurtenances,  acoording 
tothef(»rmandeffeotof  the  said  surrender:  towhomth^said 
lords  of  the  said  manor,  by  their  said  steward,  by  copy  of  the 
court-rolls  of  the  said  manor,  granted  seisin  thereof,  to  have 
and  to  hold  to  the  eeoALancehtsxAJane,  and  the  heirs  of  the 
said  Lancelot  for  ever,  at  the  will  of  the  lords,  according  to 
the  custom  of  the  said  manor,  according  to  the  form  and  effect 
of  the  said  surrender.    And  the  said  John  further  says,  that 
the  said  Lancelot  and  Patience  Hussey  afterwards,  and  before 
the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  wit,  on  the  first 
day  of  March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  six  hun- 
dred and  fifty-two,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  afore- 
said, died,  and  each  of  them  died.     And  the  said  John  Wade 
further  says,  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obliga- 
tory, and  also  after  the  surrender  of  the  said  messuage  in  form 
aforesiud  made  by  the  said  Simon  Bache  to  the  BeiiJohn  Wade^ 
to  wit,  on  the  15th  day  of  Fdmiary,  in  the  19th  year  of  the 
reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  England, 


(3)  It  is  here  admitted  agreeable  to 
what  had  been  decided  before,  that 
where  there  is  tenant  for  life  of  a  copy- 
hold estate,  remainder  over  to  another 
in  fee,  or  other  estate,  he  in  remainder 
may  surrender  his  estate,  if  there  he  no 
custom  to  the  contrary;  for  the  estate  of 
tenant  for  life,  and  him  in  the  re» 
mainder,  is  but  one  estate,  and  the  ad- 


mittance of  the  particular  tenant  is  the 
admittance  of  him  in  the  renudnder. 
4  Leon.  9.  pi.  38.  BuOer  and  Light- 
foo^s  case,  (a) 

(4)  Hence  it  spears  that  he  in  the 
remainder  may  accordingly  be  admitted 
to  it  by  himselC  S.P.  1  Ltttw.758. 
Norton  V.  Ladd. 


(a)  Cro.  Eliz.  504.  Gyppen  v.  Bun-  remainder-man  unless  there  be  a  special 
ney.  I  Burr.  212.  The  Earl  of  Bath  r.  custom  to  that  effect.  Co.  Rep.  23  a. 
Abn^  ;  and  no  fine  is  payable  by  the    Brown's  case. 
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ahe  tlie  Itad  Jwne  Symonsy  clfthning  her  right  and  tide  to  the  Wadb  v. 
aajd  messoageB,  with  the  appurienanoes^  for  the  term  of  her  Bachb. 
lif^  luider  thesaidixut^/bif  i^ymoiMfbjTirtae  of  thes^  ' 

render  in  fo^u  aforesaid  made  by  the  said  Lanceht,  entered  in'^h^ 


into  the  said  messuage,  with  the  appurtenances,  upon  the  pos-  ^  ^^ 
session  of  him  the  said  John  Wade  thereof,  and  expelled  and 
amoved  the  said  John  Wade  from  his  possession  thereof,  and 
was  and  still  is  seised  thereof  in  her  demesne  as  of  freehold, 
for  the  term  of  her  life,  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  according  to 
the  custom  of  the  said  manor;  and  this  the  saidt/bAa  WadejR 
ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment,  and  his  said 
deb^  together  with  his  damages  on  occasion  of  the  detaining 
of  liie  said  debt,  to  be  adjudged  to  him,  &c. — ^Demurrer  in  the  Special  de- 
Qsoal  form ;  and  then  as  follows :  And  for  causes  of  demiurer  "^u"^'* 
in  law  on  the  said  plea,  he  the  said  Simouy  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  shews  to  Causes, 
the  ooort  here  the  causes  following ;  that  is  to  say,  for  that  it 
does  not  appear,  either  by  the  declaration  or  replication  of  the 
said  Johuy  that  the  said  Jane  had  ever  a  good  and  lawful  title 
to  the  lands  and  tenements  mentioned  in  the  condition  of  the 
said  writing  obligatory ;  and  for  that  the  said  replication  is 
not  sufficient,  inasmuch  as  the  said  John  has  neither  denied 
nor  destroyed  the  title  of  the  said  Simon  Bache. — Joinder  in 
demurrer. — But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king      [  1^^  ] 
here  is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  Contumance.  | 
the  premises,  a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  said  parties  before 
oar  lord  the  king  at  Westminster^  until  Saturday  next  after  fif- 
teen days  of  Easter  next  following,  to  hear  their  judgment  of 
and  upon  the  premises,  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
king  here  is  thereof  not  yet,  &c     At  which  day,  before  our 
lord  the  king  at  Westminster^  comes  as  well  the  said  John 
Wade  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  said  Simon  J?acAeby  his  said 
attorney ;  whereupon  all  and  singular  the  premises  being  seen, 
and  by  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  more  fully 
understood,  and  mature  deliberation  thereupon  had,  for  that 
it  appears  to  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here  that  the  said 
plea  by  him  the  said  John  Wade  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid 
above  in  replying  pleaded,  and  the  matter  in  the  same  con- 
tained are  good  and  sufficient  in  law  for  the  said  John  Wade 
to  have  his  said  action  in  form  aforesaid  maintained  against 
him  the  said  Sinum^  &a     Therefore  it  is  considered  that  the  Judgment  for 
said  John  Wade  do  recover  against  the  said  Simon  Bache  his  **"*  P^*^" 
said  debty  and  4L  for  his  damages  which  he  has  sustained  as 
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Wade  «.     well  on  oocaaion  of  the  said  debt,  as  for  Lib  costs  and  chaiges 
Bache.       by  him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf  expended,  adjudged  to 
'  the  said  Mm  by  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  kingnow  here, 

with  his  assent.     And  the  said  Simon  Bache  in  men^,  &c. 


Case  23.  Wade  versus  Bache* 

&C.   iSid.  T^EBT  upon  an  obligation  bearing  date  26th  January 
34?'  dtS^Gilb.  ^^^^-     ^®  defendant  prayed  oyer  of  the  condition* 

Ten.  249.  which  is,  that  if  the  defendant  at  the  next  court  of  the  manor 

62^  fSmbt  ▼.  ^^  Wimbledon,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  surrender  to  the  use  of 

Wigg.    If  a  the  plaintiff  and  his  heirs  a  copyhold  messuage,  with  the  ap- 

^raioQ  or*  purtenances  in  Mortlake  in  the  said  county,  parcel  of  the 

remainder  ei-  gjud  manor,  and  procure  the  said  plaintiff  to  be  admitted  tenant 

pectant  onan.A  ,•  «  «.i  ji        •^ 

estate  for  life      thereof,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor ;  and  also,  if 
TOrrenden  to     jJ^q  g^^j^j  pliJntiff  shall  and  may  have  and  enjoy  the  said  mes- 
tenant  for  his     suagc  without  any  let,  suit,  or  interruption  of  the  defendant, 
!iS^to*iSr"    *^^  ^^  ^^®  Lancelot  Symons  esquire,  or  either  of*  them,  or 
use  of  himself    any  othcr  person  claiming  any  estate,  right,  title,  or  interest 
their^^&c.    "udcr  them,  or  either  of  them,  then,  &c.     And  upon  oyer, 
this  enures  to     the  defendant  pleaded,  that  he  did  surrender  at  the  next  court, 
wife  by  way  of  <^d  did  procuTC  the  plaintiff  to  be  admitted,  and  that  the 
a  fruad  ettaic,   plaintiff  has  quietly  enjoyed  the  said  messuage  without  inter- 
rtmainder,  (I)    niptiou,  &c.     The  plaintiff  replied  that  the  said  messuage  is 
•  [  150  ]    and  from  time  whereof,  &c.  was  parcel  of  the  manor,  and  de- 
mised and  demisable  by  copy  of  court-roll,  in  fee,  for  life  or 
years,  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  according  to  the  custom ;  and 
that  before  the  maldng  of  the  obligation  Sir  Edward  Cecil  wbs 
seised  in  fee  of  the  manor  whereof,  &c ;  and  at  a  court  of  the 
manor  holden  on  the  8th  day  of  April,  in  the  22d  of  king 
James  the  First,  granted  that  messuage  by  copy  of  coiurt-roU 
to  one  Patience  Hussey  for  her  life,  the  remainder  to  the  said 
Lancelot  Symons  in  fee,  whereby  the  said  Patience  entered 
and  was  seised  for  life,  the  remainder  to  the  said  Lancelot 
Symons  in  fee.     And  that  afterwards,  and  before  the  mi^lriTig 

(!)  For  it  would  be  void  at  common  it  Is  a  present  vested  interest  in  the 

law  as  a  remainder,  inasmuch  as  the  husband  and  wife  to  take  effect  in  pes- 

limitation  for  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  session  after  the  death  of  the  eopy  holder 

life  is  void,  and  consequently  the  re-  for  life.    See  1  Ld.  Raym.  626.    1  Bae. 

mainder  would  also  be  void ;  yet  being  Abr.  478. 
in  the  nature  of  a  limitation  of  an  use, 
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of  the  obligation,  to  wit,  at  a  court  of  the  manor  holden  on  Wade  v. 
the  7th  of  August,  in  the  17th  year  of  the  reign  of  king  Bache. 
Charles  the  First,  the  said  Lancelot  surrendered  his  remainder  ' 
in  the  said  messuage  to  the  use  of  the  said  Patience  for  her 
life,  and  after  her  decease  to  the  use  of  the  said  Lancelot,  and 
Jane  Symcns  then  his  wife,  for  their  lives,  and  the  life  of  the 
longer  liver  of  them,  and  after  their  decease,  to  the  use  of  the 
heirs  and  assigns  of  the  said  Lancelot;  and  that  the  said 
Lanedot  and  Jane  were  admitted  accordingly :  and  that  the 
and  Lanceht  Symons  and  Patience  afterwards  died.  And  the 
plaintiff  further  said,  that  after  the  making  of  the  obligation, 
and  after  the  surrender  made  by  the  said  defendant,  to  wit^ 
on  the  15th  of  February,  in  the  19th  year  of  the  reign  of  the 
now  king,  the  said  Jane  Symons,  claiming  right  and  title  to 
the  said  messuage,  with  the  appurtenances,  for  the  term  of 
her  life,  by  TOtue  of  the  surrender  made  by  the  said  Lancelot 
entered  upon  the  possession  of  the  said  plaintiff,  and  expelled 
and  amoved  the  said  plaintiff  from  his  possession  thereof,  and 
was  and  yet  is  seised  thereof  in  her  demesne  as  of  freehold  for 
die  term  of  her  life,  at  the  will  of  the  lord^  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  said  manor ;  and  this,  &c. :  wherefore,  &c. : 
upon  which  replication  the  defendant  demurred  in  law  speci- 
ally, and  shewed  for  cause,  that  it  did  not  appear  by  the  said 
replication  that  the  said  Jane  had  any  title  to  the  messuage  in 
questioiL 

And  it  was  argued  hj -Winnington  for  the  defendant,  that 
the  surrender  by  Lancelot  Symons,  to  the  use  o{  Patience  Hussey 
for  her  life  was  void,  because  she  had  an  estate  for  her  life  be- 
fore, and  consequently  the  remainders  limited  after  this  par- 
ticolar  estate,  which  is  void  in  its  creation,  are  also  void ;  and 
therefore  the  surrender  enured  to  the  use  of  the  said  Lancelot 
Symons  and  his  heirs,  as  it  was  before.    And  he  said  that  copy-       [  151  ] 
hold  estates  shall  be  regulated  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law  Ste^are  mu- 
as  to  grants,  surrenders,  and  estates  in  remainder,  &c.  unless  ^^  ^y  ^b« 
th^e  be  a  special  custom  to  the  contrary;  and  for  this  he  MnnnonbTw.as 
cited  Cro.Eliz.  29.*,    Cro.  Jac  376.  f,    2  Bulst.  272.    S.C.  J^ff^^^»^^- 
that  asurrenderof  ac0pyAoUinfee,^(mt  the  time  of  the  death  estates  in  re- 
af  the  surrenderor,  is  void,  as  it  would  be  upon  a  grant  or  feoff-  jJUJ*"'^^  **V 
ment  of  a  freehold  estate  at  common  law :  and  then  he  said,  aspecUa  custom 
that  the  first  estate  here  being  void,  there  is  nothing  to  sup-  &p^4'S^"S; 
port  ihe  remainders,  and  therefore  they  are  all  void :  and  that  a.  b.  Bunting 
the  first  estate  limited  by  the  surrender  to  Patience  Hussey  was  I'^^wmTi!' 
ymd,  he  relied  upon  Cholndey^B  case,  2  Rep.  51.  a.  where  it  Fisher  T.wigg. 
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Wade  v.     appears  that  if  a  remainder  be  limited  to  one  for  the  term  of 
Bache.      the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life,  the  remainder  is  good  for  this 
'  sole  reason,  namely,  because  it  may  possibly  haj^n  that  the 

l^f  ▼!  Cook,  tenant  for  life  may  alien  in  fee,  and  so  forfeit  his  estate, 
s  Atk.  101.  whereby  he  in  the  remainder  may  enter  for  tibe  forfeiture,  and 
♦CL^pe^**  shall  enjoy  the  estate  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life  who 
cumpe.  had  so  forfdtod  (2):  but  this  reason  does  not  hold  place  in 

SouOi!^"  ^'  copyholds ;  for  if  tenant  for  life  df  a  copyhold  commit  a  for- 
feiture of  his  estate,  the  lord  of  the  manor  shall  take  advan- 
tage of  it,  and  not  the  person  who  has  the  remainder  or  rever- 
aon  of  the  copyhold,  as  is  adjudged  in  Margaret  Fodgef^ 
case,  9  Bep.  107.  a.  (3)  And  so  he  concluded,  that  the  first 
estate  being  void,  all  the  remainders  were  also  void,  and  Jom 
Symtms  had  no  title,  and  consequently  the  replication  had  not 
assigned  any  breach^  wherefore  he  prayed  judgment  for  the 
defendant. 

J(me8  and  Saunders  for  the  plaintiff  argued,  that  the  estate 
limited  to  Jane  Symons  was  good,  notwithstanding  the  estate 
limited  to  Patience  Hussey  was  void,  and  that  by  way  of  pre- 
A  mnender  of  *^^  estate,  and  not  by  way  of  reminder;  for  they  said  that  a 
■copyhold  is  in  surrender  is  in  the  nature  of  a  deed-poll  more  than  of  an  in- 
deed poU.         denture,  and  enures  by  way  of  limitation  of  a  use.     And  here 
Lancelot  Symons  has  limited  an  estate  to  himself  and  his  wife, 
which  he  could  not  do  by  conveyance  at  common  law:  and 
surrenders  and  admittances  have  been  oftentimes  constraed 
and  taken  contrary  to  the  rules  of  conveyances  at  common 
•  DownesT.      law:  as  in  Cro.  Eliz.  323.*,  Cro.  Jac  434.  f     The  husband 
t^B^^T        *^^  copyhold  lands  of  the  lord,  to  whom  the  lord  granted 
jBrooks,  2  RoU.  scisin  Aai^nifufit  to  the  husband  and  wife ;  this  is  a  good  grant 
A^.  67.  pi.  18.  |.Q  ^g  ,^^^  although  she  be  named  after  the  habendum;  and 
the  wife  by  these  words  took  a  present  estate  with  her  hus- 
band, which  she  could  not  do  by  a  conveyance  at  common 
law :  and  here  the  surrender  is  to  be  construed  as  an  imme- 
diate settlement  upon  the  husband  and  wife:   and  in  such 
«  cases  the  law  has  always  made  a  construction  ut  res  magis 
\  Milbourne      valeot ;  as  in  Dyer,  376.  b.  Cro.  Eliz.  624. J,  a  grant  of  a 
"™^       reversion,  when  it  shall  happen  after  the  death  of  tenant  for 

(2)  See  Feame,  Cont  Rem.  151—  Jones,  229.  Kinge  v.  Loder.  3  Com. 
157.  S  Lev.  *37.  Dunoomb  r.Dun-  Dig.  208.  Sd  ed.  1  Mod.  20a£»a 
«»»*•  Y.IGrby.  2  Mod.  33.   See3T.R.173. 

(3)  So  is  1  Rol.  Abr.  509.  (G.),  Doey.HeUier. 
pLl.    2RoL  Abr.Y9t..pL&   SirW. 
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life,  is  oonstraed  a  good  grant  of  the  present  reversion,  not*  Wadb  v. 
withstanding  the  words  seem  to  be  otherwise.  (4)  And  so  it  Bache. 
ought  to  be  taken  in  this.case,  that  the  intent  was  that  Jane  ^ 

and  Lancelot  should  have  the  messuage  jointly  for  their  lives 
b  possession  after  the  death  o{  Patience  the  tenant  for  life,  as 
hj  an  immediate  settlement. 

And  of  this  opinion  was  the  whole  court,  and  that  the  estate 
cfJane  was  good  by;  waj  of  present  estate,  bat  nat  by  way  of 
lemainder.  And  judgment  was  unanimbusly  ^vi^n  for  the 
pUnti£ 

r  (4)  So  is  Pasmerr.Pramseyfited  in    B25.  S.  C.    Peame.  Cont  Rem.  229, 
Z^Mfscase.    10  Rep.  107.  a.  ISalk.    2S0.  and  327*  8d  edit. 
23S.  Badger  v.  X%dL    1  Lord  Raym. 


[  153  ]  DE 

Term^  Sancti  Trin. 
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Case  2^  '     Ecdeston  and  Wife,   Executors  of  Castle,   versus 

Clipsham. 

HiL  19  &  20  Car.  IL  Reg.    Rol.  1296. 

a  c  iMaiy  le.  I^OVENANT.  —The  plaintiffs  declare,  that  by  an  indent- 
SJJ^39,*^^  ^  «ro  tripartite,  made  the  12th  day  o{  April,  in  the  17th 
385.  S.P.  year  of  the  reign  of  king  Charles  the  Second,  between  one 
Saunden  t.  Taykr  of  the  first  part,  the  defendant  of  the  second  part,  and 
f^^^'  Owffc,  the  testator  of  the  pluntiffs,  of  the  third  part,  redtii^ 

Spenaer  t!  that  whereas  the  parties  had  contracted  with  his  majesty,  or 
Di"*HeSr^  the  lords  conmiissionerB  of  prize  goods,  to  buy  and  take  all 
(2  v.  2.)  BiUL  brandy-wines  which  at  the  day  of  the  contract,  or  at  any  time 

15^  Thwlgh  a  ^*^'  ^^^^  *®  *"*  ^y  ^^  September  then  next  coming, 
coYciuuit  be  should  be  declared,  adjudged,  or  condemned  by  the  admiralty 
uf  thnomMD?'  ^  lawfiil  prize,  or  should  be  ordered  by  them  to  be  sold,  at 
it,  yet  if  the  guch  rates  and  prices,  and  upon  such  conditions,  as  in  the 
niuaoraetiim  ^^d  contract  appeared,  it  was  declared,  that  all  the  said 
hejoiMi,  the  parties  had  an  equal  interest  in  the  said  contract,  and  there- 
brotti^t  bj  all  upon  each  of  them  respectively  for  himself  his  executors  and 
tbeomrenmteea :  administrators,  and  for  his  oum  proper  act  or  acts  for  so  much  as 
other  hand,  if  belonged  to  his  oum  proper  duty,  but  not  for  the  act  ordMhfof  the 
S^rfSi^  ofA^r,  covenanted  and  agreed  to  and  with  the  other  and  others 
be  Bnerai,  the  of  ihem  respectivefy,  and  his  and  their  respective  executors,  ad- 
■«*«»  "Bay  be    ministrators,  and  assigns,  by  the  same  indenture,  m  manner  and 
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form  following  J  that  is  to  say :  that  there  should  bQ  a  joint  Eccleston 

Btock  of  6000/.  to  be  raised  equally  by  the  parties,  and  depo-  ^• 

ated  in  the  hands  of  one  Hynton  a  goldsmith,  to  be  disposed  lipsham>^ 
bj  the  parties,  or  any  two  of  them ;  and  that  all  the  prize 

brandies  should  be  bought  by  them  in  partnership  upon  their  one  only,  (i) 


(1)  So  though  a  man  covenant  with 
tvo  or  more  jointly^  yet  if  the  interest 
and  cause  of  action  of  the  covenantees 
be  several  and  not  joint,  the  covenant 
ihaii  be  taken  to  be  several,  and  each 
of  the  covenantees  may  bring  an  action 


for  his  particular  damage,  notwithstand- 
ing  the  words  of  the  covenant  are  joint. 
5  Rep.  8.  a.  WifuHham's  case.  Dyer, 
837.  b.  Wottan  v,  Cooke.  2  Mod.  82. 
Wilkinson  v.  Lloyd.  3  Mod.  263.  Tip- 
pet V.  'Hawkey.    Bull.  N.  P.  157.  (a> 


(a)  8  Taunt.  24<5.    James  v.  Emery 
and  another.    S.  P.  2  B.  Moore,  195. 
S.  C.    5  Price,  529.  S.  C.     [3  B.  &  C. 
254.  Withers  v.  Bircham.    3  D.  &  R. 
106.  S.  C. ;  in  which  last  case  the  court 
said  that  the  general  rule,  established  by 
the  authorities  cited  in  the  above  note, 
is  that  wherever  the  interest  of  the  cove* 
nantees  is  joint,  although  the  covenant 
be  in  terms  joint  and  several,  the  action 
follows  the  nature  of  the  interest,  and 
must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  all  the 
eovenantees  ;  but  where  the  interest  of 
the  covenantees  is  several,  they  may 
maintain  separate  actions,  though  the 
language  of  the  covenant  be  joint.    See 
also  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  599.  Lane  y.Drink^ 
water.  5  Tyrw.  48.  S.  C.    4  Bing.  N.  C. 
436.    Place  v.  DeUgaL    6  Scott,  249. 
S.  C.    6  Bing.  N.  C.  123.  129.  Story  v. 
RuAardeon.    8  Scott,  291.  S.  C.    6  M. 
&  W.  835.  Poole  v.  HUl  4  Scott,  N.  R. 
743.      Palmer  v.  Sparskott,  Accord. 
But  it  has  been  lately  considered  that 
this  statement  of  the  rule  requires  some 
qualification.     See  Sorsbie  v.  Park^  and 
Poi^  V.  AddenbrookCf  infril,  p.  155  a. 
n.  (c).]     Where  the  plaintiff,  the  de- 
fendant,  and  twelve  others,  tenants  in 
common  of  certain  lands,  entered  into  a 
deed,  and  each  one  for  himself  only,  and 
not  for  the  others,  covenanted  to  abide 
by  the  award  of  A,  it  was  objected  that 
all  the  parties,  except  the  defendant, 
ought  to  have  been  made  plaintiffs,  for 
that  each  man's  covenant  was  made  with 
YOL.I. 


all  the  rest :  but  the  court  held  that  the 
action  was  well  brought,  as  each  party 
had  a  separate  interest.     Willes,   154. 
Johnson  v.  Wilson.    So,  where  part- 
owners  of  a  ship  agreed  *<  each  and  every 
of  them  with  the  others,  and  each  and 
every  of  them,"  that  the  ship  should  be 
under  the  management  of  one  of  them 
as  husband,  and  that  on  her  return  an 
account  should  be  taken,  and  the  neat 
profits  divided  rateably,  it  was  held  that 
one  part-owner  might  sue  the  ship's  hus- 
band without  joining  the  other  part- 
owners.    13'£a8t,  538.  Owston  v.  Ogle* 
,  [See  also  10  B.  &  C.  410.  Servante  v. 
Jame^.  5  Mann .  &  R.  299.  S.  C.  Accord.'] 
But  where  one  of  two  covenantees  has 
no  beneficial  interest  whatever,  there  the 
action  must  be  joint ;  therefore,  if  a  man 
covenant  with  A»  and  also  with  B.  to 
pay  an  annuity  to  A.  his  executors  and 
administrators  during  the  life  of  B*, 
this  is  a  joint  covenant,  and  upon  AJs 
death  his  executor  cannot  maintain  an 
action,  but  the  right  of  action  survives 
to  B.    For  though  the  covenant  be  se- 
parate, the  legal  interest  is  joint.     1 
East,  497.  Anderson  v.  Martindale.  So, 
3  Taunt  78.  SouthcoteY.  Hoare^vrzA  de- 
cided on  the  same  principle,  and  1  Bos, 
&  Pull.  67.  ScoU  V.  Godwin.    Where  a 
deed  is  inter  partes  the  party  who  has 
the  legal  interest  in  a  covenant  must 
always  sue,  although  the  beneficial  in- 
terest may  be  in  another.    2  Brod.  & 
Bing.  333.    Batford  v.  Stuckey.    See 
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joint  accoant ;  and  that  none  of  the  parties,  during  ike  iimes 
of  the  partnerahip,  should  8ell>  merchandize,  or  trade  in 
brandy-wines  by  himself  only,  or  in  company  with  any  other, 
but  only  upon  the  same  joint  account:  and  that  no  brandies 


But  where  two  persons  covenant/otn^y 
and  severalfy  with  another,  the  cove- 
nantee may  bring  an  action  against  one 
of  the  covenantors  only,  though  their 
interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the 
covenant  be  joint ;  as  where  A.  lets 
lands  to  S,  and  C  and  they  covenant 
jointly  and  severally  with  the  lessor  to 
pay  Uie  rent  or  the  like,  he  may  bring 
an  action  against  either  of  the  cove* 
nantors,  because  they  are  sureties  for 
each  other  for  the  due  performance  of 
the  covenants ;  and  it  is  as  competent 
for  each  of  them  to  covenant  for  the 
other,  as  it  is  for  a  stranger  to  covenant 
for  both,  which  is  a  usual  thing.  2  Burr. 
1 1 90.  Eni^s  V.  Donnithome.  1  Str.  S5S* 
lAUeyy.  Hedges.  S.  C.  8  Mod.  166.  {b). 
And  even  if  the  covenant  were  joint, 
and  an  action  brought  against  one  of  the 
covenantors,  he  could  only  take  ad- 
vantage of  it  by  a  plea  in  abatement. 
For  the  distinction  which  runs  through 
all  the  cases  is  between  actions  brought 
by  one  of  several  covenantees,  obligees. 


or  by  one  of  several  with  whom  any 
!  contract,  whether  in  writing  or  parol,  is 
made,  and  actions  brought  against  one 
of  several  joint  covenantors,  obligors, 
or  contractors.  In  the  former  case  the 
action  must  be  brought  by  all  the 
parties.  For  where  there  are  several 
covenantees  or  obligees,  and  one  of  them 
only  brings  an  action  without  averring 
in  the  declaration  that  the  others  are 
dead,  the  defendant  may  either  take 
advantage  of  it  at  the  trisi  as  a  variance 
upon  the  plea  of  noft  estfac^mt  or  pray 
oyer  of  the  deed  and  demur  generally. 
So  where  an  action  is  brought  by  one 
of  several  with  whom  any  contract  has 
been  made»  the  defendant  may  take  ad* 
vantage  of  it  upon  evidence  at  the  trial 
upon  the  plea  of  non  anumpsU;  or  if  it 
appears  upon  the  face  of  the  declaration 
that  the  contract  was  made  with  others 
as  well  as  the  plaintiff,  it  will  be  error. 
5  Rep.  9.  SUngsby^s  case.  1  Saund.  15S* 
Ecelestanr.  CUpsham.  2  Str.  820.  Leg- 
Use  y.  Chan^nmie.    Ibid.  1146.  Vernom 


ako  3  M.  &  S.  308.  Storar  v.  Gordon. 
[4  M.  &  W.  295.  Chanier  v.  Leese. 
4  Q.  B.  197.  Foley  v.  Addenbrooke. 
3  G.  &  D.  64.  S.  C.  See  infra,  p.  155  a. 
n.  (c).andVol.II.p.  117«.] 

(b)  As  to  what  words  make  a  joint 
and  separate  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  covenantors,  see  1  Salk.  393.  Robin* 
son  V.  Walk&r^  where  the  words  were 
*<for  themselves  and  each  of  them.*' 
See  also  5  T.  R.  522.  The  Duke  of 
Northumberland  v.  Erringion,  where  the 
covenants  of  the  lessees  were  introduced 
thus :  *<  and  the  said  A,  and  B.  for  them« 
selves  jointly  and  seveirally,  and  for 
their  several  and  respective  heirs,  exe* 
cutors,  and  administrators,  did  and  each 


of  them  did  covenant,  promise,  and 
agree  to  and  with  the  said  Ihtke  of  Nor^ 
thumberlandf  his  heirs  and  ass^ns  in 
manner  following,  that  is  to  say,"*  then 
followed  covenants  by  the  lessees,  then 
covenants  by  the  duke,  and  aflerwards 
other  covenants  by  the  lessees^  in  one 
of  which  the  words  "and  each  of  them" 
were  inserted,  and  in  all  the  others 
omitted.  The  court  held  all  the  cove- 
nants several  as  well  as  joint  by  reason 
of  the  introductory  wwds.  See  also 
7  T.  R.  852.  Mansea  v.  Bwrtdge.  [1 
B.  &  C.  682.  Col^tiw  V.  JVocscr.  3D. 
&  R.  1 12.  S.  C.  1  A.  &  £.  201.  Lee  v. 
Nixon.  3N.&M.441.  S.C.  SA.fc 
E.517.  Gp&iiid  y.  J[4porfe^3 
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which  Bhould  come  to  the  hands  of  any  of  the  parties  should  Eccleston 
be  aold  by  him  without  the  assent  of  the  others  in  writing  ^  «'• 
under  their  hands;  and  that  the  gain  should  be  equally 
divided,  and  the  loss  equally  borne,  between  the  parties :  and 
furthCT,  that  aU  the  monies  which  should  be  received  by  any 
of  the  partners  should  be  paid  in  to  the  ssld  Hynton  by  the 
party  who  should  receive  it^  to  be  disposed  as  the  joint  stock 
was  before  directed  to  be  disposed:  provided  that  there  should 
be  no  advantage  of  survivorship,  but  the  executors  or  adoii- 
nifftrators  of  any  of  the  parties  who  should  die  should  have 
the  same  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  partnership  as  the 
party  himself  might  have  had  if  he  had  been  still  living ;  and 
that  an  account  should  be  given  to  such  executors  and  admi- 
nistrators of  the  brandies,  and  debts  due  for  them,  within 
twenty  days  after  the  decease  of  the  party  dying.  And  the 
plaintiffi  assign  for  breaches,  1.  That  the  defendant  during 
the  partnership,  without  the  assent  of  TayUr^  and  the  said 
Castie  in  his  lifetime,  had  sold  70  tons  of  brandy,  which  had 
come  to  his  hands  by  virtue  of  the  said  contract,  to  divers 
persons  unknown  to  the  plaintifi^  2.  That  the  defendant 
had  merchandized  and  traded  in  200  tons  of  brandy,  upon  his 
own  account,  and  not  upon  the  joint  account  appertaining  to 
the  said  indenture,  contrary  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said 
indentmre.  3,  That  the  defendant  during  the  copartnership 
had  received  22,000/,  due  for  brandies  sold  by  him  upon  the 
joint  account,  and  that  he  had  not  paid  in  those  monies  to  the 
said  Hynton  upon  the  joint  account,  according  to  the  true 
intention  of  the  said  indenture.  4.  That  the  said  Cagtle 
the  testator,  during  the  partnership,  made  his  will,  and  the 
plaintiff's  wife  executrix,  and  on  such  a  day  died,  and  that 
the  defendant  had  not  given  any  accoimt  to  the  plaintifi^s 

y.Jeffttyg.     Post,   291  b.     Cabell  ▼.  o^im^  one  of  several  joint  covenantors 

Vaaighanj  note  (4)  passim.  S.C.  1  Vent,  or  obligors,  the  defendant  can  only  take 

S4.     1  Skin.  401.  Saunders  v.  Johnson,  advantage  of  it  by  a  plea  in  abatement 

Com.  DUg^PUader  (2y.2.).    Bull.  N.  And  though  it  should  appear  upon  the 

P.  158.    1  Sid.  238.    Osbom  v.  Cros"  record  that  there  are  others  who  ought 

hem.    AIL  41.   Holdwich  y.  Chafer  in  to  be  joined  as  defendants,  yet  that  will 

which  last  case  a  distinction  seems  to  not  be  error.    5  Rep.  119.  Whelpdale*s 

be  made  between  the  plea  of  non  est  case.  1  Str.  503.  Gilbert  v.  JSoM.     So 

fattKm,  and  praying  oyer  and  demur-  in  contracts.    5  Burr.  2611.   Rice  v. 

ring :  but  this  distinction  does  not  seem  Shute.     2  Black.  Rep.  947*   Abbot  v. 

to  be  warranted  by  any  of  the  modem  Smith. 
But  where  an  action  is  brought 

B2 
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EccLESTOK  ^wife,  executrix,*within  the  twenty  days  after  the  death  of  the 
said  Castle;  whereupon  the  phdntiffs  brought  their  action; 
and  upon  this  declaration  the  phdntiffs  had  judgment  by 
default,  a  writ  of  enquiry  of  damages  awarded,  and  entire 
damages  assessed. 

And  at  the  return  of  the  said  writ  in  JE'a^fer  term  last  past, 
it  was  moved  by  Jones  and  Saunders  in  arrest  of  judgment. 
And  Jones  took  an  exception  to  the  declaration,  because  the 
second  breach  assigned  is,  that  the  defendant  had  traded  m 
200  tons  of  brandy  upon  his  own  account,  and  not  upon  the 
joint  account,  &c. ;  but  does  not  shew  whether  the  said  200 
tons  of  brandy  were  prize  brandies  received  upon  the  joint 
account,  or  other  brandies ;  for  the  defendant  may  have 
traded  with  the  prize  brandies  upon  his  own  account,  or  with 
other  brandies;  and  it  ought  to  be  particularly  shewn  in 
which  brandies  he  had  traded;  because  if  the  brandies  were 
prize  brandies,  then  part  of  the  breach  is  comprehended 
within  the  former  breach  of  selling  the  70  tons  which  had 
come  to  his  hands  upon  the  joint  account ;  and  therefore  for 
this  uncertainty,  the  damages  being  entirely  assessed,  he  con« 
eluded  that  judgment  ought  to  be  given  for  the  defendant 

Saunders  took  another  exception  to  the  declaration,  that  the 
phdntiffs  had  assigned  several  breaches,  namely,  that  the  de- 
fendant had  sold  brandies  without  assent,  and  had  traded 
upon  his  own  account,  and  that  he  had  not  paid  the  said 
22,000/.  to  Hynton  ;  whereas  it  appears  that  the  covenant  is 
joint  with  the  plaintiff^s  testator,  and  with  the  said  Tayler  who 
survived  the  plaintiff's  testator ;  for  though  the  covenant  be 
joint  and  several  by  the  words^  yet  the  interest  and  cause  of  action 
in  this  case  is  joint  only ;  for  it  is  an  equal  damage  to  Castle 
the  testator  and  to  Tayler ^  if  the  defendant  has  broken  those 
covenants  as  by  the  declaration  is  supposed ;  and  therefore 
they  ought  to  have  joined  in  the  action ;  and  Castle  the  plain- 
tiff's testator  being  dead,  the  action  is  survived  to  Tayler;  as 
in  5  Rep.  18.  b.  Slinyln/^s  case,  conveyance  of  a  rectory  to 
two,  and  a  covenant  with  them,  and  with  each  of  them,  that 
the  covenantor  was  lawfully  seised  of  the  said  rectory,  they 
must  both  join  in  an  action  of  covenant  upon  this  breach, 
although  the  words  are  "  unth  each  of  them ;"  because  the 
interest  oftlte  covenantees  is  joint  and  not  several^  (1)    But  the 

(1)  And  this  difference  was  agreed;    every  of  the  covenantees  hath,  or  is  to 
when  it  appears  by  the  declaration  that    have,  a  several  interest  or  estate^  there, 
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corenont  that  the  defendant  would  render  an  account  to  the 
executors  of  the  party  dyings  is  a  good  several  covenant^  and 
well  suable  by  the  plaintiffs  only,  because  the  plaintiffs  have 
a  several  interest  and  cause  of  action  in  this,  but  not  in  the 
others ;  upon  which  points  the  judgment  was  stayed.  And 
now  this  term  it  being  moved  again,  the  court  was  of  opinion 
against  the  plaintiffs  for  both  causes  of  exception;  but  no 
jadgment  was  given ;  for  the  phdntifis  discontinued,  and  com- 
menoed  a  new  action.  —  Coleman  of  counsel  with  the  plaintiffs. 


ECCLESTON 
V, 

Clipsham. 


when  the  covenant  is  made  with  the 
covenantees,  et  cum  quolibet  earutn^  these 
words  cum  quolibet  eorumy  make  the  co- 
Tenant  several  in  respect  of  their  several 
interests,  (c)  As  if  a  man  by  inden- 
ture demises  to  A.  Black-acre,  to  B. 
White-acre,  and  to  C  Green-acre,  and 
oovenants  with  them  et  quolibet  eorumy 
that  he  is  lawful  owner  of  all  the  said 
aeres,  &C.,  in  that  case,  in  respect  of  the 
aid  several  interests  by  the  said  words 


*'  et  cum  quolibet  eorumy*  the  covenant 
is  made  several.  But  if  he  demises  to 
them  the  acrea  jointly,  then  these  words 
cum  quolibet  eorum  are  void ;  for  a  man 
by  his  covenant  (unless  in  respect  of 
several  interests)  cannot  make  it  first 
joint,  and  then  several,  by  the  same  or 
the  like  words  ^*cum  quolibet  eorum." 
5  Rep.  18  b.  19  a.  Slingabyh  case.  S.C* 
S  Leon.  160,  161.    S.  P.  2  Leon.  47. 


(c)  From  what  has  been  said  in  the 
beginning  of  note  (1),  and  which  has 
HBce  been  acknowledged  to  be  good 
law,  it  is  clear  that  the  insertion  or 
omission  of  the  words  "cum  quolibet 
iorum^  can  make  no  difference  as  to 
Uie  covenantees,  but  that  the  action  will, 
in  all  cases,  follow  the  interest  without 
regard  to  the  words  of  the  covenant 

[It  is  observed,  however,  in  Prestari% 
edition  of  Sheph.  Touch,  p.  166.,  that 
tib  doctrine  requires  some  qualification, 
sad  the  correct  rule  is  there  stated  to 
be,  that  by  express  words>  clearly  in- 
dicative of  the  intention,  a  covenant 
maj  be  joint,  or  joint  and  several  to,  or 
with,  the  covenantors  or  covenantees, 
notwithstanding  the  interests  are  several; 
and  so  they  may  be  several,  although 
the  interests  are  joint :  But  the  impli« 
catkm  or  construction  of  law,  when  the 
words  are  ambiguous,  or  are  left  to  the 
iaterpretation  of  law,  will  be,  that  the 
words  have  an  import  corresponding  to 
tbe  interest,  so  as  to  be  joint  when  the 
interest  is  joint  and  several  when  the 

TOI^L 


interest  is  several,  notwithstanding  Ian-* 
guage,  which,  under  difierent  circum- 
stances, would  give  to  the  covenant  a 
different  effect  The  qualification  of 
the  rule  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Preston  was 
adopted  by  Lord  Abinger  and  Parke  B. 
in  12  M.  &  W.  146. 156.  158.  Sorsbie 
V.  Park;  and  the  latter  learned  judge 
stated  the  true  rule  to  be>  that  ^*  a  co- 
*<  venant  will  be  construed  to  be  joint 
<<  or  several,  according  to  the  interest  of 
''  the  parties  appearing  on  the  face  of 
"  the  deedj  (see  also  12  M.  &  W.  134. 
Wootton  V.  Stefenonif)  if  the  words  are 
<<  capable  of  that  construction ;  not  that 
'^  it  will  be  construed  to  be  several  by 
*'  reason  of  several  interests,  if  it  be  ez- 
"  pressly  joint.  Suppose  there  were  a 
*'  covenant  with  A.  and  B.  jointly  that 
<<  a  certain  thing  should  be  done  by  the 
^'  covenantor;  both  of  those  persons  must 
**  sue.  But  where  it  appears  upon  the 
**  face  of  the  deed  that  A.  and  B,  have 
''  several  interests,  they  must  sue  sepa- 
"  rately ;  for  though  the  words  he  primd 
**  facie  joint,  they  will  be  construed  to 
•s  3 
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"  be  several,  if  the  interest  of  either  po8t»  Vol.  IL  117  b.),  the  role  was  laid 

<<  party  appearing  upon  the  faee  of  the  down  to  be  that  where  the  legal  interest 

<<  deed  shall  require  that  construction."  and  cause  of  action  of  the  covenantees 

— Mr.  Preston' &  qualification  of  the  rule  are  several^  they  should  sue  separatelji 

has  also  been  recently  considered  by  the  though  the  covenant  be  joint  in  terms; 

court  of  C.  P.  in  Mills  v.  Ladbroohey  but  the  several  interest  and  the  several 

JET.  T,  1844 ;  but  without  any  assent  to  ground  of  action  must  distinctly  appear: 

or  dissent  from  it,  as  the  case  was  cap-  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  cause  of  aetton 

able  of  decision,  even  assuming  the  rule  be  joint,  the  action  should  be  joint, 

to  be  unqualified.  —  In  the  latest  case  though  the  interest  be  several     See 

on  this  subject  in  Q.  B.  (Foley  v.  4d'  post,  Vol  II.  117,  117  fl,  *•! 
denbrookey  4  a  B.  197.    8  G.  &  D.64. 

[  156  ]  DE 

Term.  Sancti  Mich. 

ANNO  EEGNI  REGIS  CAB.  n.  20. 


Case  25.        Lenthall,  Marshal  of  the  King's  Bench,  versus  Cooke. 

Mich.  20  Car.  II.  Begis.  BoL  79. 
Middiaex,  T^E  it  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in 
MJ  j^Q^l^  term  last  past,  before  our  lord  the  king 
at  Westminster f  came  Sir  John  Lenthall,  knight,  being  mar- 
shal of  the  marshalsea  of  our  lord  the  king,  before  the  king 
himself,  according  to  the  liberties  and  privil^s  for  such 
marshal,  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the 
contrary  used  and  approved,  in  his  proper  person,  and  brought 
here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  then  there,  his 
certain  bill  agwist  John  Cooke  of  Chissel  Magruiy  in  the  county 
of  Essexy  esquire,  otherwise  called  John  Cooke  of  Chissel  Magna 
in  the  county  otJSssex,  esquire,  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal, 
&c.  of  a  plea  of  debt;  and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecution, 
to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Boe,  which  said  bill  follows  in 
DcclMationin  these  words,  to  wit:  Middlesex  J  to  wit.  Sir  John  LenthaH, 
debt  knight,  being  marshal  of  the  marshalsea  of  our  lord  the  king, 

before  the  king  himself,  according  to  the  liberties  and  privi- 
leges for  such  marshal,  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of 
man  is  not  to  the  contrary  used  and  approved,  present  here  in 
court  in  his  proper  person,  complains  of  John  Cooke  of  Chissel 
Magna,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  esquire,  otherwise  csXkAJohn 
Cooke  of  Chissel  Magna,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  esquire,  bebg 
in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  marshalsea  of  our  said 
lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  of  a  plea  that  he  render 
to  him  3000/.  of  lawful  money  of  England,  whibh  he  owes 
to,  and  unjustly  detains  &om  him ;  for  that  whereas  the  said 
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John  Cooke,  on  die  13th  day  of  July,  in  the  16th  year  of  the    Lenthall 

rei^  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  England,    v»  Cooke. 

•&c  at  the  pariah  of  St  Clement  Danes,  in  the  county  afore-  ' 

eaidy  by  his  certain  writing  obligatory,  sealed  with  the  seal  of      L    ^7  J 

him  the  said  John  Cooke,  and  to  the  conrt  of  our  said  lord 

the  king  now  here  shewn,  the  date  whereof  is  the  same  day 

and  year,  acknowledged  himself  to  be  held  and  firmly  bound 

to  tlie  «dd  Sir  John  Lenthall  in  the  said  30002.,  to  be  paid 

to  the  said  Sir  John  Lenthall  when  he  should  be  thereunto 

requested ;  yet  the  said  John  Cooke  (although  often  requested) 

ham  not  yet  paid  the  said  SOOOiL  to  the  said  Sir  John  Lenthall, 

bat  to  pay  the  same  to  him  has  hitherto  altogether  refused, 

and  still  rinses,  to  the  damage  of  him  the  said  Sir  John  Lent' 

kail  of  lOiL     And  therefore  he  brings  suit,  &c. 

Ajod  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Friday  next  after  three  Flea. 
weeks  of  St  Michael,  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  the 
said  John  Cooke  had  lea^e  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then 
to  answer,  &c.  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  come 
as  wdl  the  said  Sir  John  Lenthall,  in  his  proper  person,  as 
the  said  John  Cooke  by  Robert  Powlet  his  attorney ;  and  the 
said  John  Cooke  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.  and 
prays  oyer  <tf  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  it  is  read  to  him, 
&G. ;  he  also  prays  oyer  of  the  condition  of  the  said  writlog 
obligatory,  and  it  is  read  to  him  in  these  words,  to  wil^ 
^  1^  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  above-  Defendant 
•*  bonnden  Algemoon  Peyton,  now  prisoner  in  the  prison  of  ^^^ndition- 
^'  tlie  king's  bench  in  Southwark,  do  and  shall  from  henceforth 
<«  be  and  continue  a.  true  prisoner  in  the  custody,  guard,  and 
*'  aafe-keeping   of  the  above-named  John  Lenthall  knight, 
^  marshal  of  the  same  prison,  and  in  the  custody,  guard,  and 
**  safe  keeping  of  his  deputy  officers  and  servants,  or  some  or 
**  one  of  them,  until  he  shall  be  lawfully  dischai^ed,  without 
**  committing  any  manner  of  escape  or  escapes  during  the  time 
**  of  his  restraint,  then  this  present  obligation  to  be  void  and 
^  <tf  none  effect,  or  else  to  be  and  remain  in  full  power,  force, 
**  and  virtue."    Which  being  read  and  heard,  the  said  John 
Cooke  eaxih,  that  he  ought  not  to  be  charged  with  the  said  debt 
by  virtue  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  because  he  saith,  that 
before  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obHgatory,  to  wit,  by  a  and  pleads  the 
certlun  act  made  in  the  parliament  of  the  lord  Henry,  late  clg^rfSh^i^' 
king  of  England,  &c.  the  Sixth,  holden  at  fVestminster,  in  the  ^°<^  (•) 


(a)  [See  post,  Vol.  II.  p.  155  a.  n.  (6).] 
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Lenthall    county  of  Mtddksex^  on  the  twenty-fifth  day  oiFehruary,  in 
V.  Cooke,     the  twenty-third  year  of  his  reign^  reciting  in  the  same  act 
*  that  the  said  king,  considering  the  great  pequry,  extortion,  and 

oppression  which  theretofore  were  in  the  kingdom  of  England^ 
by  his  sheriff,  under-sherififs  and  their  clerks,  coroners, 
stewards  of  franchises,  bailiffs,  and  keepers  of  prisons,  and 
other  officers,  in  divers  counties  of  this  kingdom,  (among 
other  things,)  it  was  enacted  by  the  authority  of  the  same 
parliament,  in  eschewing  of  all  such  extortions,  perjuries,  and 
oppressions,  that  no  sheriff  should  let  to  farm  in  any  manner 
[^  158  ]]  his  county,  nor  any  of  his  bailiwicks,  hundreds,  nor  wapen- 
takes; nor  that  the  said  sheriffs,  under-sheriffif,  bailiffs  of 
franchises,  nor  any  other  bailiff,  should  return,  upon  any  writ 
or  precept  to  them  directed  to  return,  any  inquests  in  any 
panel  thereupon  to  be  made,  any  bailifib,  officers,  or  servants 
to  any  of  the  officers  aforesaid,  in  any  panel  by  them  so  to  be 
made  ;  nor  that  any  of  the  said  officers  and  ministers  on  occa- 
sion or  imder  colour  of  their  office,  should  take  any  other  thing 
by  themselves,  nor  by  any  other  person,  to  their  use,  profit^ 
or  emolument,  of  any  person  by  them  or  any  of  them  to  be 
arrested  or  attached,  nor  of  any  other  of  them,  for  the  omit- 
ting of  any  arrest  or  attachment  to  be  made  by  their  body,  or 
of  any  person  by  them  or  any  of  them,  by  force  or  colour  of 
their  office,  arrested  or  attached  for  fine,  fee,  suit  of  prison, 
mainprise,  letting  to  bail,  or  shewing  any  ease  or  favour  to 
any  such  person  so  arrested  or  to  be  arrested,  for  his  or  their 
reward  or  profit,  but  such  as  foUows ;  that  is  to  say,  for  the 
sheriff,  twenty-pence ;  for  the  bailiff  who  makes  the  arrest  or 
attachment,  four-pence;  and  for  the  gaoler,  if  the  prisoner 
be  committed  to  his  custody,  four-pence ;  and  that  the  sherifi^ 
under-sheriff,  sheriff's  clerk,  steward  or  bailiff  of  franchise, 
servant,  or  bailiff,  or  coroner,  should  not  take  any  thing  under 
colour  of  his  office,  by  himself,  nor  by  any  other  person  to  his 
use,  of  any  person,  for  the  making  of  any  return  or  panel,  and 
for  the  copy  of  any  panel,  but  four-pence ;  and  that  the  said 
sheriff,  and  all  other  officers  and  ministers  aforesaid,  should  let 
out  of  prison  all  manner  of  persons  by  them  or  any  of  them 
arrested,  or  being  in  their  custody,  by  virtue  of  any  writ,  bill, 
or  warrant,  in  any  action  personal,  or  by  cause  of  an  indict- 
ment of  trespass,  upon  reasonable  sureties  of  sufficient  persons 
having  sufficient  within  the  coimties  where  such  persons 
should  be  so  let  to  bail  or  mainprise,  to  keep  their  days  in 
such  places  as  the  said  writs,  bills,  or  waiiants  should  require. 
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(sudi  person  or  perBons  who  were  or  ehould  be  in  their  custody   Lxkth  ali^ 
by  condemnation,  execution,  capias  utlagatum,  or  excom-     v*Cookx. 
mnnicatum,  surety  of  the  peace,  and  all  such  persons  who  ' 
were  or  should  be  committed  to  custody,  by  the  special  com- 
mandment of  any  justice,  and  vagabonds  refiicdng  to  serve 
aoooiding  to  the  form  of  the  statute  of  labourers,  only  ex-^ 
oepted ;)  and  that  no  sheriff,  nor  any  of  the  officers,  or  minis-* 
ters  aforesaid,  should  take  or  cause  to  be  taken,  or  should 
make  any  obligation  for  any  cause  above  mentioned,  or  by 
ookmr  of  their  office,  but  only  to  themselves,  of  any  person,  nor 
by  any  person  who  should  be  in  their  custody  by  course  of  law 
bat  by  the  name  of  their  office,  and  upon  condition  written,  that 
the  said  prisoners  should  appear  at  the  day  contained  in  the 
amid  writs  or  warrants,  and  in  such  places  as  the  said  writs,     [  159  ] 
faOIsy   or  warrants  should  require.     And  if  any  of  the  said 
dieiifis,  or  other  officers  or  ministers  aforesaid,  should  take 
any  obligation  in  other  form  by  colour  of  their  offices,  that 
it  should  be  void,  as  in  the  same  act  (among  other  things) 
mote  fully  appears.     And  the  said  John  Cooke  further  says,' 
that  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  writing  obligatory,  to 
wit,  on  the  said  13th  day  of  July,  in  the  16th  year  of  the 
reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  England,  Platntiff  mar. 
and  long  before,  he  the  said  Sir  John  Lenthall  was  marshal 
€^  the  marshalsea  of  our  lord  the  king,  and  that  the  said 
Alyemoon  Peyton,  at  the  said  time  of  making  the  said  writing  ud  A.  P.  a 
obtigatory,  was  a  prisoner  at  Southwark  in  the  county  of  Sclsl^riKwi in 
Surrey^  under  the  custody  of  the  said  Sir  John  Lenthall,  then  ezcoution. 
and  there  being  marshal  of  the  said  marshalsea,  in  the  said 
execution,  at  the  suit  of  one  Edwin  Richards,  for  a  debt  of 
4OOL9  and  eighty  shillings  for  damages  theretofore  recovered 
by  the  said  Edwin  against  the  said  Algemoon,  in  the  court 
of  our  said  lord  the  king,  of  the  bench,  at  Westminster,  in 
the  county  oi  Middlesex.     And  that  he  the  said  John  Cooke,  ^^£?"  ^ 
with  the  sud  Alyerhoon  Peyton,  for  ease  and  favour  to  be  LseaDd&Tour. 
given  and  shewn  to  the  said  Algemoon  of  his  said  imprison* 
ment,  on  the  said  13th  day  of  July,  in  the  16th  year  of  the 
reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  the  parish  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesud,  sealed,  and  as  his  deed  delivered,  the 
said  writing  obligatory  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  with 
the  said  condition  to  the  said  Sir  John  Lenthall,  then  and 
there  being  marshal  of  |bhe  said  marshalsea  of  oiur  said  lord  the 
king,  and  the  said  Sir  John  Lenthall  then  and  there  took  and 
aooqited  the  said  writing,  under  colour  of  his  said  office,  fix>m 
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TnTenesthat 
the  bond  was 
given  for  ease 
andfiivoar. 


Curia  adviaare 
y/vlU 


tKe  said  Alfernoan  and  John  Cooke  for  the  caiue  abreadd. 
And  80  the  said  John  Cooke  saysy  that  die  said  writii^,  with 
the  said  ooiiditi<m  bo  as  aforesaid  in  form  aiPoresaid  made,  and 
for  the  cause  aforesaid,  b  j  virtue  of  the  said  statute,  is  alto- 
gether void  and  of  no  effect  in  hm ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to 
verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  he  the  said  John  Cooke 
ought  to  be  charged  with  the  said  debt  by  virtue  of  the  said 
writing  obligatory,  &o. 

And  the  said  Sir  John  Lenihall  says,  that  he,  by  any  thing 
by  the  said  John  Coohe  above  in  pleading  alleged,  ought  not  to 
be  barred  from  having  his  said  aotion  thereof  against  the  said 
John  Coohsy  because  he  says  that  the  said  JbAn  Cooke^  for  the 
better  security  of  him  the  said  Sir  JbAn  LenfhalU  that  the  sud 
Algemoon  Peyton  Aould  notesoi^  out  of  the  custody  of  him 
the  said  Sir  John  Lenihall^  but  should  remain  in  the  safe  cub- 
tody  of  him  the  said  ^  John  Lenihall^  made  to  the  said  Sir 
John  Lenihall  the  said  writing  obligatory  above  mentioned  in 
the  said  declaration,  in  manner  and  form  as  he  the  said  Sir 
John  LenthaU  has  above  thereof  declared  against  him;  with- 
out tlds  that  the  said  tToAn  Coohe  for  ease  and  favour  to  be 
given  or  shewn  to  the  said  Algemoon  of  his  said  imprisomnent, 
sealed,  and  as  his  deed  delivered,  the  sud  writing  obligatory 
in  the  said  declaration  mentioned  with  the  same  condition,  to 
the  said  |Sir  John  LenthaU^  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said 
John  Cooke  has  above  thereof  in  pleading  allied ;  and  thishe 
is  ready  to  verify ;  wherefore  he  prays  judgment,  and  his  said 
debt,  together  with  his  damages  on  occasion  of  the  detention 
of  that  debt,  to  be  adjudged  to  him,  &c. 

Demurrer,  &c.  —  And  for  causes  of  demurrer  in  law  upon 
the  said  plea,  he  the  said  John  Cooke,  according  to  the  form 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  shews,  and  to 
the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  sets  forth  the  causes 
following ;  for  that  the  said  plea  by  the  said  Sir  John  LenAall, 
in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  above  in  replying  pleaded,  and 
the  matter  in  the  same  contained,  are  (1)  repugnant^  double 
uncertain,  and  toant  form,  &c. 

Joinder  in  demurrer.  —  But  because  the  court  of  our  lord 


(1)  Though  the  words  in  italics  are 
here  assigned  as  special  causes  of  de- 
murrer, yet  they  are  held  to  be  too 


general,  and  the  demurrer  is  neverthe- 
less only  a  general  one,  since  the  statute 
27Eliz.  c5.  of  demurrers.  lLutw.4.(A) 


(b)  See  post,  S37  a.  n.  (S). 
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the  king  here  is  not  yet  advised  of  ^Ting  their  judgment  of  Lekthall 

ind  upon  the  premises^  a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  said  v- 

partiee  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westmingter^  until  fFednes^  Cooke. 


day  in  the  feast  of  St  Martin^  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and 
upon  the  prenuses,  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king 
here  is  thereof  not  yet,  &c :  at  which  day,  before  our  lord 
the  king  at  Westmimtery  come  the  said  parties  by  their  said      [  1^1  ] 
attomies ;  whereupon  all  and  angular  the  premises  being  seen, 
and  by  the  court  of  our  sud  lord  the  king  here  fully  under- 
stood,  and  mature  deliberation  being  thereupon  had,  for  that 
it  appears  to  the  court. of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here, 
that  the  said  plea  of  the  said  Sir  John  LenthaH,  in  manner 
and  form  aforesaid  above  pleaded  in  reply,  and  the  matter 
in  the  same  contained,  are  good  and  sufficient  in  law  to 
lave  the  said  action  of  him  the  ssid  Sir  John  Lenthatt,  main- 
tained agunst  him  the  said  John  Cooke;  therefore  it  is  con-  Judgment  for 
ddered  that  the  said  Sir  John  Lenthall  do  recover  against  the  ^ 
said  John  Cooke  his  said  debt,  and  also  5/,  for  his  damages 
whidi  he  has  sustained  as  well  on  occasion  of  the  detention  of 
that  debt  as  for  his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in 
that  behalf  expended,  by  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  now 
here  adjudged  to  the  said  Sir  John  Lenthall^  with  his  assent ; 
and  ^e  said  John  Cooke  in  mercy,  &c.     Afterwards,  to  wit,  Satitfketion 
on  TFednesday  next  after  three  weeks  of  the  Holy  Trinity ^  in  j^theplamtS^s 
the  24th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  admrniatrator. 
king  of  England^  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster ,  came 
Catherine  Peasly  widow,  administratrix  of  all  and  singular  the 
gooda  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits^  &c.  of  the  said  Sir 
John  Lenthall  by  William  Bavenhall  her  attorney,  by  the 
eomrt  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  specially  constituted, 
and  acknowledged  herself  to  be  satisfied  by  the  said  John  Cooke 
of  the  siud  debt  and  damages :  therefore  let  the  said  John  Cooke 
be  thereon  quit  of  the  said  debt  and  damages. 


Lenthall,  MarsHal  of  the  King's  Bench,  versus        case  25. 
Cooke. 


D 


|EBT  upon  an  obligation  brought  by  LenthaU,  marshal  a  c.  i  Lev. 
of  the  king's  bench,  against  Cooke,    The  defendant  ^^^  ^  ^^ 
prayed  oyer  of  the  condition,  which  is,  that  if  the  above-  422*       ^  * 
boiinden^27^raaimP€;y^^, nowaprieloner  in  theprisonof  the  Abondfiom 
VOL.1.  •s  6  "^"' 
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Lenthall  versus  Cooke. 


Lenthall 
V,  Cooks. 

^ * ' 

tJOn**iohea 
true  prisoner 
andnoi  to 
MTcpe,**  is  good, 
if  not  for  ease 
and  favour.  (1) 


king's  bench  in  Sauthioark,  do  and  shall  from  henceforth  he' 
and  contmue  a  true  prisoner  in  the  custody,  guard,  and  safe- 
keeping of  the  above-named  John  Lenthall,  marshal  of  the 
same  prison,  and  in  the  custody  and  safe^keeping  of  his 
deputy,  officers,  and  servants,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  until 
he  shall  be  lawfully  discharged,  without  committing  any 
manner  of  escape  or  escapes  during  the  time  of  his  restramt. 


(1)  S.  P.  1  Vent  237.,  per  Hale 
C.  J.  in  Mosdet  v.  Middleion.  2  Salk. 
4S8.  Anon.^  per  HoU  C.  J.  A  bond  to 
save  the  sheriff  harmless  from  escapes  is 
against  law.  Plow.  60.  Dive  and  Man» 
ningham.  But  a  bond  to  pay  money 
into  court  at  the  return  of  a  fieri  facias 
is  good;  for  though  it  be  done  by 
colour  of  office,  and  the  condition  is 
not  according  to  the  statute,  yet  it  is 
valid,  the  statute  extending  only  to 
bonds  given  by  or  ^or prisoners.  10  Rep. 
99.  b.  Beaufages  case.  So  a  bond  to 
save  a  sheriff  harmless  against  a  false 
return  of  9i  fieri  facias  is  good.  1  Lutw. 
596.  Knipe  v.  Hobart.  If  any  thing 
be  added  to  the  condition  prescribed  in 
the  Act  which  is  not  legal,  that  which 
is  inserted  against  the  form  of  the  Act 
avoids  all  the  rest  Plow.  68.  b.  10  Rep. 


100.  Hob.  14.  But  if  a  bond  be  token 
in  a  circumstance,  contrary  to  the  pro- 
vision of  the  statute,  that  is  only  pre- 
scribed ybr  the  direction  of  the  sheriff,  as 
to  take  sureties,  which  is  for  his  safety  ; 
or  if  any  thing  is  required  specially  by 
the  condition,  that  the  Act  only  imports 
but  does  not  literally  require^  such  vari- 
ations do  not  hurt  10  Rep.  100.  b. 
Cro.£liz.808.  Clyfion  y.  Wehb.  Ibid. 
852.  Blachbume  v.  Michelboum.  Ibid. 
862.  Cotton  v.  Wale.  By  the  stotute 
4  Ann.  c.  16.  §.  20.  the  sheriff  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  plaintiff  shall  assign  the 
bail-bond  to  him,  and  he  may  sue  upon 
it  in  his  own  name,  (e)  If,  in  an  action 
by  such  assignee,  it  appears  upon  the 
declaration  that  the  bond  is  void  by  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  23  H.  6.  c  9.» 
the  declaration  will  be  bad  either  upon 


(c)  And  in  K.  B.  he  may  take  such 
an  assignment,  even  after  he  has  sued 
out  an  attachment  against  the  sheriff 
for  not  bringing  in  the  body ;  but  then 
he  mu^t  abandon  the  attachment. 
15  East,  215.  Pople  v.  Wgatt.  So 
where  the  attachment  has  been  set 
aside.  Wightw.  406.  Broum  v.  Neave, 
But  he  cannot  take  an  assignment  while 
the  attachment  remains  in  force.  Cun- 
ningham V.  Chambers,  MSS.  Tidd's 
Prac.  319.  Post,  Vol.  II.  p.  61.  note  (t). 
If  the  plaintiff,  without  some  sufficient 
reason,  bring  separate  actions  against 
each  of  the  bail,  the  court  will  stay  the 
proceedings  in  tdl  the  actions  upon  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  in  one  only.  2  B.  & 
A,  598.  Key  Y.  ma.  (Diss.  Abbott  C.  J.) 
1  Chitty»8  Rep,  337.  S.C..  [R.H.2 


W.  4.  No.  SO.  2  Dowl.  41-.  Johnson  v. 
McDonald."]  If  the  plaintiff  take  an  as- 
signment pending  the  action,  and  pro- 
ceed on  it  after  the  cause  is  out  of  court, 
it  is  not  an  irregularity,  3  Bos.  &  PuU* 
221.  PigoU  V.  TrusU.  And  see  4 
Taunt  715.  CoUeU  v.  Wilson,  that  the 
court  will  not  interfere,  unless  it  appear 
that  the  assignment  was  taken  after  the 
cause  was  out  of  court  For  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  proceed  in  the  original  suit 
so  long  as  he  retains  his  right  to  sue  on 
the  bail-bond ;  2  Smith,  489.  EyUm  v. 
Beattie  ;  unless  the  court  have  ordered 
that  the  bail-bond  shall  stand  as  a  seca« 
rity,  the  plaintiff  having  lost  a  trial. 
[But  see  II  M.  &  W. 61.  Ede  v.  CoL 
lingridge.  Post,  Vol.  IL  p.  61  d.  n.  (A).] 
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tlien  tliia  present  obligation  to  be  void,  &c.    And  upon  oyer   Lenthall 
of  the    condition,   the   defendant   pleaded   the  statute  of    ^-  Cooke. 
23  H.  6.  c.  9.  of  bonds  made  to  sheriffs  by  colour  of  their  * 
office.     And  he  further  pleaded^  that  at  the  time  of  the 
wmlr^Ticf  of  the  bond  now  brought  into  court,  and  long  time 
before  the  said  pl^tiff  was  marshal  of  the  king's  bench,  the      [  162  ] 
said  FeyUm  was  a  prisoner  under  the  custody  of  the  said 
plaiiiti£^  in  the  execution,  at  the  suit  of  one  Edwyn  Richards 
upon  a  judgment  of  40421  debt  and  damages ;  and  the  de- 
fendant, together  with  the  «aid  Peyton^  for  ease  and  favour  to 
be  shewn  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  Peyton  made  the  said 
bond^  which  the  said  plaintiff,  by  colour  of  his  said  office,  for 
the  cause  aforesaid,  took  and  accepted :  and  so  the  bond  void. 
The  plaintiff  replied,  that  the  said  bond  was  made  for  the  bet- 
ta:  security  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  said  Peyton  should  not 
escape,  but  should  remain  a  true  prisoner  in  his  custody ;  and 
traversed  without  this,  that  the  bond  was  made  for  giving  or 
shewing  ease  and  favour  to  the  said  Peyton  of  his  said  impri- 
sonment ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify,  &c.     Upon  which 
replication  the  defendant  demurred. 

And  it  was  argued  for  the  defendant,  that  this  bond  was 
void  by  force  of  the  said  statute  of  23  H.  6.  c.  9. ;  for  it  is 
agreed  by  all,  that  the  marBhal  of  the  king's  bench  is  within 
the  words  of  the  statute  ^^  of  gaolers  and  keepers  of  prisons.^ 
llierefore  when  the  plaintiff,  being  marshal,  took  this  bond 
<^  his  prisoner  upon  the  condition  to  be  a  true  prisoner ^  the 
thing  speaks  for  itself,  that  it  was  for  ease  and  favour,  for  it 
oonid  not  be  for  any  other  purpose;  for  by  this  means  the 
Tnarahal  is  secure,  though  he  should  leave  the  door  of  the  pri- 
son open,  and  the  prisoner  may  go  at  large  when  he  pleases. 
And  this  case  does  not  differ  in  substance  from  Dive  and  Man- 
mny ham's  case*,  for  there  tlie  bond  was  to  save  harmless  •  Plow.  6a- 
from  escapes^  and  here  it  is  that  the  prisoner  should  not  escape, 
K  he  do  escape,  the  bond  is  forfeited,  and  therefore  the  plain- 
tiff wiD  be  saved  harmless  from  this  escape,  by  force  of  this 
bond,  as  much  as  if  the  condition  had  been  precisely  to  save 
harmless.  And  the  statute  intends  to  prohibit  all  bonds  by 
which  gaolers  shall  be  encouraged  to  ^ve  any  ease  or  favour 

1  geoeral  demurrer,  or  in  arrest  of    nan  est  factum.    2T.  R.  569.  Samuel 
judgment  sJier  verdict  upon  a  plea  of    v.  Evans,  (d) 

(c2)  4  M.  &  S.SS8.  Thomson  v.  JRock,  S.  P. 
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Lenthall  verms  Cooke. 


Lenthall 

V,  COOKB. 


[  163  ] 


•  Latch,  23. 
143.  S.C. 
Dyer,  323.  b. 
pi.  31.  in  the 
margin. 


to  their  prifionersy  which  is  a  great  cause  of  the  non-payment 
of  their  debts.  And  here,  thongh  the  defendant  by  his  de- 
murrer seems  to  confess  that  the  bond  was  not  made  for  ease 
and  favour,  yet  it  plainly  appears  that  it  was  for  no  other  pur- 
pose ;  for  the  effect  is  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  exprrasly 
alleged  in  the  condition  to  be  for  ease  and  favour;  for  now 
the  marshal  is  induced  to  take  less  care  to  keep  his  prisoner, 
and  to  suffer  him  to  escape  if  he  will,  as  in  this  case  he  has : 
audit  is  the  same  thing  to  the  marshal,  he  being  secure  the  one 
way  or  the  other,  that  is,  whether  he  escape  or  not.  And  if 
this  bond  shall  be  good,  it  is  a  trick  to  elude  the  statute.  And 
much  more  was  said  to  this  purpose  to  prove  the  said  bond  to 
be  void ;  wherefore  judgment  was  prayed  for  the  defendant. 

And  on  the  other  side  it  was  argued  for  the  plaintiff,  that 
this  bond  was  good,  and  not  void  by  the  statute,  because  (as 
it  was  said)  all  bonds  taken  by  a  sheriff  or  gaoler  are  not  re- 
strained, but  such  only  as  are  taken  by  colour  of  office,  or  far 
ease  ani  favour ;  for  a  bond  taken  by  a  gaoler  of  his  prisoner 
for  a  true  debt  due  to  him,  is  not  within  the  statute.  And 
here  the  bond  might  be  made  for  a  good  purpose,  namely,  that 
the  said  Peyton  should  continue  to  be  a  true  prisoner  as  by 
law  he  ought,  and  therefore  without  any  design  or  intention 
of  ease  or  favour  to  be  shewn  to  him :  as  if  die  prisoner  had 
entered  into  such  a  bond  to  a  stranger  without  the  privity  of 
the  marshal,  such  bond  had  been  good,  unless  there  had  been 
a  precedent  agreement  for  ease  and  favour.  And  it  does  not 
appear  in  this  case  that  there  was  any  such  agreement,  but 
the  contrary ;  for  the  plaintiff  in  his  replication  has  traversed 
it  (2),  and  the  defendant  has  confessed  the  replication  to  be 
true  by  his  demurrer ;  and  therefore  it  appears  upon  the  re- 
cord that  this  bond  was  made  for  a  lawful  purpose,  and  not 
for  ease  and  favour,  or  for  any  other  purpose  contrary  to  the 
said  statute.  And  the  case  of  Sir  (xeorge  Reynol  agunst  El^ 
worthy^  was  cited  and  relied  upon ;  and  principally  the  case 
there  cited  of  Sir  Thomas  Perrier^  entered  in  Hilary y  1 9  Jac,  1 . 
Boll.  1202,  which  roll  was  now  produced  and  read  in  court : 
and  it  appeared  that  the  condition  was  the  same  with  the  con- 
dition of  this  bond ;  but  there  was  an  issue  upon  the  ease  and 
favour,  and  it  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  that  the  bond  was 


(2)  The  ease  and  favour  is  the  most    will  be  sufficient  1  Sid.  384.  Com.  Dig. 
material  traverse.    1  Lev.  254*.    And  if    Pleader  (2  W.  25.> 
issue  be  joined  thiereoDt  little  evidence 
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not  for  ease  and  favour,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  had  judg-  Lbktr  all 
ment  there :  wherefore  judgment  was  also  prayed  for  the  *•  Cookb. 
plaintiff  here.  *        ' 

And  ahhongh  the  court  was  In  doubt  at  first,  yet  upon  the 
reading  of  this  record  they  gave  judgment  here  for  the  plaintiff 
immediately,  without  any  further  day  given. 

Powys  of  counsel  with  the  plaintiff,  Jones  and  Saunders  with 
the  defendant. 


Skinner  versics  Andrews.  Case  26. 

HiL  19  &  20  Car.  IL  Begis.  BolL  292. 

.  '*!  1^^  i^  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the  por  precedents 
^^^  JM3  term  of  Si.  Michael  last  past,- before  our  lord  rf^tiontrdt. 

uve  to  Awaru% 

theIdngatfFe5fmtii«^came^2&«rfi8%tn9t^,merchant,byiZa2pA  eijtberupon 
Gregge  his  attorney,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  out  ^^!J[^^^ 
said  lord  the  king,  then  there,  his  certain  bill  ligainst  Thomas  selves,  see 
Andrews  of  London^  merchant,  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  J^^/^i^, 
&c  of  a  plea  of  debt ;  and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  £nt.  S9.  4i. 
to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe  ;  which  said  bill  follows  in  ^^  Ji!  s.^^'e! 
these  words ;  to  wit,  Middlesexy  to  wit,  Albert  Skinner,  mer-  pL  is.  Hauf. 

89   91    2  Cler 

dumt,  complains  of  Thomas  Andrews  gI  London,  merchant,  jj^  332, 
*being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  marahalsea  of  our  s  Lev.  Rep. 
lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  of  a  plea  that  he  render  96.  '99. 
to  him  1001  of  lawftd  money  of  Enghnd,  which  he  owes  to,    *C  164j  ] 
and  unjustly  detains  from,  him ;  for  that  whereas  the  said  Tho^  Declarafion  in 
masy  on  the  28th  day  iA  February,  in  the  19th  year  of  the  reigii  ^^ 
of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  England,  at  the 
pariah  of  St.  Clement  Danjes,  in  the  said  county^  by  his  certaiil 
writing  obligatory,   sealed  with  the  seal*  of  him  the  said 
Thomas,  and  to  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here 
shewn,  the  date  whereof  is  the  same  day  and  year,  acknow- 
ledged himself  to  be  held  firmly  bound  to  the  said  Albert  in 
the  said  1000£,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  A&ert  Skinner,  when  he 
diould  be  thereunto  required ;  yet  the  said  Thomas  Andrews 
(although  often  required)  has  not  yet  paid  the  said  1000/.  to 
the  said  ^iSer^  Sftfnner,  but  to  pay  the  same  to  him  has  hitherto 
altogether  refused,  and  still  refiises,  to  the  damage  of  him 
the  said  Albert  Skinner  of  10021    And  therefore  he  brings 
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Skiknbe  v. 
Andrews. 

Imparlance. 


Defendant 
prays  oyer  of 
the  condition 
■et  out  in  hae 
verba. 


C  165] 


Arbitrator! 
made  no  award. 


And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  Thursday  next  after  the  octave 
of  St.  Hilary  in  tins  same  term,  until  which  day  the  said  Thth 
mas  Andrews  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then  to 
answer,  &c  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  come  as 
well  the  said  Albert  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  said  Thomas 
Andrews  by  BagU  Hearne  his  attorney:  and  the  said  Thomas 
defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c  and  prays  oyer  of 
the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  it  is  read  to  him,  &c ;  he 
also  prays  oyer  of  the  condition  of  the  sidd  writing  obligatory, 
and  it  is  read  to  him  in  these  words ;  to  wit,  **  llie  condition 
*^  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  above  bounden  Tliomas 
**  Andrews,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
<<  or  any  of  them,  do  and  shall  for  his  and  their  parts  well  and 
**  truly  observe,  perform,  fulfil,  and  keep  the  award,  arbi- 
'*  trament,  order,  decree,  final  end,  determination,  and  judg- 
"  ment  of  Master  Lawrence  Blancard,  Master  Thomas  Bastaly 
"  and  Master  Robert  Geffries  of  London,  merchants,  or  any 
'^  two  of  them,  arbitrators,  as  well  on  the  part  and  behalf  of 
'*  the  above  named  Albert  Skinner,  as  also  on  the  part  and 
'^  behalf  of  the  said  Thomtis  Andrews,  of  their  mutual  consent 
**  indifferentiy    named,    elected,  and   chosen    to    arbitrate, 
^'  award,  order,  end,  determine,  and  judge   of,  for,  upon, 
"  and  concerning  all  and  all  manner  of  actions,  as  well  real 
*^  as  personal,  suits,   debts,  debates,  accounts,  reckonings, 
*^  writings,  sum  and  sums  of  money,  claims,  variances,  and 
'^  demands  whatsoever  had,  having  been  moved,  stirred,  and 
'^  now  being,  or  depending,  or  intending  to  be  between  the 
*^  said  parties  in  any  manner  of  wise,  from  the  b^inning  of 
^^  the  world  unto  the  day  of  the  date  hereof,  so  as  the  same 
<<  award,  arbitrament,  order,  decree,  final  end,  determination, 
*^  and  judgment  of  the  sidd  arbitrators  of  and  upon  the  pre- 
''  mises,  be  made  and  given  up,  or  ready  to  be  delivered  to 
*^  the  said  parties 'in  writing,  indented  under  the  hands  and 
'^  seals  of  the  said  arbitrators,  or  any  two  of  them,  upon  or 
*^  before  the  16th  day  of  March  now  next  coming,  at  or  in 
*'  the  now  shop  of  Arthur  Miles,  scrivener,  situate  within 
'^  Greshant"  College  in  London,  that  then  this  present  obligation 
"  shall  be  void,  or  else  to  abide  in  full  force  and  virtue," 
Which  being  read  and  heard,  he  the  said  Thomas  Andrews 
says  that  the  said  Albert  ought  not  to  have  or  Tniyinti^in  his 
said  action  thereof  against  him,  because  he  says  that  the  said 
Lawrence  Blancard,  Thomas  Rastal,  and  Robert  Geffries,  the 
said  arbitrators  in  the  said  condition  above  mentioned,  on  or 
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before  the  said  16th  day  of  March  specified  in  the  said  condi-  Skinner  v. 
don,  made  no  award  in  writing  of  and  upon  the  said  premises  Andrews. 
leady  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  parties,  to  wit,  at  the  shop  of  ' 

the  said  Arthur  MileSy  scrivener,  situate  in  Gresham-Collegey 
that  is  to  say,  in  the  parish  of  St,  Peter-le^Foor,  in  the  ward  of 
Broad-streety  London^  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the 
said  condition ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he 
prayis  judgment  if  the  said  Albert  Skinner  ought  to  have  or 
marntain  his  said  action  thereof  against  him,  &c 

And  the  said  Albert  Skinner  says,  that  by  any  thing  by  the  Replication. 
said  Thomas  Andrews  above  in  pleading  alleged,  he  ought  not 
to  be  barred  from  having  his  said  action  thereof  against  the 
sud  Thomas  Andrews,  because  he  says,  that  after  the  making 
of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  before  the  day  of  exhibit- 
ing the  bill  of  the  said  Albert,  to  wit^,  on  the  said  16th  day  •  This  miUeit 
(£  March,  in  the  said  19th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  ofThedLS^I 
the  now  king,  in  the  said  condition  above  mentioned,  at  the  See  the  cue. 
said  pariah  of  St.  Peter-le^Poor,  in  the  said  ward  of  Broad-street, 
Ijondon,  the  said  Lawrence  Blancard  and  Thomas  Rastal,  two  Sets  forth  an 
of  the  arbitrators  in  the  said  condition  above  named  having  ^^"d  made  by 

^    Xvtro  of  the  said 

taken  upon  themselves  the  burthen  of  arbitrating  between  the  arbitrators. 
said  parties,  then  and  there  made  their  award  between  the  said 
parties  of  and  upon  the  premises  in  the  said  condition  above 
mentioned^  in  a  certain  writing  indented,  bearing  date  the 
same  day  and  year,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  said 
Lawrence  Blancard  and  Thomas  Rastal  f ,  then  ready  to  be  f  See  post, 
delivered  to  the  said  parties,  to  wit,  at  the  said  shop  of  the  ^^^^  ^  *  ^ 
said  Arthur  Miles,  scrivener,  situate  within  Gresham-College  iu>te(s). 
aforesaid,  in  London  aforesaid,  to  wit,  in  the  said  parish  of  St. 
Peter-le-Poor,  in  the  said  ward  of  Broad-street,  London,  by 
which  said  award  the  said  Lawrence  and  Thomas  Rastal,  two 
cf  the  said  arbitrators,  reciting,  that  whereas  divers  and  several      [  166  ] 
debates,  strifes,  and  controversies  had  been  and  then  were  in 
suit,  or  otherwise  depending  by  and  between  the  said  Albert 
Skinner  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  Thomas  Andrews  of  the 
other  part,  chiefly  concerning  the  hire  and  freight  of  one- 
fourth  part  of  a  ship  called  the  Neptune  of  London,  bound 
from  London  to  several  foreign  parts,  of  which  said  fourth  part 
the  said  Albert  Skinner  had  been  and  then  was  owner,  and  of 
which  sdd  ship  Martin  Skinner  then  was  master,  and  con- 
cerning a  certain  debt  due  from  the  said  Thomas  Andrews  to 
the  said  Albert  Skinner,  which  were  all  the  differences  appear- 
ing to  the  said  Lawrence  and  Thomas  the  said  two  arbitrators 

TOI-I.  T 
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Skinher  «.  to  be  between  thenu  And  whereas  the  said  Albert  Skinner 
Andrews,  and  Thonuu  Andrews  had  referred  the  hearing,  ending,  and 
'        *  final  determination  of  the  said  differences  to  the  said  Law- 

rence  Blancardy  Thomas  Rastal,  and  Robert  GeffirieSy  or  any 
two  of  them,  arbitrators  indifferently  chosen  between  them, 
as  by  the  condition  of  the  said  obligation  mutually  entered 
into  by  them,  the  one  to  the  other,  dated  the  28th  day  of 
February  then  last  pafit,  and  both  in  the  penalty  of  1000^  of 
lawful  money  of  England,  with  the  conditions  thereof,  more 
plainly  may  iqppear.     And  whereas  the  said  Lawrence  Blan- 
card  and  Thomas  Bastal  had  heard  and  examined  the  griev- 
ances, allegations,  and  demands  of  both  the  said  parties,  and 
duly  considered  the  same,  and  wishing^/as  much  as  in  them 
lay,  to  reconcile  the  parties  in  perfect  peace  and  unity,  and 
thereby  to  avoid  further  suits  in  law,  therefore  the  said  Imw- 
rence  and  Thomas  Bastal,  two  of  the  said  arbitrators,  made, 
published,  and  declared  their  award  and  final  determination 
of  and  in  the  premises,  in  manner  and  form  following,  that  is 
to  say:  First,  the  said  Lawren^ce  and  Thomas  Bastal,  two  of 
the  said  arbitiatars,  awarded,  ordained,  adjudged,  and  de- 
creed by  the  said  award,  that  the  said  Hunnas  Andrews,  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  on  or  before  the  16th 
day  of  July  then  next  following,  should  well  and  faithfully 
pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Albert  Skinner,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  or  assigns,  at  or  in  the  common  dining  hall 
of  the  Inner  Temple,  London,  between  the  hours  of  two  and  six 
in  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day^  the  full  and  entire  sum  of 
463Z,  of  lawful  money  of  England,  for  the  hire  and  freight  of 
the  said  fourth  part  of  the  said  ship,  and  in  satisfaction  of  the 
said  debt  due  from  the  said  Thomas  Andrews  to  the  said  Albert 
Skinner.     And  the  said  Lawrence  and  Thomas  Bastal,  two  of 
the  said  arbitrators,  further  awarded,  ordained,  adjudged,  and 
decreed  by  the  said  award,  that,  immediately  after  the  pay- 
[^  167  ]      ment  of  the  said  sum  of  463/.  by  the  said  Thomas  Andrews, 
his  executors,  adnunistrators,  or  assigns,  to  the  said  Albert 
Skinner,  his  executors,  or  assigns,  the  said  Albert  Skinner  and 
Thomas  Andrews  should  seal  and  execute,  each  to  the  other, 
releases,  by  which  they  should  release  each  to  the  other  all 
actions,  suits,  debts,  differences,  claims,  and  demands  whatso- 
ever of  and  concerning  the  freight  of  the  said  fourth  part  of 
the  said  ship  and  of  the  said  debt,  as  by  the  said  avmrd,  here 
into  court  brought,  more  fully  appears.     And  the  said  Albert 
protesting,  says,  that  although  he  the  said  ABert,  from  the  day 
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of  makiiig  the  «aid  writing  of  award  hitherto^  haa  well  and  Skinmbr  v. 
teuly  obeerved,  performed,  fulfilled^  and  k^t  all  and  singular  Andrews- 
thethii^abovespecifiedui  the  said  award  oki  the  part  of  him  '" 

the  SBid  Jlbert  to  be  observed,  performed,  fulfilled,  and  kept, 
aooording  to  the  form  and  efiect  of  the  said  award ;  and  pro- 
testing 8iso,  that  the  said  TTiamas  Andrews  has  not  observed, 
performed,  fulfilled,  or  kept  any  things  specified  m  the  said 
sward,  on  the  part  of  him  the  said  Thtnnas  Andrews  to  be  ob- 
served, performed,  fiilfilled,.and  kept,  according  to  the  form 
and  eflfect  of  the  said  award,  for  plea  the  said  Albert  Skinner 
saysy  that  the  said  TTumuis  Andrews  has  not  pidd  to  the  said  And  assigns  a 
AOert  the  said  463/-  upon  the  said  ISth  day  of  Jwfy  above  *"**^ 
mentioned  in  the  said  award,  in  the  common  dining-hall  of 
the  said  Inner  Temple,  London,  between  the  hours  of  two  and 
ax  of  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day,  which  he  the  said  Thomas 
Andrews  ought  to  have  pud  there  to  the  said  ABert  upon  or 
before  the  said  day,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the 
said  award,  but  the  same  are  yet  unpaid;  and  this  he  is  ready 
to  verify:  wherefore  he  prays  judgment,  and  his  said  debt, 
together  with  his  damages  on  occasion  of  the  detention  of  this 
isbt  to  be  adjudged  to  him,  &c. 

Demurrer  in  the  usual  form,  with  special  causes,  as  follows :  Special 
And  for  causes  of  demurrer  in  law  upon  the  said  repHcation,  d«»»'«>f-- 
he  ihe  said  TTwmas  Andrews,  according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  thereof  lately  made  and  provided,  shews 
to  the  court  here  these  causes  following,  that  is  to  say :  for 
Aat  by  the  said  award  above  mentioned  in  the  said  replicar      [  168  3 
tioii,  it  appears  that  the  said  award  was  made  by  all  the  arbi- 
trators spedfied  in  the*  condition  of  the  said  writing  obliga* 
tory,  but  it  does  not  appear  by  the  said  award  that  the  said 
Rdtert  Geffries,  one  of  the  said  arbitrators,  signed,  sealed,  pub- 
fidiedy  or  delivered  the  said  award,  and  that  the  said  award 
is  ia  divers  places  defective,  and  that  the  said  replication  is 
uncertain,  and  wants  form,  &c. — Joinder  in  demurrer.  — But  Cmia  advitare 
because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  is  not  •*'*' 
yet  advised  of  giinng  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises, 
a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  sidd  parties  before  our  lord  the 
Kng  at  Westminster,  until  Wednesday  next  after  fifteen  days  of 
Easter,  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises, 
because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  here  is  not  yet 
thereof,  &a     (A  further  continuance  until  Friday  next  after 
the  morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity.)    At  which  day  before  our 
ioid  the  long  at  Westminster,  come  as  well  the  said  Albert 
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Skinner  «. 
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Judgment  for 
the  plaintifil 


Shinner  as  the  said  Thomas  Andrews,  by  their  said  attomies  ; 
and  thereapon  all  and  singular  the  premises  being  seen,  and 
by  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  here  fully  under- 
stood,  and  mature  deliberation  being  thereof  had,  it  seems  to 
the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here,  that  the  said  plea  by  him 
the  said  Albert  above  pleaded  in  reply  is  good  and  suffident 
in  law  to  have  the  said  action  of  him  the  said  Albert  thereof 
maintained  against  him  the  said  Thomas  Andrewsy  as  the  said 
Albert  Skinner  hath  above  alleged.  Therefore  it  is  considered 
that  the  said  Albert  Skinner  do  recover  against  the  said 
Thomas  Andrews  his  said  debt,  and  his  damages  on  occasiom 
of  the  detention  of  that  debt,  to  51  adjudged  to  the  said 
Albert  Skinner  by  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  now  kin^ 
here  with  his  assent.  And  the  said  Thomas  Andrews  in 
mercy,  &c. 


[169] 
Case  26. 
ac  iLey. 

245.     1  Sid. 
37a  SKeb. 
361.  388. 
If  ia  deUt  upon 
bond  toper- 
form  an  award 
to  be  made  on 
or  before  the 
I6th  of  March, 
the  plaintiff 
states  that  the 
arbitrator  be- 
fore the  exhibit- 
ing of  the  bill,  to 
i0tf,  onthel6th 
of  March,  made 
his  award,  this 
is  a  sufficient 
averment  that 
the  award  was 
made  on  that 
day,  and  is 
traversable. 


Skinner  versus  Andrews, 

T^EBT  on  an  obligation,  dated  the  8th  of  February ,  in  the 
-*-^  1 9th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  now  king.  The  defendant 
prays  oyer  of  the  condition,  which  is,  that  if  the  defendant 
perform  the  award  of  Lawrence  Blancard,  Thomas  Bastal, 
and  Robert  Geffries,  or  any  two  of  them,  &c  so  as  the  said 
award  be  made,  &c  on  or  before  the  16th  day  of  Marchy 
next  ensuing,  &c.  then,  &c  the  defendant  pleads,  no  award 
made.  The  plaintiff  replies,  that  Blancard  and  Rastal,  two 
of  the  arbitrators,  after  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obli- 
gatory, and  before  the  exhibiting  of  the  bill  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
wit,  on  the  said  16th  day  of  March,  in  the  19th  year  above 
mentioned,  made  their  award  upon  the  premises,  and  thereby 
awarded  the  defendant  to  pay  money  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
upon  payment  thereof  general  releases  should  be  made  by 
each  of  the  parties  to  the  other ;  and  assigned  the  breach  in 
the  non-payment  of  the  money,  &c;  to  which  the  defendant 
demurs. 

And  Jones,  of  counsel  with  the  defendant,  took  an  excep- 
tion to  the  replication,  because  it  is  not  precisely  averred  that 
the  award  was  made  on  or  before  the  16th  day  of  March 
according  to  the  condition ;  but  the  plaintiff  only  alleges  it  by 
a  scilicet,  which  is  not  traversable ;  for  the  plaintiff  has  said  in 
his  replication,  that  the  two  arbitrators,  after  the  making  of 
the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  before  the  exhibiting  of  the 
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im,  to  wit^  on  the  said  16th  day  of  March,  made  their  award;    Skinner  v, 

whereas  he  ought  to  have  said,  that  the  two  arbitrators,  after    Andrews. 

the  tiMtking  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  upon  the  said  ' 

16th  day  of  March,  made  their  award  without  a  sciEcet ;  for 

he  said,  that  a  videlicet,  or  scilicet,  is  not  traversable  in  any 

ease;  for  if  it  be  repugnant  to  the  preceding  matter,  it  is  alto- 

getbor  void ;  and  if  it  be  not  repugnant,  yet  it  serves  only  to 

eTplfun  the  preceding  matter,  and  not  to  enlarge  it,  or  to  make 

it  bear  another  sense  than  it  of  itself  imports.     And  here  it  is 

matter  of  substance,  whether  the  award  was  made  on  or  before 

the  16th  day  of  March,  which  ought  to  be  precisely  alleged, 

aod  is  traversable  on  the  other  side ;  for  the  award  might  be 

made  before  the  exhibiting  of  the  bill,  and  yet  not  before  or 

iqKm  thersaid  16th  day  of  March;  and  such  award  so  made 

would  not  conclude  the  defendant ;  and  so  he  concluded  the 

replication  was  bad. 

Ajod  afterwards,  at  another  day,  it  was  moved  by  Maynard 
Idi^s  Serjeant,  keA  Saunders  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  replication  was  good,  notwithstanding  the  exception  taken 
1^  Jones.     And  they  agreed  that  a  videlicet,  or  scilicet,  which  a  videlicet  re- 
10  repngnant  to  the  preceding  matter,  is  merely  void  (1) ;  but  p^^Jl!^^ 
they  said  *  that  where  a  scilicet  is  not  repugnant  to  the  pre-  ter  is  void,  but 
ceding  matter,  but  well  agrees  with  it,  tibere  the  videlicet,  or  ^ithltl^ifM?* 
seUieet,  is  a  direct  affirmation,  and  shall  be  taken  positively;  as  effect  affirm- 
m  Hob.  172.  t  a  videlicet  shall  make  a  restriction  where  the  be  tdcm  posU 
words  are  general,  and  it  must  of  necessity  be  positive  and  by  *»^«}y- 
way  of  direct  affirmation,  for  otherwise  it  could  not  do  so.  x  studly  and 
And  the  case  in  Cro.  Jac  619,  620.,  1  is  direct  in  the  point  t  Butler's  ease. 

+  Treswaller 

for  ^re  the  plaintiff  declared,  that  in  consideration  that  he,  y.  Keyne. 
at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  would  travel  with  him  from 
Devonshire  to  London  to  search  for  a  will,  the  defendant  pro- 
mised to  pay  him  4il ;  and  the  plaintiff  averred,  that  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  ihe  fifteenth  oi  April,  in  the  18th  of  king 
JamtSy  he  performed  the  journey.  The  defendant  then 
pleaded,  that  before  the  journey,  to  wit,  on  the  sixteenth  of 
AprU,  in  the  18th  of  king  James,  he  discharged  the  plaintiff 
£ram  his  journey ;  and  adjudged  that  the  plea  was  bad,  because 
the  journey  was  alleged  to  be  \h%  fifteenth  day  of  April,  and 
so  before  the  sixteenth  ds^j,  being  the  day  of  the  discharge, 
and  then  the  defendant  had  not  answered  it.  And  the  court 
there  took  the  scilicet  to  be  a  direct  affirmation  of  the  day  of 


(1)  See  ante,  p.  118.  note  (8). 
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Skinnbr  v.  the  making  of  the  joumey ;  for  otherwise  the  defendant's  plea 

Andrews,    as  to  that  matter  had  been  safficient. 

*  And  all  the  court  in  this  case  was  of  opinion  that  the  ««- 

Ueet  was  sufficient,  and  that  the  matter  was  positively  enough 
allied  by  the  sciHcet  And  they  said,  that  they  could  not 
intend  but  that  the  award  was  made  upon  the  day  mentioned 
in  the  sciHeety  namely,  upon  the  said  16  th  day  of  Marehy 
according  to  the  condition,  and  upon  no  other  day.  And  by 
all  the  court  the  plwitiff  had  judgment.  (2) 


Case  27.  Cook  versus  Gerrard. 

Hil.  16  &  17  Car.  IL  Regis.  BoL  33. 

MutfA  "DS  it  remembered,  that  on  Monday  next  after  the 
^  ■'  -"-^  octave  of  St  HUary  in  this  same  teitn,  before  our 
lord  the  king  at  Westminster^  came  Gideon  Cook  by  Nicholas 
Jekyll  his  attorney,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  oar 
said  lord  the  king,  then  there,  his  certain  bill  against  Sir 
Francis  Gerrard  knight,  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c  of 
a  plea  of  trespass  and  ejectment ;  and  there  are  pledges  of 

(2)  In  the  report  of  this  case  in  Si-  Knight  v.  Preston.     Gilb.  Hist  C.  B. 

derfin  it  is  said,  *<  it  was  agreed  by  all,  Sd  edit.  132.     1   Black.  Rep.  40f»  495. 

'<  tiiat  if  die  demurrer  had  been  special  Bishop  of  Lincoln  v.  Wo^stan,    5  T. 

<<  judgment  must  have  been  given  for  R*  71-    The  King  v.   The  Mayor  cf 

**  the  defendant"    However  in  the  case  York.    Ibid.  356.    7^  King  v.  Min 

ofBissexY.Bissex.  3  Burr.  1729.  which  Arnold.    1  T.  R.  656.  Green  v.  Een- 

is  precisely  the    same  case  with   the  nett.     6  T.  R.  460.  Grimwood  v.  Bar- 

present,  there  was  a  special  demurrer,  rit    In  which  last  case  it  was  adjudged, 

and  tiie  case  as  reported  by  Siderfin  that  where  an  averment  is  material,  the 

was  cited  in  support  of  it     But  the  addition  of  a  videlicet  does  not  render 

court  overruled  it,  and  said  that  Saun-  it  immaterial.     So  if  the  day  laid  in  a 

ders  was  much  the  most  accurate  re-  declaration  be  material,  it  must  be  proved, 

porter  of  his  time,  and  they  heki  upon  notwithstanding  it  be  laid  under  a  otdls- 

the  authority  of  the  case  as  reported  by  licet.    See  5  East,  244w  The  King  v. 

him,  that  the  day  was  sufficienUy  alleged  Stevens^  and  2  Ld.  Raym.  1272.  Reg. 

under  a  videlicet^  and  might  have  been  v.  Baines.  (a) 
traversed.     And   so    is  2  Wills.  335. 


(a)  See  more  fully  as  to  the  effect  of  the  addition  or  omission  of  a  scilicet, 
post  Vol.  II.  290  a.  n.  (1). 
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ptoeeeiilioii,  to  wit»  John  Doe  and  Bichard  Roe;  which  said     Cook  v. 
bill  follows  ia  these  words,  to  wit:  Essexy  to  wit;  Gideon    Gerhard. 
Cook  comphuns  of  Sir  Francis  Gerrard  knight,  bring  in  the  ' 

custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  marshalsea  of  onr  lord  the  king,  Declaration  in 
^before  die  king  himself ;  for  that  whereas  one  Thomas  Kempe  ejectment 
on  the  20th  day  of  OcNfdSer,  in  the  16th  year  of  the  reign  of  *  C  ^*^^  3 
our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  Englandy  &c  at 
FauJdngfieldy  in  the  said  county,  had  demised,  granted,  and 
to  farm  let  to  the  sidd  GKdeon,  six  messuages,  six  cottages,  one 
water  oom-mill,  one  windnull,  360  acres  of  land,  40  acres 
of  meadow,  200  acres  of  pasture,  and  100  acres  (tf  wood, 
with  the  appurtenances,  in  i^incAiiig/E^U  aforesaid,  and  SamjH 
fmrd  Parooj  in  the  said  county ;  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said 
tenements  with  the  appurtenances  to  the  said  Gideon,  &om 
the  feast  of  St.  Michael  the  Archangel  then  last  past,  linto  the 
end  and  term  of  five  years  thence  next  following,  and  fully 
to  be  complete  and  ended ;  by  virtue  of  which  said  demise 
the  said  Gideon  entered  into  the  said  tenements  with  the  ap- 
purtenances, and  was  thereof  possessed  until  the  sud  Francis 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  with  force 
and  arms,  &c  -entered  into  the  said  tenements  with  the  ap- 
portenanoes,  in  and  upon  the  possession  of  him  the  said  Crt- 
detm  thereof,  and  ejected,  expelled,  and  amoved  him  the  said 
Gideon  fiom  his  said  farm,  his  said  term  therein  being  not 
ended,  and  him  the  said  Gideon  from  his  said  possession 
thereof  has  kept  out,  and  still  keeps  out,  and  other  wrongs 
to  him  did  against  the  peace  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king, 
and  to  the  damage  of  him  the  said  Gideon  of  5L :  and  there- 
fere  he  brings  suit,  &c 

And  the  said  Sir  Francis  Gerrard,  by  Humphrey  Davis  his 
attorney,  comes  and  defends  the  force  and  injury  when,  &c. 
and  says,  that  he  is  not  thereof  guilty,  and  of  this  he  puts 
himself  upon  the  country ;  and  the  ssdd  Gideon  thereof  like- 
wise: therefore  let  a  jury  thereof  come  before  our  lord  the  Plea.      ' 
Kng  at  Westminster f  oh  7%ttr*cfay  next  after  the  i\m>fcaftVwi  of  ^-^^^^^ 
Ae  Blessed  Mary,  and  who  neither,  &c.  to  recognise,  &c. 
because  as  wdl,  &c. :  the  same  day  is  given  to  the  said  parties 
there,  &c ;  afterwards,  the  process  thereof  is  continued  be- 
tween the  parties  aforesaid,  of  the  plea  aforesaid  by  the  jury 
being  respited  between  them,  before  our  lord  the  king  at 
Westminster 9  until  fl^rfwe^rfay  next  after  fifteen  days  of  jFewfer  Nisi  print, 
theaoe  next  following,  unless  the  justices  of  our  lord  the  king 

T  4 
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Cook  v.  assigned  to  take  asdzes  in  the  said  county  shall  have  come 
Gerrard.  before  that  time>  on  Monday  the  13th  day  of  March^  at  Brent- 
'  wood^  in  the  said  county^  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute, 

&C.  by  reason  of  the  default  of  jurors,  &c. :  at  which  day, 
before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster^  come  the  said  parties 
by  then*  said  attomies,  &c :  and  the  said  justices  of  our  said 
lord  the  king  of  assizes,  before  whom,  &c.  sent  here  their  re- 
cord had  before  them  in  these  words,  to  wit: 

l\Mtei.  Afterwards,  at  the  day  and  place  within  contained,  before 

Sir  Samuel  Brown  knight,  one  of  the  justices  of  our  lord  the 
king  of  the  bench,  and  Uiomas  Lee^  this  time  associated  to  Sir 
Orlando  Bridgman  knight  and  baronet,  chief  justice  of  our  said 
lord  the  king  of  the  bench,  and  the  said  Sir  Samuel  Browth 
justices  of  our  said  lord  the  king  assigned  to  take  assizes  in  the 
said  county  of  Essex^  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c» 
(the  presence  of  the  said  Sir  Orlando  Bridgman  being  notex- 
[  172  ]      pected  by  virtue  of  his  said  miLjesty's  writ  of  Si  non  omnes, 

•  Vid.  F.  N.B.  &C.)*,  came  as  weU  the  within-named  Gideon  Cook,  as  the 

111.  186.  within-written  Sir  Francis  Gerrardkmghty  by  their  attomies 

within  contained;  and  the  jurors  of  the  jury,  whereof  men- 
tion is  within  made,  being  called,  somejof  th^m,  to  wit, 

Someoftbe       J.  K,  J.  T.,  N.  CI,  A.  Jl,  F.  G,  and  T.  W.,  come  and  are 

jury  appear.  _  .,.  __  .  /.i. 

sworn  upon  the  said  jury ;  and  because  the  rest  of  the  jurora 
Tales  prayed,  of  the  Said  jury  did  not  appear,  therefore  others  of  the  by- 
standers, being  chosen  for  this  purpose  by  the  sheriff  of  the 
said  county,  at  the  request  of  the  said  Gideon  Cooky  and  by  the 
command  of  the  said  justices,  are  newly  appointed,  whose 
names  are  affiled  to  the  within-written  panel,  according  to 
the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  lately  made  and  provided, 
and  the  jury  so  newly  appointed,  to  wit,  Z.  Z.,  T.  N.,  A*  A, 
J.  G.y  R,  C,  and  fF.  H.,  being  called,  likewise  come,  who, 
together  with  the  said  other  jury  first  impanelled  and  sworn, 
being  elected,  tried,  and  sworn  to  speak  the  truth  of  the 
Special  verdict  within  contained,  say  upon  their  oath,  that  long  before  the 
within-time  when  ^e  within-mentioned  trespass  and  eject- 
Sir  R.  K.  Kiaed  meut  are  within  supposed  to  be  made,  one  Sir  Robert  Kempe 
wiUin  witlnil*  knight  was  seised  (among  other  things)  in  his  demesne  as  of 
fee  of  and  in  the  within-written  tenements,  with  the  appur- 
tenances ;  and  that  the  said  Sir  Robert  Kempe  knight,  being 
so  thereof  seised,  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  time  when, 
&c  to  wit,  on  the  30th  day  of  October,  in  the  14th  year  of 
the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  made  his  last  will  and 
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testament  in  writing  (1)*^  in  these  words  following ;  that  is  to     Cook  v. 

say,  "  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  loying  wife,  dameJEUzabeth    Gkrrard.  . 

**  Kemfe^  one  annuity,  or  yearly  rent-charge  of  two  hundred  \        * 

**  pounds /9fr  onntfin,  to  be  issuing  and  payable  yearly  out  of  276  a,^(2). 

«  my  manors  of  Spaynes-hally  in  Fincldiigfi^Vi  aforesiud,  and  i^J2^*  "* 

^  oat  of  all  the  lands  thereunto  belonging,  and  out  of  all 

^  other  my  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  in  Finch* 

^  bkgfiM  aforesaid,  except  my  manor  of  JehyUs^  now  in  the 

**  occapation  of  Bobert  Choate,  and  two  parcels  of  wood-^ 

**  gioimd,  called  Bradfield-^oood  and  Qieere-waod,  now  in  my 

**  own  occupation,  and  also  except  my  other  lands  now  in 

'^joiiiture  to  my  daughter  Butk  Kempe:  the  said  annuity 

^  of  two  hundred  poimds  per  annum  to  be  paid  to  her  or  her 

'^  wBtagpBj  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  by  half-* 

*^  jeailj  payments,  9X^  Lady 'day  and  Michaelmas  yearly,  by 

^  equal  portions,  the  first  payment  thereof  to  begin  and  to 

**•  be  paid  at  the  first  of  the  said  feasts  which  shall  first  and 

'^  aext  happen  after  the  time  of  my  decease,  in  fiill  satisfao* 

"  tion  of  all  such  dower  and  thirds,  as  the  said  dame  Eliza* 

**  beth  should  or  might  daim  out  of  my  lands  after  my  decease, 

^  and  according  to  certain  articles  of  agreement,  bearing  date 

"  the  third  day  of  May  1662,  made' between  me  the  said  Sir 

**  Robert  Kempe  of  the  one  part,  and  Thomas  Steward  ^quire^ 

*'  fiUher  of  the  said  dame  Elizabeth  my  now  wife,  of  the  other      [  173  ] 

**  part     And  my  further  will  and  mind  is,  and  I  do  hereby 

"  will  and  devise,  that  the  said  dame  Elizabethy  my  loving 

**  wife,  have  ike  free  use  of  my  manor-house,  called  Spaynes- 

**  haUy  and  the  orchard  and  garden  thereunto  belonging,  and 

**  the  free  use  of  all  my  goods  there,  both  within  doors  and 

^  without,  for  the  space  of  one  whole  year  next  after  my 

''  decease.     And  my  further  will  and  meaning  is,  that  if  in 

*^  eaae  I  should  happen  to  die,  leaving  the  said  dame  Elizabeth 

^  my  loving  wife  with  child,  and  the  same  child  shall  be  a 

**  son,  then  my  will  and  mind  is,  and  I  do  hereby  give,  will, 

^  and  devise  all  that  manor  house  called  Spaynes-hally  and  all 

^my   lands,   tenements,  and  hereditaments  thereunto  be- 

"loDgiBg,  and  all  other  my  lands,   tenements,  and  here- 

(1}  Since  the  statute  of  frauds,  29  "  the  said  testator  in  the  presence  of 
Car.  2.  c  3.  8.5.  it  Lb  proper  to  add,  '<  three  witnesses,  who  duly  and  properly 
^  and  which  was  duly  executed  by  him    <<  attested  such  execution."    (a) 


(a)  [See  the  notes  to  Duppa  y.Mayo,  post.  279,  et  seq.2 


s 
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Cook  v.      ^  dltdments  whatsoever  in  Finehingfidd  aforesaid,  and  else^ 

Gbrraro.    ^tf^^tere  in  the  said  oounty  of  Essex,  exoept  my  manor 

'  **  of  JekylU  and  lands  thereunto  belon^ng,  and  two  par- 

^<  eels  of  wood-ground  called  Brad/leld-^ooodwACheere'WOod, 

^*  with  the  appurtenances,  to  my  said  after-lxHii  son,  and 

'^  to  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.     And  my  f uither  mind 

<*  and  desire  is,  that  in  case  I  leaye  a  son,  that  the  sale  of 

<'  the  said  manor  of  Jekylls,  and  the' two  parcelsitf  wood- 

**  ground  called  Bradjkld^wood  and  Cheere^wood,  may  be 

**  spared,  and  the  lands  not  sold,  but  that  the  said  sum 

*<  of  two  thousand  pounds  may  be  paid  out  of  the  revenue 

<'  <^  my  estate,  after  my  decease,  not  charged  with  any 

^  rent-charge  or  jointure,  and  out  of'  my  said  loving  wife's 

*^  marriage-portion,  which  is  now  remaining  in  the  hands  of 

<*  Thonuu  Steward  esquire,  her  &ther,  when  the  same  shall 

*'  become  due,  and  be  unpaid  at  the  time  of  jtny  decease,  and 

*«  by  the  sale  of  such  woods  and  timber  which  I  do  hereby 

^  appoint  to  be  sold,  as  may  be  conveniently  raised,  not  de- 

^  facing  the  seat.     Andniy  further  vnU  and  inindis,  that  in 

^^  case  I  shall  happen  to  die,  leaving  the  said  dame  Elizabeth 

'*  my  wife  with  child  of  a  daughter,  then  my  will  and  mind 

*^  is,  and  I  do  hereby  give,  will,  and  devise  all  that  my  manor 

**  of  JekyUsy  and  all  the  lands,  meadows,  and  pastures  there- 

'*  unto  belonging,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  also  all  that 

•*  parcel  of  wood-ground  called  Cheere-^wood,  and  that  other 

«  parcel  of  wood-ground  called  Bradfield-wood ;  and  also  all 

*^  that  messuage,  tenement,  or  farm  in  Finchingfield  aforesaid, 

*^  and  all  the  lands  thereunto  belon^ng,  called  by  the  name 

^  of  Lyndtts  and  Martimersy  or  otherwise,  with  the  appurte- 

**  nances,  now  in  the  tenure  of  Joseph  Choafe,  being  of  the 

^  yearly  Talue  of  threescore  and  two  pounds ;  and  also  all 

**  that  parcel  of  wood-ground,  lying  in  Finchingfield  etforcsaid, 

[  174  ]      «  near  adjoining  to  the  farm  last  before-mentioned,  called 

"  Frithtooady  containing  by  estimation  twelve  acres  more  or 

**  less,  being  of  the  yearly  value  of  six  pounds ;  and  also  all 

**  that  messuage,  tenement,  or  fisum  called  Havelsy  and  all  the 

**  land  now  therewith  used  with  the  appurtenances,  in  Finch" 

"  ingfuU  aforesaid,  now  in  the  occupation  of  Edward  Lunn 

^  the  younger,  his  assignee  or  assignees,  being  of  the  yearly 

"  value  of  forty-five  pounds ;    and  also  all  that  messuage, 

**  tenement,  or  farm  called  by  the  name  of  the  moiety  of  the 

*'  manor  of  Cockftelds  with  the  appurtenances  in  Finchingfield 

*^  aforesaid,  and  all  the  lands  now  therewith  used,  now  in  the 

^*  tenure  of  George  Barnard,  and  of  the  yearly  value  of  fifty 


ICch.  20  Car.  II.  Regis.  I74 

**  poundsy  to  the  said  Mary  Kempe  mj  grandchild,  and  to  any      Cook  v, 

^  such  after-bom  daughter,  equaUj  and  indifferently  to  be    Gkrrard. 

"  ifivided  betwixt  them  part  and  part  alike ;  to  have  and  to  *        *        ^ 

^bcM  tlie  said  manor  of  Jehj/Usj  and  the  two  parceb'of 

^  wood-groimd  called  Cheere-wood  and  Bradfield-^tdbod,  imme- 

«  lately  from  and  after  my  decease,  to  the  said  Mary  Kempe 

^  and  my  saadafter-^m  daughter,  for  and  daring  the  term  of 

^  thdbr  natoral  lives,  doing  no  strip  or  waste :  itnd  aftar  the 

"  several  deceases  of  the  said  Mary  Kempe  and  miy  said  after- 

**  bom  daughter,  I  will  and  devise  the  same  premises  nnto  the 

*<  hein  of  tbe  body  of  the  said  JllaryiK?9Rpe  and  my  said  after- 

^  bom  daughter  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  equally  betwixt  them 

^  to  be  divided;  and  if  it  shall  happen  I  have  no  after-born 

^  SOD,  or  any  such  after-bom  daughter,  then  I  will,  give,  and 

**  devise  all  and  singular  my  said  manors  of  Jekylls,  and  the 

'^ lands  thereunto  belonging;  and  the  sidd  two  parcels  of 

*  wood-ground  called  Cheere-wood  and  Bradfield-woody  imto 
*^  the  said  Mary  Kempe,  and  to  the  heirs  of  her  body  lawfully 
**  to  be  b^otten,  for  ever,  and  to  have  and  to  hold  the  iarm 
^  called  LymitU  and  M&rtimerSy  with  the  appurtenances,  now 
"  in  the  tenure  of  Joseph  Chaate,  the  parcel  of  wood-ground 
*^  called  the  Frithy  the  &rm  called  Hovels^  in  the  occupation 
"  of  Edward  Lunriy  and  the  moiety  of  the  manor  of  Cockfieldsy 
^  and  the  lands  therewith  used,  in  the  tenure  of  George  Bar^ 
^  nardy  to  the  sbSA  Mary  Kempe  9xA  my  said  after-bom  daugh- 
'  ter,  immediately  from  and  after  the  decease  of  dame  Eliza- 
^  beth  Kempe  my  now  wife,  for  and  during  the  term  of  their 

*  natural  lives,  doing  no  strip  or  waste ;  andafter  the  several 
**  deceases  of  the  said  Mary  Kempe  and  my  sfdd  after-bom 
'^  daughter,  I  will,  give,  and  devise  the  said  last-mentioned 
"  premises  unto  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said  Mary  Kempe 
*'  and  my  said  after-bom  daughter  lawfully  to  be  begotten, 
**  equally  and  indifferently  betwixt  them  to  be  di^ded  part  and 
"  port  alike ;  and  if  it  shall  happen  I  have  no  after-bom  son, 
**  nor  any  such  after-bom  daughter,  then  I  will  give  and  de- 
**  vise  all  and  singular  the  said  last-mentioned  premises,  in  the 

•*  tenure  of  Joseph  Choate,  Edward  Lunn,  and  George  Bamardy      [  1*75  ] 
**  and  the  parcel  of  wood  ground  called  the  Frithy  in  my  own 
**  oocupation,  after  the  decease  of  dame  Elizabeth  my  now 
"  wife  unto  the  said  Mary  Kempe,  and  to  the  heirs  of  her 
•*  body  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  for  ever.     And  because  I  am 

*  very  desirous  to  continue  the  possession  of  the  capital  mes- 
^  soage  called  Spaynes-hall  in  Finchingfield  aforesidd,  and  of 
^  divers  lands  thereunto  belonging,  in  the  name  and  blood  of 
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Cook  v.  ^'  the  Kempes^BO  long  as  it  ehall  please  Almighty  God,  in  case 
Gerraro.  ft  I  leave  no  heir  male  of  my  body  lawfully  begotten,  in  which 
'  **  name  and  blood  it  hath  continued  for  many  ages  past,  and 

*'  in  pursuance  of  a  promise  and  engagement  by  me  heretofore 
''  made^tomy  late^dear  unde  WiUiam  Kempe  esquire,  deceased, 
**  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  when  he  gave  the  same  to  me ;  I 
'*  do  therefore  hereby  will,  give,  and  devise  the  said  capital 
**  messuage  called  Spaynes^hall,  and  lands  aforesaid,  in  manner 
*'  and  form  following :  Item^  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  loving 
<<  1r4nftTTnn.n  Thomos  Kempe,  citizen  and  draper  of  London,  all 
**  that  my  said  capital  messuage  called  Spaynes-hall,  and  all 
*^  the  lands  thereunto  belonging,  and  all  other  my  lands, 
<<  tenements,  and  hereditaments  whatsoever,  with  their  and 
**  every  of  their  appurtenances  in  Finchingfield  aforesaid,  and 
"  Sampford,  in  the  said  county  of  Es^ex,  not  heretofore  by 
<^  this  my  last  will  and  testament  willed  and  devised,  or 
**  otherwise  settled  and  disposed  of  by  any  act  by  me  hereto- 
**  fore  lawfully  executed,  to  have  and  to  hold  all  and  singular 
'^  the  said  capital  messuage  called  Spaynes^haU,  and  all  other 
<«  the  before  mentioned  premises  with  the  appurtenances, 
^'  unto  the  said  Thomcis  Kempe,  immediately  from  and  after 
'^  the  expiration  of  one  whole  year  next  after  my  decease,  and 
**  the  decease  of  IttUh  Kempe  my  daughter-in-law,  for  and 
"  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  doing  no  strip  or  waste ; 
*^  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Thomas  Kempe,  I  will,  give, 
"  and  devise  the  same  premises  to  TTunnas  Kempe,  eldest  son 
"  of  the  said  Thomas  Kempe,  by  Elizabeth  his  now  wife,  for 
"  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  doing  no  strip  or  waste ;  and 
"  after  his  decease,  to  the  heirs  males  of  the  body  of  the  said 
"  Thomas  Kempe,  the  son  lawfully  to  be  begotten ;  and  for 
'^  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  heirs 
*'  males  of  Thomeu  Kempe  the  father,  lawfully  b^otten  or  to 
*^  be  begotten ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  then  to  the  use 
^*  and  behoof  of  the  right  heirs  males  of  me  the  said  Sir 
"  Robert  Kempe  for  ever.     And  my  further  will  and  mind  is, 
'^  that  the  said  Thomiis  Kempe  and  his  heirs  respectively,  in 
^'  consideration  of  the  devise  aforesaid,  immediatdy  from  and 
*^  after  the  decease  of  Rtdh  Kempe  my  daughter-in-law,  shall 
[  176  ]      "  pay  unto  my  godson  Robert  Outlaw,  out  of  the  rents  and 
*^  profits  of  the  jointure-lands  of  the  sud  Ruth  Kempe,  for  and 
*^  during  the  natural  life  of  him  the  said  Robert  Outlaw^  one 
"  annuity  or  yearly  rent-charge  of  twenty  pounds  per  annum, 
«  by  half-yearly  payments,   at  Lady-day  and  Mkhaebnas 
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"  jesAj ;  and  unto  Edward  Osborne  my  nephew,  tlie  like  sum     Cook  v. 
*^of  twenty  pounds  per  annumy  by  half-yearly  payments,  at    Gerrard. 
^ Lady-dcy  and  Michaelmas  yearly  daring  his  natural  life;  ' 

^and  unto  WUHam  Doughty  my  nephew,  the  like  sum  of 
^^  twenty  pounds  by  half-yearly  payments,  at  Lady-day  and 
"  Miekaelmas  yearly,  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural 
"  life ;  and  unto  EKzabeth  OtUlaw,  the  daughter  of  my  nephew 
"  Thomas  Outiaw,  the  sum  of  twenty  pounds  per  annum,  by 
*<Uf.yearly  payments,  at  Lady-day  and  Michaelmas  yearly, 
"during  her  natural  life.  And  my  will  and  mind  is,  that  if 
^all  (Mr  any  of  the  said  annuities  or  rent-charges  shall  happen 
'^  to  be  behind  and  unpaid  by  the  space  of  fourteen  days  after 
^Lady-day  and  Michaelmas  yearly,  being  lawfully  demanded 
''tt  Spayneg^hall  aforesaid,  that  then  and  at  all  times  after  it 
'^ghall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  parties  above  named, 
*and  every  or  any  of  them,  to  enter  into  all  or  any  part  of 
'^the  lands,  which  were  the  jointure-lands  of  the  said  Ruth 
^Kempcy  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Ruth,  and  distrain,  and 
"the distress  and  distresses  there  taken  and  found,  to  take, 
^^lead,  drive,  and  carry  away,  and  the  same  to  retain,  keep, 
"or  sell,  rendering  back  the  overplus,  until  he,  her,  or  they 
"be severally  paid  their  several  annuities  before  mentioned, 
"and  the  arrearages  of  the  same,  if  any  shall  happen  to  be. 
"And  my  will  and  mind  is,  that  the  first  payment  of  the  said 
"several  annuities  shall  commence  and  begin  to  be  paid  at 
"the  first  of  the  said  feast-days  as  shall  first  and  next  happen 
"  after  the  death  or  decease  of  the  said  Ruth  Kempe^  as  by 
^  said  will  to  the  sdd  justices  and  jury  now  here  shewn, 
froved,  read,  sjid  given  in  evidence,  more  fully  appears.  And 
tlie  jnrors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  further  say, 
tbat  the  said  Ruth  Kempe  widow,  daughter-in-law  of  the  said 
&iio&erfJS<»ix/ie  knight,  named  in  the  said  will,  and  lately  the 
^e  of  one  William  Kempe  esquire,  deceased,  the  only  son  and 
^  af^xyrent  while  he  lived  of  the  said  Sir  Robert  Kempe 
bight,  survived  the  said  WiUiam  Kempe  her  husband,  and  is 
^  in  full  life ;  and  that  the  said  Ruth  Kempe,  at  the  time  of 
iiiaking  the  said  will,  and  of  the  death  of  the  said  Sir  Robert 
^mpe  had  divers  land  and  tenements,  other  than  the  lands  and 
tenements  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  which  also  be- 
longed to  the  said  capital  messuage  at  the  time  of  making  the 
Budwillandof  the  death  of  the  said  Sir  iZoi^f,  settled  upon  her 
fi)r  her  jointure  for  the  term  of  the  life  of  her  tie  said  iittrt,  of  C  177  ] 
tbe  rereiaion  of  which  sidd  lands  so  in  jointure  to  the  said  Ruth 
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Cook  v.      for  the  term  of  her  life,  the  said  Sir  BobertKempe^  at  the  said 
Ctbrrahd>^    |.j^^  when  the  last  will  and  testament  was  above  made  by  him 
the  said  Sir  Robert  Kempe^  and  also  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
him  the  sud  Sir  Robert^  was  seised  (among  other  things)  in 
fee.   And  the  jnrors  aforesaid,  npon  their  oath  aforesaid,  fur- 
dier  say,  that  the  said  William  Kempe  was  the  only  son  and 
heir  apparent,  while  he  lived,  of  the  said  Sir  Robert  Kempe 
of  his  body  begotten,  and  that  he  the  said  WUHam  Kempe 
had  iseue  of  the  body  of  him  the  said  fFtlUam,  npon  the 
body  of  the  said  Ruth  his  wife  begotten,  one  daughter, 
namely,  Mary  Kempe,  which  said  Mary  is  the  daughter  and 
heir  of  him  the  said  WHKam  Kempe ;  and  that  afterwards  and 
before  the  said  time  when,  &c  and  before  the  death  of  the 
said  Sir  Robert  Kempe,  father  of  him  the  said  WHKam  Kempe, 
to  wit,  on  the  15th  day  of  January^  in  the  year  oi  our  Lord 
1 660,  the  said  WUUam  Kempe,  at  Finehingfield  aforesaid,  died, 
and  the  said  Mary  Kempe  survived  him  the  said  fVUUam 
Kempe,  and  is  yet  in  full  life.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  ftirther  say,  that  the  said  Sir  Robert  Kempe 
knight,  being  so  seised  as  aforesaid^  of  and  in  the  said  tene- 
ments, with  the  appurtenances  in  the  said  declaration  men- 
tioned, and  likewise  of  the  said  reversion  as  aforesaid,  after- 
wards and  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.  to  wit,  <]|n  the  3d 
day  of  i^tember,  in  the  1 6th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord 
the  no^  king  at  F.  aforesaid,  died  so  thereof  seised,  without 
heir  of  his  body,  other  than  the  said  Mary.     And  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  further  say,  that  the  said 
Thomas  Kempe,  named  in  the  within  written  declaration,  who 
demised  to  the  said  Gideon  Cooh  the  said  tenements,  with  the 
appurtenances  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  and  ITumas 
Kempe  likewise  above  mentioned  in  the  said  last  will  and  teetar 
ment  of  the  said  Sir  Robert,  are  one  and  the  same  person,  and 
not  other  or  different ;  and  that  afterwards  and  before  the 
sfdd  time  when,  &c.  and  after  the  term  of  one  whole  year 
after  the  death  of  him  the  said  ^\r  Robert  Kempe,  to  wit,  on  the 
16th  day  of  October,  in  the  16th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said 
lord  the  now  king,  he  the  said  Thomas  Kempe  entered  into  the 
capital  messuage  called  Spaynes-hall,  being  the  said  messuage 
devised  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Kempe  for  one  year,  and  into  the 
lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments  with  the  appurtenances 
thereunto  belonging  and  appertaining,  being  the  same  messuage, 
and  the  same  tenements  with  the  appurtenances,  as  well  in 
manner  and  form  aforesaid  devised  in  the  said  laat  will  and 
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tcBtuoent  to  the  said  J%nnas  Kempe  as  above  mentioned  in  the      Cook  v. 

aid  testament,  as  mentioned  in  the  said  declaration,  and  not    Gerhard. 

other  or  difierent,  nor  being  lands  or  tenements,  or  any  parcel  • 

ihereofym  the  jointore  of  the  sdid  Ruth  Kempe  aboTO  mentioned, 

Dorotkarwise  settled  or  disposed  of  by  any  act  of  him  the  said       [  178  ]  , 

Sr  Bobert  Kempe,  lawftdly  executed,  and  was  thereof  seised 

as  the  law  requires;  and  that  the  said  7%oi?t<uJr«m/»e  being  so 

sbed  thereof  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  <^  the  said 

ooDth  of  October^  in  the  16th  year  aforesaid,  demised  unto 

tksaid  Gideon  Cook  the  said  tenements  with  the  i^purtenances 

nentkmed  in  the  said  last  will  and  testament  and  declaration, 

to  haye  and  to  hold  the  said  tenements  with  the  appurte- 

UQces,  to  the  said  Gideon  Cooky  from  the  feast  oi  SL  Michael 

^Archangel  then  last  past,  unto  the  end  and  term  of  five 

jeuB  dience  next  following,  and  fully  to  be  complete  and 

aded;  and  that  by  virtue  of  the  saod  demise,  he  the  said  Gi^ 

^  entered  into  liie  said  tenements  with  the  appurtenances, 

ad  was  thereof  possessed;  and  that  the  said  (Tufeon  being  so 

(QflBeased  thereof,  the  said  Franeie  Gferrard,  by  the  command 

I    of  the  said  Ruth  Kempe  and  the  said  Mary  Kempe  afterwards, 

I  fa>  wit,  (m  the  said  20th  day  of  October,  in  the  16th  year  afore* 
^  entered  into  the  sidd  tenements,  with  the  appurtenances 

I  in  and  upon  the  possession  of  him  the  said  6rui(0O9i  thereof,  and 
ejected  him  fit>m  his  said  fiurm ;  but  whether  upon  the  whole  Jar^  pray  the 

I  iQ>tter  aforesfdd,  by  the  said  jurors  in  form  aforesaid  found, 
tile  said  Francis  Gerrard  is  guilty  of  the  said  trespass  and 
<!Jcctment  within  supposed  to  be  by  him  don^,  the  said  jurors 
>ie  entirely  ignorant,  and  thereof  pray  the  advice  and  consi- 
^bstion  olF  the  court  here.  And  if  upon  the  whole  matter 
aforesaid,  by  the  said  jmrors  in  form  aforesaid  found,  it  shall 
appear  to  tiie  court  here,  that  the  said  Francis  Gerrard  is 
^ty  of  tiie  said  trespass  and  gectment,  then  the  said  jurors 
^pon  their  oath  say,  that  the  said  Francis  Gerreard  is  guilty  of 
Ihe  siud  trespass  and  ejectment,  in  manner  and  fbrmasthe  said 
(Gideon  Cook  within  complidns  against  him,  and  then  they 
*»eaB  the  damages  of  him  the  said  Gideon  Cook,  on  occasion 
^the  said  trespass  and  ejectment,  beyond  his  costs  and  charges 
^  him  about  his  suit  in  this  behalf  expended,  to  6d.  and  for 
^  coste  and  charges  to  40^.  And  if,  upon  the  whole  matter 
tforesdd  by  the  said  jurors  in  form  aforesaid  found,  it  shall 
fpew  to  the  court  here,  that  the  said  Francis  Gerrard  is  not 
?i3t7  ^  the  said  trespass  and  ejectment  within  supposed  to  be 
Whim  done,  then  the  said  jurors  say  upon  their  said  oath. 


advioe  of  the 
court. 
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Cook  9.      that  the  said  Francis  Gerrard  is  not  gvalty  of  tbe  said  trespass 
Gerrard.     j^j  ejectment,  as  he  the  said  Francis  Gerrard  has  within  in 
'     .    •   .         pleading  alleged.     And  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
9tJt.  king  here  is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and 

upon  the  premises,  a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  said  parties 
before  our  lord  the  king  at  fVestminster,  until  Friday  next 
after  the  morrow  of  the  Holy  TVinityf  to  hear  their  judgment 
thereof,  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  is 
thereof  not  yet,  &c.     At  which  day,  before  our  lord  the  king 
at  Westminster y  come  the  said  parties  by  their  said  attomies; 
and  because  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here  is  not  yet 
advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  a 
day  thereof  is  further  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our  lord 
the  king  at  Westminster^  until  Tuesday  next  after  three  weeks 
C  179  ]      of  St.  Michael,  to  hear  their  judgment  thereof,  &c  because 
the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here  is  thereof  not  yet,  &c. 
Before  ifhich  said  three  weeks  of  St.  Michael  ih%  said  suit  was 
Suit  adjourned  adjoumed  by  his  majesty's  writ  of  common  adjournment, 
to  Oxford.         ftovDL  Westminster  aforesidd,  to  the  city  of  Oxford ,  in  the  county 
of  Oxford,  until  the  octave  of  St  Martin  then  next  following; 
at  which  said  octave  of  St.  Martin,  before  our  lord  the  king 
at  Oxford  aforesaid,  come  the  said  parties  by  their  said  attor* 
nies ;  and  because  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here  is  not 
yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  pre- 
mises, a  day  thereof  is  further  given  to  the  said  parties  before 
our  lord  the  king  at  Oxford  aforesaid,  until  Saturday  next 
after  the  octave  of  the  Purification  of  the  Blessed  Mary  thence 
next  following.     Before  which  day  the  said  suit  was  further 
adjoumed  by  another  writ  of  his  sdd  majesty  of  conunon  ad- 
Sait  adjourned  joumment  to  Westminster  aforesaid,  until  the  said  octave  of 
toWertminster.  the  Ari/fcfl/iiwi  of  the  Blessed  Mary  ;  at  which  said  Saturday 
next  after  the  octave  of  the  Purification  of  the  Blessed  Mary^ 
before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  come  the  said  parties 
by  their  said  attomies ;  and  because  the  court  of  our  lord  the 
king  here  is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and 
upon  the  premises,  a  day  thereof  is  further  given  to  the  said 
parties  before  our  lord  the  kmgat  Westminster,  until  Wednes- 
day next  after  fifteen  days  of  Easter,  to  hear  their  judgment 
thereof,  &c.  because  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here  is 
thereof  not  yet,  &c.  (and  so  it  is  continued  from  term  to  term) 
At  which  day,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  come 
the  said  parties  by  their  said  attomies ;  whereupon  all  and 
singular  the  premises  being  seen^  and  by  the  court  of  our  lord 
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tlie  king  here  more  fully  understood,  and  mature  deliberation      Cooc  v. 

bemg  thereof  had,  for  that  it  seems  to  the  court  of  our  loid    Gmrarp.^ 

the  king  here,  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid  above  in  form  ' 

aforesaid  found,  that  the  said  Francis  Gerrard  is  guilty  of 

the  said  trespass  and  ejectment  in  the  said  declaration  aboye 

imputed  to  him,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said  Gideon  Cook  Judgment  for 

has  above  declared  against  him;  therefore  it  is  considered,  ^  '°^  * 

that  the  said  Gideon  do  recover  against  the  said  Francis  his 

term  yet  to  come  of  and  in  the  said  tenements,  with  the  ap- 

purteDances,  and  the  said  damages  by  the  said  jury  in  form 

aforesaid  assessed ;  and  also  182^  for  his  said  costs  and  charges 

aiyudged  of  increase  to  the  said  Gideon  by  the  court  of  our 

lord  the  king  here  with  his  assent,  which  said  damages  amount 

in  the  whole  to  262^     And  let  the  said  Francis  Gerrard  be  Capatw, 

taken,  &c. 

Aflierwards,  to  wit,  on  Saturday  the  15th  day  of  Juney  in  Error  in  the 
the  19th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  the  chMAer' 
transcript  of  the  said  record  and  process  between  the  said  par- 
ties^  with  all  things  touching  the  same,  was  transmitted  from 
the  said  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here  before  the  king  him- 
self, by  virtue  of  a  certain  writ  of  our  lord  the  king  for  cor- 
recting of  error  prosecuted  by  the  said  Francis  Gerrard  in  the 
premises,  before  the  justices  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  Com-      [  180  ] 
mem  Bench  and  barons  of  the  exchequer,  in  the  chamber  of 
the  said  Exchequer,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  made 
in  the  parliament  of  the  lady  Elizabeth,  late  queen  of  England, 
hcdden  at  Westminster,  on  the  23d  day  of  November,  in  the 
27th  year  of  her  reign ;  and  the  said  Francis,  in  the  same 
court  of  the  said  Exchequer-chamber,  assigned  divers  matters 
in  the  said  record  and  process  to  reverse  and  annul  the  said 
judgment ;  to  which  the  said  Gideon,  appearing  in  the  said  /« ««2b  e«/ 
court,  pleaded  that  there  was  not  any  error,  either  in  the  said 
record  and  process,  or  in  the  giving  of  the  said  judgment. 
And  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  Saturday  the  6th  day  of  February 
in  the  21st  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king, 
before  the  said  justices  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  Common 
Bench  and  Barons  of  the  Exchequer  of  our  said  lord  the  king 
in  the  said  court  of  the  said  Exchequer-chamber,  came  as  well 
the  said  Gideon  Cook,  as  the  said  Francis  Gerrard  by  their  said 
attomies,  whereupon  all  and  singular  the  premises  being  seen 
by  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  in  the  sanle  Exchequer- 
chamber,  and  diligently  examined  and  more  fuUy  understood, 
and  mature  deliberation  being  thereof  had,  it  was  considered 
VOL.  I.  u 
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Record  remit- 
ted to  the  K.B. 


that  the  said  judgment  is  in  nothing  vitiduB  or  defectiYe>  and 
that  there  is  not  any  error  in  the  said  record ;  therefore  it 
was  considered  that  the  said  judgment  should  be  in  all  things 
affirmed,  and  stand  in  its  full  force  and  eSect,  notwithstand- 
ing the  said  cause  aboye  assigned  for  error;  and  it  was  then 
and  there  further  conddered,  that  the  said  Gideon  Cook  should 
recover  against  the  said  Francii  Gerrard  pounds,  adjudged 
to  the  said  Gideon  with  hiskssent,  by  die  oourtof  our  lordthe 
king  in  the  same  Exchequeivchamber,  according  to  the  foim 
of  the  statute  thereof*  made  and  provided,  for  his  damagets 
costs,  and  chaiges,  which  he  had  on  occasion  of  the  delay  of 
the  execution  of  the  said  judgment,  on  pretence  of  prosecuting 
the  said  writ  of  error.  And  thereupon  the  said  record  and 
process  thereof,  had  before  the  said  justices  and  barons  in  the 
premises,  were  remitted  by  the  said  justices  and  barons,  before 
the  king,  wheresoever,  &c  according  to  the  fonn  of*  the  said 
statute,  &a  and  now  remain  herein  the  said  court  of  our  said 
lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  &c« 
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seised  in  fee 
of  laods  in 
demestoe,  and 
also  of  a  rerer* 
non  expectant 
on  the  death  of 
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theyree  tue  of 
the  demesne, 
to  his  wife  for 
one  year,  and 
then  devises  the 
said  demesnes, 
and  all  other 
his  lands,  tene- 
ments, and 
hereditaments 
whatsoever,  not 
before  devised, 
or  otherwise 
settled,  to  W. 
K.  habendum 


Cook  versus  Gerrard. 

EJECTMENT.  —The  plaintiff  declares,  that  Tlwmas 
Kempe,  on  the  20th  of  Oetcber,  in  the  16th  year  of  the 
reign  of  the  now  king,  demised  to  the  plaintiff  divers  messu- 
ages, lands,  and  tenements,  m  Litde  Fimhingfieli  and  LUHe 
Sampfardy  in  the  county  of  Essex^  to  have  firdm  Michaelmas 
then  last  past  for  five  years,  by  force  of  which  demise  the 
^plaintiff  entered  and  was  possessed,  until  the  defendant  qected 
him  to  his  damage,  &c.  Upon  not  guilty  pleaded,  the  jury 
found  a  special  verdict  to  this  effect^  namely,  they  found  that, 
before  the  trespass  and  ejectment,  Sir  Jiobert  Kempe  knight 
was  seised  of  the  lands  in  question  (among  other  thing8)in  his 
demesne  as  of  fee ;  and  being  so  seised  on  the  13th  of  October, 
in  the  14th  year  of  the  now  king,  made  his  wiU.in  writing 
which  is  found  in  hcsc  verba,  whereby  he  devised  (among  othesr 
things)  as  follows,  that  is  to  say,  ^^  I  do  will  and  devise  that 
'^  my  loving  wife  dame  Elizabeth  have  the  free  use  of  mj 
^<  manor-house  called  Spaynes-Jiallf  with  the  orchard  end  gar- 
'^  den  thereunto  belongings  (being  the  lands  in  question,)  for 
<'  the  space  of  one  whole  year  next  after  my  decease.  And  my 
«  further  ^yill  and  meaning  is,  that  in  case  I  shall  happen  to 
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^  £ey  lesvingmy  wife  with  child,  and  theaame  child  be  a  son;     Cook  v. 
"  th^i  I  do  will  and  devise  my  manor-house  called  Spaynesh   Gerrard. 
"  kaUy  and  all  my  lands  and  tenements  thereto  belonging,  and  ]    •     ' 
"  all  my  lands  mEssex^  (except  the  manor  of  JehyUs  and  some  fr^m  and  aLr 
"  other  lands,  expressed  in  the  will),  to  my  said  after-bom  ^^j**"****^ 
''Bon,  and  his  heini  and  assigns  for  ever."    And  then  he  and  the  decease 
made  provision  for  the  aftep-bom  child,  in  case  it  should  be  a  ^^^  ^^^ 
daughter,  by  a  devise  of  the  manor  of  JekyUs  to  her  and  said  w.  K. 
MoiyJ^iTiiipe  his  grand-daughter  in  fee;  bat  in  case  he  dionld  ^^^aThe 
bave  no  after-bom  child,  then  he  devised  the  whole  manor  of  year  expires. 
JekyUi  to  Mary  his  grand-daughter  in  fee.     And  then  fol-  ^a^^  ^^  ^^ 
lowed  the  clause  upon  which  the  controversy  arose,  namely,  mesnes/w*- 
'^  and  because  I  am  very  desux)us  to  continue  the  possession  ^^^  aft^ 
^  of  tiie  capital  messuage  called  Spayneg-haUi  in  FmchingfiM  5*  ?f*^- 
"  aforesaid,  and  of  divers  lands  thereunto  belonging,  in  the  dudi  be  taken 
**  name  and  blood  of  the  Kempes^  so  long  as  it  shall  please  J^^^T** 
^  Ahnighty  God,  in  case  I  leave  no  heip  male  of  my  body  Also adenaeof 
"kwfiiUy  begotten,  in  which  name  and  blood  it  hath  conti-  ^^^^"^^ 


**  nued  for  many  ages  past,  and  in  pursuance  of  a  promise  and  tnfereiiintbein. 

^  engagement  by  me  heietofore  made  to  my  late  dear  imde 

^  WUUam  Kempe  esquire  deceased,  for  the  purpose  aforesaid, 

^''when  he  gave  the  same  to  me,  I  do  therefore  hereby  will, 

''  give,  and  devise  the  said  capital  messuage  called  Spaynes^haUf 

^  and  lands  aforesaid,  in  manner  and  form  following :  Itemy  I 

^  give  and  bequeath  imto  my  loving  kinsman  Thomas  Kempe^ 

"  citizen  and  draper  of  LondoTiy  (who  is  the  lessor  of  the  phun- 

^  tiff,)  all  that  my  said  capital  messuage  called  Spaynea-Jiatt, 

"  and  all  the  lands  thereunto  belonging,  and  all  other  my  laruls, 

"  tenemenis,  and  hereditaments  whatsoever ^  with  their  and  every 

*'  of  dieir  appurtenances  in  JFtneAtn^/Z^idf  aforesaid,  and  Samp- 

^fordy  in  the  said  county  of  Essexy  not  heretofore  by  this  my  last 

^  mU  and  testament  willed  and  devised,  or  otherwise  settled  and 

**  disposed  of  by  any  act  by  me  heretofore  lawfully  executed,  to      [  182  ] 

**  have  and  to  hold  all  and  singular  the  said  capital  messuage 

<<  called  SpayneS'haU  and  all  other  the  befbre^mentioned  pre- 

"  mises  with  their  appurtenances,  imto  the  said  Thomas  Kempe, 

*'  immediately  from  and  after  the  expiration  of  one  whole  year 

**  next  after  my  decease,  and  the  decease  of  JRuth  Kempe  my 

"  daughter-in-law,  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life, 

**  dobg  no  strip  or  waste.     And  after  the  decease  of  the  said 

"  Thomas  Kempe,  I  will,  give,  and  devise  the  same  premises  to 


(a)  [See  post,  p.  186  d.  n.  (^> 
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Cook  r.      "  Thomas Kempe^ eldest BonotihemddThomasKempe^hjEl^^ 
Gerrard.     «  ^^  y^  ^^^  ^j£^^  {^^  ^^^  ^.g^m  ^f  j^jg  natural  life,  doing  no 

•  "  strip  or  waste,"  with  the  remainder  over  in  tail  to  the  heirs 

male  of  TTionuu  the  son,  remainder  over  in  tail  to  the  heirs  male 
of  Thomas  the  father,  with  limitation  over  to  the  right  heirs 
male  of  the  devisor.  And  they  further  found,  that  the  said  i2iiM 
Kempe,  widow,  the  daughter-in  law  of  the  said  devisor,  and 
late  the  wife  of  one  WiUiam  Kempe  esquire,  the  only  son  and 
heir  apparent  (while  he  lived)  of  the  devisor,  survived  her 
husband,  and  was  in  full  life ;  and  that  the  said  Ruthy  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  said  will,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  devisor,  had  divers  lands  and  tenements  (besides 
the  lands  in  question  which  belonged  to  the  said  capital  mes- 
suage) settled  upon  her  for  her  jointure  for  the  term  of  the 
life  of  the  said  Ruth  (of  the  reversion  whereof  the  said  de- 
visor was  seised  in  fee  at  the  time  of  the  will  and  his  death). 
And  the  jury  further  found,  that  the  said  William  Kempcy 
while  he  lived,  was  the  only  son  and  heir  of  the  body  of  the 
devisor ;  and  that  the  said  fViUiam  died  in  the  life-time  of  the 
devisor,  and  that  the  devisor  died  so  seised  without  any  other 
issue ;  and  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  Thomas  Kempe 
named  in  the  will,  is  the  same  person ;  and  that  the  said  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff,  after  the  expiration  of  a  year  after  the  death 
of  the  devisor,  entered  into  the  messuage  called  Spaynes-hall, 
and  the  other  lands  thereto  belonging,  being  the  lands  devised 
to  Elizabeth  for  a  year,  and  which  were  not  in  jointure  to 
Euthy  nor  otherwise  disposed  by  the  devisor,  and  was  seised 
as  the  law  requires,  &c. ;  and  being  so  seised,  demised  them 
to  the  plaintiff  for  the  term  mentioned  in  the  declaration, 
who  entered  and  was  possessed  until  the  defendant,  by  the 
command  of  the  said  Euth  and  Mary,  who  was  the  heir  at 
law,  entered  upon  him  and  ejected  him,  as  the  plaintiff  has 
declared ;  but  whether  the  defendant  be  guilty  of  the  eject- 
ment or  not,  they  leave  to  the  judgment  of  the  court ;  and  if 
the  court  shall  adjudge  for  the  plaintiff,  they  find  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  give  damages  and  costs ;  and  if  the  court  shall 
adjudge  for  the  defendant,  they  find  for  the  defendant 
And  this  case  was  argued  in  the  King's  Bench  by  Jones 
[  188  ]  for  the  plaintiff,  and  by  Conyers  of  the  Middle  Temple  for  the 
defendant.  And  the  case  upon  the  verdict  was  opened  in 
this  manner,  namely.  Sir  Eobert  Kempe  knight,  was  seised  of 
the  lands  in  question  in  fee,  and  was  also  seised  of  the  rever- 
sion of  other  lands  expectant  upon  the  death  of  Euth  Kempe 
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his  daughter-in-law  (whereof  Ruth  bad  an  estate  for  her  life      Cook  v. 
for  her  jointure) ;  and  being  so  seised,  the  said  Sir  Robert    GraaARD, 
Kempe,  by  his  will  in  writing,  devised  that  dame  Elizabeth  his  ' 

wife  should  have  the  free  use  of  the  demesne  lands  (being  the 
lands  in  question)  for  one  year  after  his  death ;  and  then  he 
devised  the  demesnes  and  the  reversion  (1)  together  to  the 
lessor  of  die  plaintiff,  habendtan  immediately  from  and  after 
the  expiration  of  one  whole  year  next  after  his  decease,  and 
the  decease  of  the  said  Ruth  Kempe,  who  was  tenant  for  life 
o£  the  reversion  lands,  for  the  term  of  the  life  of  the  said 
TTionuu  Kempe,  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  doing  no  strip  or  waste. 
And  whether  Thomas  JTiTm/Tethe  lessor  should  have  the  demesne 
lands  immediately  after  the  expiration  of  the  year,  or  should 
have  nothing  until  the  death  of  the  said  Ruth,  and  if  the  de- 
mesne lands  should  descend  to  the  heir  in  the  mean  time,  was 
the  question ;  for  if  he  must  wait  until  the  death  of  Ruth,  then 
the  plidntiff  and  his  lessor  have  not  any  title,  because  the  said 
Ruth  was  found  to  be  living. 

And  Jones  for  the  plaintiff  argued,  that  Thomas  Kempeihe 
plaintiff^s  lessor  had  title  to  the  demesne  lands  (being  the  lands 
in  question)  immediately  after  the  expiration  of  the  year ; 
for  though  the  words  of  the  will  are  joint,  namely,  habendum 
immediiately  from  and  after  the  expiration  of  one  whole  year 
after  my  decease,  and  the  decease  of  my  daughter-in-law,  Ruth 
Kempe,  yet,  he  said,  the  words  shall  be  taJken  distributively, 
and  reddendo  singula  singulis;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  devisee 
Thomas  Kempe  shall  have  the  demesne  land  immediately  from 
and  after  the  expiration  of  the  year,  and  the  lands  in  reversion  • 
from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  Bsid  Ruth  Kempe  ;  and  upon 
this  ground  he  cited  divers  books,  namely  Cro.  Eliz.  199. 
Veale  v.  Roberts  (2).     Stephens  was  seised  of  two  customary 

(1)  It  was  admitted   on  both  sides  Carth.    50.   S.  C.      Strode  v.  Russell. 

that  the  reversion  passed  by  the  devise  2  Vern.GSl.    S  P.  Will.  55.  Chester  v. 

of  '*  all  other  his  lands  not  before  devised  Chester,  (b) 

*'  or  otherwise  settled"  I  Lev.  212.  So  (2)  S. C.  2  Leon.  105. 
is    Willows  V.  Lydcot.     2  Vent  285. 


(b)  [1  B.  &  Ad.  593.  Doe  v.  testator  intended  to  exclude  it.  See 
Jeyes,  where  Lord  Tenterden  said,  that  1  Bing.  N.C.  S41.  Mostyn  Y.Champneys. 
the  rule  of  law  is,  that  a  reversion  1  Scott,  293.  S.C.  1  Mann.  &  Gr.  335. 
▼ill  pass  by  general  words,  unless  it  Doe y, Thomas*  1  Scott, N.R.  359.  S.C. 
distinctly  appear  that  the  settlor  or    ^ocorct] 
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Cook  v.  meBSOiiges  with  the  lands  thereto  belonging  ;  and  Heydmi 
Gerkarp.  ^3g  seised  of  two  others  with  the  lands  thereto  belonging ; 
and  W.  and  W.  were  possessed  of  10  acres  called  Narmorsy 
bring  the  lands  in  question ;  all  which  were  parcel  of  the 
possessions  of  the  abbey  of  Gloucester :  the  abbot  and  con- 
vent demised  for  years  to  John  Veale  all  the  said  messoages 
and  lands  thereto  belonging,  and  also  the  said  lands  called 
Normor$j  habendum  the  said  messuages  and  lands,  and  also  Ibe 
said  land  called  Narmors,  from  the  time  of  the  death,  sur- 
render, forfeiture,  or  determination  of  the  said  estate  and 
term  of  the  said  Stepheng,  Hey  don,  and  W.  and  JV.  rendering 
a  rent.  The  estate  of  the  said  JV.  and  W.  in  Normors  ex- 
pired, and  the  other  estates  were  in  esse;  and  it  was  adjudged 
that  the  ietm  granted  to  John  Veale  should  commence  imme- 
[  184  2  diately  in  Normors^  and  should  not  wait  until  the  determin- 
ation of  the  other  estates,  and  that  the  habendum  should  be 
construed  distributively,  reddendodngulasingutis.  Cro.  Jac  259. 
If  lands  are  Aylor  Y.  Chep.  (3)  One  deyised  lands  to  hia  two  sons  and  the 
^**^^*^?.?7    heirs  of  their  two  bodies,  and  that  his  executor  should  have 

aons,  and  that 

the  executor       the  lauds  imtil  they  came  to  their  several  ages  of  one-^nd-iwenty 

landbfi^U**^  year*;  one  son  attained  his  age  of  21  years,  and  entered,  and 

they  shoiUd       adjudged  that  he  might  well  do  so,  notwithstanding  the  other 

sereni  a^  of    ^^  ^^^  attained  his  age ;  for  the  words  of  the  will  shall  be 

21  yean;  they  taken  distributivefyy  reddendo  sinyulasinffuUSfBikd  therefore  they 

enter  ^  thor  should  enter  into  their  several  parts  as  they  should  respectively 

SSi  ^*^      attain  their  age.     So  is  Cro.  Jac  656.  Gilbert  v.  ffitty  and 

tiTeiy  attain       Others (4):  the  devisor  had  three  sons,  and  devised  one  mes- 

their  age.        •  ^^jg^  to  the  first  SOU  and  his  heirs,  and  another  messuage  to 

the  second  son  and  his  heirs,  and  a  third  messuage  to  the  third 

son  and  his  heirs ;  provided  alwaySy  that  if  all  my  said  sons  die 

without  issue  of  their  bodies  lawfully  begotten,  then  all  my  said 

messuages  shall  remain  and  be  to  Margery  my  wife  and  her  heirs 

for  ever.     Two  of  the  sons  died  without  issue^  the  third  son 

survived  and  had  issue ;  yet  it  was  adjudged  that  the  wife 

should  have  the  messuages  devised  to  the  two  sons  who  were 

dead  without  issue,  immediately  after  their  respective  de- 


(3)  S.C.  Yelv.  183.  1  Brownl.  147. ;  Levingston^  1  Vent  224. ;  in  Holmes  y. 
and  1  Bulst  42. ;  but  misreported  in  Meynel,  Sir  T.  Raym.  454.  and  2  Show, 
this  last  book*  139.;  and  arguendo  in  Wright  y.  Hoi- 

(4)  S.  C.  2  Rol.  Rep.  281.  S.  C.  ford.  Cowp,  32.  34.  See  post,  185. 
cited  by  Bridgman  C.  J.  in  Rundal  v.  note  (6). 

Eday,  Cart  173.  ;^^cited  also  in  Cok  v. 
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J  though  the  words  were,  tfuxi  if  all  my  sans  die,  then  all  Cook  v. 
my  lands  dudl  remain,  &c  And  Justice  fFyndham's  case*  G^'^^^a'^p- 
baa  the  same  constraction  as  Veale  and  Roberf&  case  above  •  5Rep7 
cited :  and  yet  that  was  in  a  deedy  which  is  not  so  &Yourably 
constnied  as  a  wiD ;  for  a  will  shall  be  constmed  as  near  the 
true  meaning  as  can  be.  And  he  bontended  the  true  mean* 
mg  of  the  win  in  question  to  be  as  he  had  constmed  it:  for, 
first,  it  appears  by  the  will  that  the  testator  intended  that  the 
knds  devised  should  remain  in  his  name ;  but  if  they  should 
descend  to  Mary  Kempe  his  grand-daughter  and  heir,  although 
she  be  of  the  name  of  Kempe  at  present,  yet  by  common  in^ 
teodment  she  will  change  her  name  by  marriage,  and  then 
the  intent  of  the  devisor  will  not  take  ^ect;  and  the  devisor 
has  otherwise  provided  for  his  said  grand-daughter  and  heir 
by  the  devise  of  the  manor  of  Jekylls  and  other  lands.  Se- 
condly, it  appears  by  the  will,  ihsXKempe  the  devisee,  imme- 
diately after  the  death  of  Ruth^  should  pay  out  of  the  jointure 
knds  2021  a  year  to  one  Robert  Outlaw^  a  godson  of  the  de- 
visor, for  his  life,  at  Ludy-day  and  Michaelmas.  Now,  if  the 
8ud  Ruth  had  died  within  the  year  after  the  testator,  the  said 
202L  a-year  should  not  be  pfdd  unless  the  devisee  should  have 
them  immecUately  after  the  decease  of  Ruth,  notwithstanding  [  185  ] 
the  year  was  not  expired;  and  therefore  it  should  be  con- 
stmed that  the  devisee  should  have  the  jointure  lands  imme- 
diately after  the  death  <^  Ruth,  and  should  have  the  demesne 
lands  immediately  after  the  expiration  of  the  year  after  the 
testator's  death ;  for  otherwise  the  20/.  aryear  would  not  be 
paid  immediately  aft;er  the  decease  of  Ruth  by  the  devisee,  if 
Ruih  had  died  within  the  year,  which  is  directly  contrary  to 
the  express  words  of  the  wilL  Thirdly,  the  devisor  provides 
by  his  will,  that  there  shall  be  no  waste  or  strip  committed  by 
the  devisees,  but  would  have  it  kept  entire  without  spoil  to 
continue  in  his  name :  but  if  the  demesne  lands  should  de- 
scend to  the  heir  in  the  mean  time  until  the  death  of  Ruth, 
the  heir  may  commit  what  waste  she  pleases,  and  no  means  to 
prevent  it,  which  would  be  directly  against  the  will  and  the 
true  meaning  of  the  devisor.  And  for  these  reasons  he  prayed 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

Conyers  for  the  defendant  put  the  case,  and  it  appeared  to 
lum  that  the  plaintiff,  ought  to  be  barred,  because  (as  he  held) 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  being  the  devisee  should  take  nothing 
before  the  death  of  Rath  and  the  expiration  of  the  year,  but 
that  the  demesne  lands,  after  the  expuratioh  of  the  year, 
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should  descend  to  the  heir  at  law  until  the  death  of  Ruth, 
and  that  the  words  of  the  will  should  be  taken  as  they  are, 
namely,  joint,  and  not  distributivdiy ;  for  he  argued  that  the 
words  in  a  will,  which  disinherit  the  heir  at  law,  ought  to  be 
very  perspicuous  and  clear,  and  not  dubious ;  for  if  they  are 


The  words  of 
a  will  must  be 
clear  to  diBin-  _    _        _  ^  j  /»       v 

herit  an  heir  at  dubious,  (as  in  this  case,)  they  ought  to  be  interpreted  for  the 
^^^'  '  benefit  of  the  heir,  and  not  to  ^inherit  him ;  and  for  this  he 

cited  many  cases.  (5)  And  as  to  the  case  of  Gilbert  and  Witty 
above  cit^,  he  said,  that  there  the  construction,  that  the  wife 
should  take  the  messuages  devised  to  the  said  two  sons  who 
died,  immediately  after  their  deceases,  was  through  necessity, 
because  the  judges  could  not  make  cross  remainders  (6) ;  and 


(5)  So  is  Cro.  Car.  369.  Spirt  v. 
Bence,  Vaug.  262.  Gardner  v.  Sheldon. 
Sir  T.  Raym.  453.  Holmes  v.  MeyneL 
1  Chanc.  Cases,  7.  Cowp.  660,  661. 
Denn  v.  Gashin,  1  P.  WilL  38.  Philips 
y.  Philips.  Ibid.  473.  WiUis  y.  Lucas. 
3  P.  Will.  61.  CTiester  y.  Chester.  6 
T.  R.  671.  J^mas  v.  Thomas,  (c) 
But  where  there  is  no  ambiguity,  a  de- 
visee is  as  much  favoured  as  an  heir  at 
law.  6  Mod.  1 33.  Anon.  2  Vera.  340. 
per  Holt  chief  justice,  in  Lord  Fcttk" 
land  y.  Bertie. 

(6)  This  was  upon  the  principle  that 
cross- remainders  could  not  be  implied 
between  more  than  two ;  Doddridge 
justice  saying,  that  though  cross-re- 
mainders may  be  implied  between  two, 
yet  the  law  would  not  endure  them  be- 
tween three,  to  which  the  two  other 
judges  agreed  ;  but  Ley  the  chief  justice 
was  of  opinion,  that  there  ought  to 
have  been  cross-remainders  in  order  to 
satisfy  the  word  a//,  which  shewed  the 
testator's  intent  to  be,  that  his  wife 
should  not  have  any  part  of  the  estate 
until  aU  his  sons  were  dead  without 
issue,  and  likewise  that  all  the  estate 


was  to  vest  in  the  wife  at  the  same  time. 
2  Rol.  Rep.  282.  S.  C.  And  it  seems 
'  certain,  that  the  case  would  now  be  de- 
cided according  to  his  opinion.  See 
Sir  T.  Jones,  173.  Holmes  v.  Meynel. 
There  were  two  reasons  assigned  against 
implying  cross-remainders  between  more 
than  two.  One  was  to  prevent,  as  well 
the  confusion  which^  it  is  said,  would 
follow  from  the  division  of  an  estate 
among  many^  as  the  uncertainty  which 
would  arise,  whether  the  surviving  shares 
should  vest  in  them  as  joint  tenants  or 
tenants  in  common^  and  for  what  estate. 
The  other,  which  was  a  technical  rea- 
son, was  to  avoid  the  splitting  of 
tenures.  The  distinction  taken  by  Dexf- 
dridge  J.  seems  to  have  been  adhered  to 
for  a  considerable  time  after.  Lord 
Hale  gives  it  as  his  opinion  that  cross- 
remainders  shall  not  rise  between  three, 
unless  the  words  do  very  plainly  express 
the  intent  of  the  devisor  to  be  so  :  as 
where  Black-acre  is  devised  to  ^.,  White- 
acre  to  B,y  and  Green-acre  to  C,  and  if 
they  die  without  issue  of  their  bodies, 
vd  aUerius  eorum^  then  to  remain,  Ac 
there,  by  reason  of  the  words  <*aZte« 


(c)  7  East,  97.  Trent  v.  Banning. 
9  East,  267.  Right  v.  Compton.  3  B.  &  A 
425.  Cooper  y.  Jones.    [9B.&C.224. 


Rex  y.Ringstead.    4M.  &  R.  75.  S.C. 
1  Sim.  &  Stu.  544.    Aspinall  v.  P^ 

vin,J 
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for  that  reason  alone  ihey  construed  that  the  wife  should  take 
immediately  after  the  deceases  of  the  sons,  because  there  was 
no  other  to  take  it.  And  he  also  urged  that  here  there  was 
DO  devise  to  the  wife  of  the  devisor  of  SpaynM-haU  and  the 
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^  rius  eorum^*  cross-remainders  shall  be. 
1  Vent  93/^  Cok  y.LemngsUm.  And 
the  court  of  K.  B.  adopted  the  same 
distinction  in  Hohnes  v.  Meynely  Sir  T. 
Joaefl»  173.  So  in  1  Ves.  104*.  Mar- 
ryai  t.  Townfy,  Lord  Harduneke  lays  it 
down,  that  the  law  will  not  admit  cross- 
remainders  to  be  raised  by  implication 
among  more  than  two.  The  leaning 
of  hb  mind  seems  to  have  been  against 
raising  cross-renuunders  by  implication 
even  between  two  only.  In  1  Atk. 
579»  580.  Davenport  v.  Oldisy  he  says, 
that  cross-remainders  are  never  favoured 
by  the  law,  and  can  only  be  raised  by 
vnimpUcation  absolutely  necessary »  And 
therefore,  where  a  man  devised  to  his 
wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  his 
son  and  daughter  /.  0.  and  Jf.  O.  to  be 
equally  divided  between  them,  and  the 
several  and  respective  issues  of  their 
bodies,  and  for  want  of  such  issue  to 
the  wife  in  fee;  /.  O.  died  without 
issue ;  Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  there 
was  no  cross-renuunder,  because  the 
words  **  several  and  respective  "  efFec- 
toally  disjoin  the  title,  and  the  pre- 
sumption was  as  strong  in  favour  of  the 
wife  as  of  the  children.  So  where  a 
devise  was  to  the  testator's  grandson 
R*  ff.j  and  to  J?,  ff.  his  grand-daughter, 
equally  to  be  divided,  and  to  the  heirs 
of  their  respective  bodies,  and /or  de- 
fauU  of  such  issue  to  his  grand-daugh« 
ter  A,  B*  in  fee ;  E.  H.  the  grand- 
daughter died  without  issue ;  Lord 
Hardwicke  C.  J.  in  delivering  the  opi- 
nion of  the  K.  B.  said,  that  the  words 
'^in  default  of  such  issue"  may  very 
naturally  refer  to  the  word  respective^ 
and  then  it  would  run  as  if  the  devise 
had  been  of  one  half  to  his  grandsoui 


and  the  other  to  his  grand-daughter, 
and  for  want  of  such  issue  respectively^ 
to  A*B. ;  that  is,  the  same  respective  part 
that  the  person  dying  was  seised  of. 
2  Str.  969.  Comber  v.  Hill.  S.  C.  Cas. 
Temp.  Hardw.  22.  And  precisely  the 
same  point  was  determined  in  Williams 
V.  BrownCf  2  Str.  996.  And  where  a 
devise  was  <'to  i2.  CI  for  life^  and  after 
<<  his  decease  unto  the  lawful  issue  of  the 
**  said  R.C.  as  tenants  in  common ;  but 
**  in  case  the  said  R,  C.  shall  die  with- 
**  out  leaving  lawful  issue,  then  to  B.  H. 
<<  m  fee;'*  it  was  held  that  R.  C.  took 
an  estate  tail  in  order  to  effectuate  the 
testator's  general  intent,  and  that  cross- 
remainders  could  not  be  implied  between 
the  issue  of  12.  C ;  for  that  would  be  in 
express  contradiction  to  the  rule  of  law 
in  Comber  y.  Hilly  namely,  tiiat  cross- 
remainders  shall  not  be  implied  between 
more  than  two,  unless  such  appears  on 
the  face  of  the  will  to  have  been  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator ;  but  that  no  such 
intent  appeared  in  that  case  from  the 
words  of  the  will.  1  East,  229.  Doe  on 
dem.  of  Cook  v.  Cooper.  But  if  the  in- 
tent were  plain.  Lord  Hardwicke  ad- 
mitted that  cross-remainders  might  then 
be  implied  between  two,  and  recognised 
the  cases  where  it  had  been  so  decided. 
As  where  a  man  devised  part  of  his 
land  to  his  eldest  son  in  tail,  and  the 
other  part  of  his  land  to  his  younger 
son  in  tail,  and  that  if  any  of  his  sons 
died  without  issue,  <<then  the  whole 
<<  land  should  remain  to  a  stranger  in 
**  fee ; "  the  younger  son  died  without 
issue ;-  it  was  adjudged  that  the  eldest 
son  should  have  the  land  by  the  impli- 
cative devise.  4*  Leon.  14.  pL  5L  So 
where  a  man  devised  all  his  lands  unto 
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demesne  lands  at  fiU^  but  only  of  the  free  use  hf  them:  and 
ibose  hnds'descended  to  the  heir  at  law;  and  so  it  ie  bat  an 
executory  deyise  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  eommence  at 
a  future  time,  (and  in  the  mean  time  it  will  descend  to  the 
heir  at  law,)  which  may  take  effect  a£ter  the  death  of  Buih 


his  two  daughters  E.  and  A,  and  their 
heirs,  equally  to  be  divided  betwixt 
them,  and  in  ease  tb^y  happen  to  die 
without  issue,  then  to  F.  M.  in  tail ; 
A,  died  without  issue ;  it  was  held  that 
the  other  daughter  should  take  A.\ 
moiety  by  way  of  cross^remainden 
For  that  seemed  to  be  the  clear  intent 
of  the  testator,  as  appeared  from  the 
words  they  and  aU;  which  was  as  much 
as  to  say,  that  if  halh  died  without  issue, 
then  all  the  said  land  should  go  together 
to  F.  M.  Sir  T.  Jones,  172.  Holmes 
V.  Meynel.  S.  C,  Sir  T.  Raynu  452. 
PoUexf.415. 

But  the  rule  of  cross-remainders  has 
of  late  years  been  construed  with  some 
qualification,  and  the  leaning  of  courts 
of  justice  seems  to  have  been  in  favour 
of  them.  For  the  settled  distinction 
now  isj  that  the  presumption  is  in  fiftvour 
of  cross-remainders  between  two  and  no 
more ;  but  where  they  are  to  be  raised 
between  more  them  twoy  the  presump- 
tion is  against  cross-remainders,  though 
such  presumption  may  be  answered  by 
circumstances  of  plain  and  manifest 
intention  either  way.  Cowp.  777. 
Pery  V.  White.  Ibid.  797.  Phipard  v. 
Mansfield.  4  T.  R.  710.  Atherton  v. 
Pye.  If  it  appears  from  the  whole 
will,  that  the  testator  intended  cross- 
remainders  between  more  than  two, 
that  intent  will  now  be  effectuated  in 
the  same  manner  as  is  done  in  every 
other  case  of  an  intent  in  a  will,  and 
as  was  formerly  done  where  cross-re- 
mainders were  to  be  implied  between 
two  qnlyji  though  with  more  liberality 
qf  construction  than  in  some  of  the 
former  cases.  And  this  seems  agreeable 


to  what  had  been  decided  long  before, 
namely,  in  the  13  £liz.  Dyer^,  303.  b., 
where  a  man,  having  issue  five  sons, 
devised  lands  to  his  four  younger  sons 
and  the  heirs  m^e  of  their  bodies,  and 
if  they  all  died  without  issue  of  their 
bodies,  or  any  of  their  bodies,  that  the 
lands  should  remain  to  his  right  heirs : 
it  was  held,  that  no  part  should  revert 
as  long  aa  any  of  his  sons  had  issue 
male.  Accordingly  in  a  late  case, 
ifhere  the  devise  was  to  the  use  of ''  all 
'^  and  every  the  daughter  and  daughters 
'^  of  P.  H.  and  C  M.  H.  the  testatrix 
''lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and  to  the 
'*  heirs  of  their  body  and  bodies ;  such 
''  daughters,  if  more  than  one,  to  take 
<<  as  tenants  in  common  and  not  as  joint 
*^  tenants ;  and  ybr  default  of  such  issue, 
**  to  the  use  of  her  right,  heirs : "  the 
testatrix  died  leaving  /.  W.  her  heir  at 
law,  and  two  daughters  by  P.  H. :  one 
of  the  daughters  died  Mdthout  issue. 
The  court  of  K.  B.  was  of  opinion  that 
the  daughters  took  cross-remainders. 
Cowp.  31.  Wright  v.  Holford;  see  S.  C. 
6  Brown.  P.  C.  156. 164, 165. 180.  This 
has  been  considered  as  a  leading  case 
ever  since.  The  words  "  several  and  re^ 
'*  spective^  which  were  relied  upon  in 
the  cases  of  Comber  v.  HiUy  Williams 
V.  Browne,  and  Davenport  v.  Oldis,  to 
shew  that  the  limitation  over  was  to 
take  place  upon  failure  of  either  of  the 
daughters  and  their  issue  respectively, 
were  not  used  in  this  oase>  and  there* 
fore  it  is  in  that  respect  distinguishable 
from  them.  But  still  it. has  been  ob- 
jected, that  these  words  are  necessa- 
rily implied  in  the  case  of  Holford  v, 
)VriglU ;  because  the  words  *'  to  take 
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ss  well  as  1)efore,  fks  there  was  no  precedent  bstate  devised  to 
direet  iL  And  he  relied  on  the  case  in  Moor's  Reports  * ; 
A  man^  seised  of  a  manor,  parcel  in  demesne  and  parcel  in 
service^  by  his  will  devised  to  his  wife  all  his  demesne  lands 
for  ber  fife;  and  also  hj  Ihe  same  will  devised  to  her  all  the 
t  services  and  chief-rents  for  fifteen  years,  and  further  devised 
aU  the  manor  to  another  after  the  death  of  the  wife ;  and  it 
was  adjudged  that  the  devisee  should  take  nothing  until  after 
the  death  of  the  wife,  although  the  fifteen  years  had  expired, 
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^  as  tenants  in  common  '*  do,  it  is  said, 
also  effectually  disjoin  the  title ;  for  ten- 
ants in  common  take  by  several  titles, 
and  the  estate  descends  to  their  issue  re- 
^jedivefyi  and  by  such  issue  is  necessa- 
rily meant  respective  issue:  and  therefore 
it  is  alleged,  that  there  is  no  substantial 
distinction  between  these  cases.  The 
same  reasoning  is  adopted  by  Lord  Ken- 
yon  in  Watson  v.  Foxon,  2  East,  41.  So 
too  where  <?•  P»  gave  all  his  lands  unto 
hb  two  brothers  W.  P.  and  /.  P.  and 
his  sister  E.  CX,  and  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies  lawfully  begotten,  as  tenants  in 
common  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and 
for  want  of  such  issue,  to  his  own  right 
heirs  for  ever;  W* P.  was  heir  at  law  ; 
/.  P.  died  without  issue :  it  was  held 
that  there, were  cross-remainders,  and 
of  course  the  share  of  LP.  vested  in 
FT.  P.  and  J?.  C.  Cowp.  797.  Phipard 
T.  MansfieUU  So  where  a  man  devised 
to  all  and  every  the  daughter  and  daugh- 
ters of  the  body  of  his  daughter  M.  and 
the  heirs  male  of  the  body  6f  such 
daughter  or  daughters  equally  between 
them,  if  more  than  one,  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants ;  and 
for  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  he  gave 
and  devised  aU  the  premises  unto  his 
right  heirs :  the  court  was  of  opinion 
that  the  testator  intended  that  the  whole 
should  go  together  upon  the  death  of 
all  his  grand-daughters  without  is- 
sue male,  and  held  that  they  should 
take  by  cross-remainders.  4  T.  R.  710. 
Athierton  v.  Pye.    And  where  a  testator 


devised  to  S,  K  and  M.  P.  for  their 
lives,  and  after  their  death  he  gave  "  all 
'*  and  every  the  said  premises  to  all  and 
«  every  the  younger  children  of  the  said 
*'  M.  F»  begotten  or  to  be  begotten,  if 
<<  more  than  one,  equally  to  be  divided 
<<  amongst  them,  and  to  the  heirs  of 
*'  their  respective  body  and  bodies,  to 
'^  hold  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not 
"  as  joint-tenants ;  and  if  the  said  M.  F. 
'<  shall  have  only  one  child,  then  to  such 
</  only  child,  and  to  the  heirs  of  his  or 
<<  her  body  lawfully  issuing,  and  for 
<<  want  of  such  issue  he  gave  ihe  said 
«  premises  to  C.  N.  (with  several  limi- 
<<  tations  over)  and  for  want  of  such 
'<  issue,  then  the  testator  devised  the  said 
"  premises  over :  "  it  was  held  that 
cross-remainders  were  to  be  implied 
between  the  younger  children  of  M.  F, 
from  the  apparent  intention  of  the  testa- 
tor; notwithstanding  the  word  '^respec- 
^^tive"  used  in  such  devise.  2  East,  36. 
Waison  v.  Foxon.  And  Mr.  Justice 
Lawrence,  in  giving  his  judgment,  cited 
the  case  of  JDoe  v.  BurviUe,  decided  in 
the  K.B.in  Easter,  IS  Geo.  3.  where 
a  devise  by  A.  (who  had  three  sons  and 
seven  daughters)  '*  to  his  sons  succes- 
'<  sively  for  life,  remainder  to  the  heirs 
<<  male  of  their  bodies,  remainder  to  the 
<'  heirs  female  of  their  bodies,  remainder 
"over  to  all  and  every  his  daughter 
"  and  daughters  (if  two  or  more)  as 
'<  tenants  in  common,  and  to  the  heirs 
"  of  her  and  their  bodies,  remainder  to 
'*the  heirs  of  the  deviftor^s  brother, 
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Cook  v.     and  that  the  heu*,  at  the  expiration  of  the  fifteen  years,  should 
Gerrard.    j^^^^  ^^  services  and  chief-rents  during  the  wife's  life.     And 
•  therefore  he  prayed  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

was  held  to  give  cross-remainders  to  the  cross-remainders,  yet  that  may  be  con- 
daughters:  for  though  between  more  trolled  by  a  plain  intention  to  the 
than  two  the  presumption  is  against    contrary.    2  East,  47.  (d) 


(d)  [5  Bing.  469.  Doe  v.  Jenkins. 
3  M.  &  P.  59.  S.  C]  The  [other]  prin- 
cipal cases  which  have  been  since  de- 
cided upon  the  subject  of  cross-re- 
mainders in  a  willy  are  6  East,  628. 
Roe  V.  Clayton,  1  Dow.  384.  S.  C.  1 
Taunt  284.  Doe  v.  WM.  17  Ves.  64. 
Green  v.  Stephens.  3  B.  &  A.  425. 
Cooper  V.  Jones.  [1  Russ.  &  M.  636. 
lAvesey  v.  Harding.  6  Sim.  358.  Ashley 
V.  Ashley.'] 

In  Roe  V.  Clayton  a  man,  having  a 
niece  S.  E.  the  daughter  of  a  deceased 
brother,  and  four  sisters,  one  of  whom 
alone  had  issue,  gave  aU  his  lands,  te- 
nements, and  hereditaments,  at  EUy^ 
Hill,  and  all  other  his  real  estate  what- 
soever and  wheresoever,  to  S.  E.  for 
her  life ;  remainder  to  trustees  to  pre- 
serve contingent  remainders;  remain- 
der to  the  first  son  of  S.  E.  in  tail ;  re- 
mainder to  the  second  and  other  sons  of 
S.  E.  successively  in  tail ;  remainder  to 
all  and  every  the  daughter  and  daugh- 
ters of  S.  E.  in  tail  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon ;  "  and  for  default  of  such  issue, 
*<  then  to  the  issue  of  my  sisters,  S.  S.^ 
«  /.  W.y  B.  E.y  and  /.  3f.  in  tail  in  such 
<<  manner  as  I  have  limited  the  same  to 
<<  my  said  niece  S.  E.'s  issue  ;  and  for 
"  default  of  such  issue,  to  remain  to  my 
<*  own  right  heirs  for  ever."  The  court 
was  of  opinion,  that  the  testator  intended 
that  all  his  estate  should  be  enjoyed  by 
the  issue  of  his  four  sisters,  so  long  as 
there  were  any  such,  and  in  default  of 
such  issue  all  should  go  over  together^ 
and  held  that  the  issue  of  the  four 
sisters  took  by  cross-remainders  among 


each  other ;  relying  principally  on  the 
words  **  all  his  estate."  This  judgment 
was  affirmed  in  Dom.  Proc  1  Dow.  384. ; 
but  it  does  not  appear  on  what  precise 
ground;  for  it  was  there  contended, 
that  the  children  of  the  four  sisters  took 
as  joint-tenants  for  life  with  several  in- 
heritances, and  therefore,  that  the  les- 
sors of  the  plaintiff,  who  were  daugh- 
ters of  J.  W.i  and  the  only  surviving 
children  of  the  four  sisters  (their  bro- 
ther, the  only  other  child,  having  died 
without  issue)  would  be  entitled  by 
survivorship,  without  implying  cross- 
remainders.  But  this  point  does  not 
seem  tenable,  inasmuch  as  the  limita- 
tion to  the  issue  of  the  four  sisters  is  in 
tail  in  such  manner  as  the  testator  had 
limited  the  same  to  S.  E.*s  issue^  and 
that  was  to  the  sons  successively  in  tail, 
remainder  to  all  the  daughters  in  tail, 
as  tenants  in  common.  The  reasoning 
upon  the  expression  *<  aU  the  estate," 
&c.  is  considered  not  to  be  satisfactory 
by  Lord  Eldon  C.  17  Ves.  75.  Grttm 
V.  Stephens.  The  case  of  Doe  v.  Webb^ 
arose  on  a  clause  in  the  testatrix^s  will^ 
in  which  she  gave  certain  premises  **  to 
<'  her  three  daughters,  and  to  the  heirs  of 
^<  their  bodies  respectively,  as  tenants  in 
<<  common ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue 
**  to  her  own  right  heirs."  The  court 
held^  that  cross-remainders  should  be 
implied  notwithstanding  the  word  '*  re- 
"  spectively."  Mansfield  C.  J.  observ- 
ing, that  <'  if  the  word  were  omitted, 
*^  the  sense  would  continue  the  same;  for 
*<a  devise  to  two  as  tenants  in  common, 
^<  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  must  ne- 
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But  the  cotirt  without  any  difficulty  delivered  their  opinion  ^  Cook  v.  ' 
for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  words  in  the  will  ahall  be  taken  dis-    Gbrrard. 

tributively,  and  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  good  title  '        ^ 

to  the  demesne  lands  after  the  expiration  of  the  year,  and  be-  theoourt  ^ 

So  cross-remainders  may  be  created    wards.   The  usual  form  is,  **  and  in  case 
bj  deed,  but  then  it  must  be  by  express    **  there  shall  be  a  failure  of  issue  of  the 


**  oessarilj  mean,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their 
"  respective  bodies."  The  same  point  was 
determined  by  Lord  Eldon  C.  in  Green 
r.SiephenSf  which  case  is  particularly 
strongs  because  the  testator  had  omitted 
the  word  in  one  clause  of  his  will  and 
I  ioserted  it  in  another,  from  which  cir- 
cumstance an  argument  was  raised 
that  he  meant  to  make  the  distinction. 
The  clauses,  which  were  consecutive, 
are  given  in  12  Ve8.419.,  and  are  as 
follows :  '*  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  all 
**  and  every  the  daughter  and  daughters 
"  of  the  testator,  and  to  her  and  their 
**  heirs  for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common ; 
'*  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  then  to  the 
**  use  and  behoof  of  the  testator's  nieces 
*'  A^  S*9  and  /.,  and  their  severed  and 
^  respective  heirs  for  ever  as  tenants  in 
«  eonmion ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue, 
^  then  to  the  use  of  the  testator's  right 
"  heirs  for  ever."  In  Cooper  v.  Jones 
the  testator  had  three  sons,  James^ 
Mn,  and  George  :  the  words  of  the  will 
were,  **  I  leave  the  Wiihp  Stakes  farm, 
"  Ac  to  my  two  sons  John  and  George^ 
«  equally  between  them,  share  and  share 
**  alike,  and  all  my  household  goods,  &c. 
'^  paying  all  my  debts,  funeral  expences, 
*^  and  legacies  hereinafter  named ;  and  I 
**  entail  the  WUhy  Stakes  farm  on  the 
"^  male  heirs  of  John  Cooper  and  George 
''Cboper,  being  born  in  wedlock."  After 
tbe  death  of  the  testator,  George  died 
without  issue.  The  court  held,  that 
his  moiety  should  go  to  James  the  heir 
tt  law,  and  that  cross-remainders  should 
Dot  be  implied,  for  want  of  any  devise 
over.     [In  Lives^  y.  Harding  it  was 


hiid  down  by  Sir  J.  Leach  M.  R.  that 
where  estates  tail  are  devised  to  more 
than  two  persons  as  tenants  in  common, 
and  it  is  manifest  that  the  testator  did 
not  intend  that  any  part  of  the  estate 
should  go  over,  unless  there  were  ^ 
failure  of  issue  of  all  the  devisees,  there 
the  devisees  take  cross-remainders :  and 
further  that  where  estates  tail  are  given 
to  two  persons  only  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon, there  cross-remainders  between 
them  will  be  implied,  although  there  is 
no  expressed  intention  that  no  part  of 
the  estate  should  go  over  until  the 
failure  of  issue  of  both,  unless  the  limi- 
tation to  them  be  successively,  severally, 
or  respectively. 

In  Ashley  v.  Ashley  a  testator  devised 
an  estate  to  A,  for  life,  remainder  to 
trustees  to  preserve,  &c.,  remainder  to 
all  the  children  of  ^  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and, 
for  want  of  sj^ch  issue,  to  B.  for  life, 
remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve,  &c., 
remainder  to  all  the  children  of  B*  as 
tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint 
tenants,  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  to 
C.  in  fee :  and  Sir  L.  ShadweU  V.  C. 
held  that  the  children  of  ^  took  estates 
for  life,  with  cross-remainders  between 
them,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B, 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children, 
as  tenants  in  common,  with  cross-re- 
mainders between  them  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  C  in  fee.]  See  further 
MT.Butler*%  note  on  Co.Litt.  195.  b. 
[2  Bing.  126.  Wollen  v.  Andrewes.  9 
Moore,  248.  S.  C.  2  Brod.  &  B.  623. 
MurthwaUe  v.  Barnard*    2  B.  &  C. 
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fore  the  death  of  Ruth.  Wherefoxe  ju^^ent  was  giv&n  for 
the  pbuntifP  in  Neuter  term^  in  the  19th  year  of  the  present 
king.  Upon  which  the  defendant  brought  a  writ  of  error  in 
the  Ezcheqner-ohamber* 


**  body  or  bodies  of  any  of  the  said 
"  daughters,  then  as  to  the  part  or  parts, 
«  as  well  accruing  and  surviving  as 
**  original^  of  such  of  them  whose  icbue 
^^  shall  so  fail,  to  the  use  of  the  survi^- 
'^  YOTB  or  survivor,  and  other  or  others 
**  of  them,  equally  to  be  divided  between 
**  them,  if  more  than  one,  share  and  share 
**  alike,  as  tenants  in  conmion»  and  of 
<^  the  several  and  respective  heirs  of  the 
<<  body  and  bodies  of  such  surviying 
**  and  other  daughter  or  daughters ; 
*^  and  if  all  such  daughters  but  one 
<<  shall  die  without  issue^  or  there  shall 
*^  be  but  one  such  daughter,  then  to 
<;  the  use  of  such  daughter,  and  of  the 
<<  heirs  of  her  body."  But  it  is  not 
necessary,  though  certainly  prudent,  to 
use  this  technical  fonn.  For  where 
the  words  in  a  deed  were,  *^  and  in  case 
<'  any  such  child  or  children  should  die 
^<  without  issue  of  his,  her,  or  their 
**  body  or  bodies  issuing,  then  the  part 
*<or  parts  of  him,  her,  or  them  so 
**  dying  without  issue  should  be  and 
<<  remain  to  the  use  of  the  surmnng 
<'  child  or  children  of  the  said  M.  A. 
*'  and  the  heirs  of  his,  her,  or  thdr  re« 
*^  spective  bodies  issuing,  and  so  toiies 
<<  qvoties  as  any  of  the  said  children 
<<  should  die  without  issue,  till  there 
«  should  be  only  one  child  left ;  and  in 
'*  case  all  the  said  children  should  die 
<<  without  issue,  or  if  the  said  M*  Ai 


<<  should  have  no  issue  of  her  bodj, 
«then  to  R.A.  and  his  heirs;"  the 
court  was  of  opinion  that  the  deed  con- 
tained e:^p)^«  Itmcfts^M  by  way  of  cross^ 
remainders,  which,  though  not  in  the 
formal  language  used  by  conveyancers, 
were  yet  in  terms  sufficiently  denoting 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
to  the  deed  that  there  should  be  cross- 
remainders.  5T.R«427. 2>oev.J^atne- 
wrighi.  («) 

But  it  is  a  fundamental  rule  that  cross- 
remainders  cannot  be  incited  in  a  deed. 
This  rule  was  estabUshed  in  Cok  v. 
LmngsUmt  1  Vent.  224. ;  and  it  is  said 
by  the  highest  authority^  that  it  has 
never  been  departed  from  since,  and  it 
would  be  removing  the  landmarks  of 
real  property  to  bring  that  rule  into 
question.  Per  Lord  Kemgom.  6  T.  R* 
521.  JDoe  V.  DorvelL  As  where  the 
limitation  in  a  marriage  settooent 
was  '<  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the 
*'  daughter  and  daughters  of  the  body 
<'  of  X.  C.  on  the  body  of  the  said  U. 
<*  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  share  and 
«  share  ^ike,  equally  to  be  divided  be- 
<^  tween  them,  and  of  the  heirs  of  the 
'<  body  and  bodies  of  all  and  every  such 
^<  daughter  and  daughters  lawfully  issu- 
<<  ing,  and  for  default  of  such  isnuy  to 
«  the  right  heirs  of  X.  C.  for  ever ; "  it 
was  held,  that  though  it  was  probably 
intended  that  no  part  of  the  settled 


357.    Murthtvaite  v.  Jenkinson,    SB.& 
C.191.] 

(e)  [But  cross-remainders  are  not 
created  as  to  accruing  shares  by  a 
limitation  of  the  entire  estate  to  an 
only  surviving  child  and  his  issue,  or 
by  agift  over  of  the  entire  estate  in 


remainder  after  the  failure  of  all  issue, 
or  by  an  express  creation  of  cross- 
remainders  as  to  the  original  shares. 
if  Russ.  78.  Edwards  v.  Alliston.^  See 
Mr.  Butler*s  note  to  Co-  Litt  195.  b. 
as  to  the  proper  language  to  raise 
cross^remainders  in  a  deed. 
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And  nov  ia  this  tena  it  waP9  axgaed  again  by  Finch  aolt- 
citor-genenlt  for  the  plamti£f  in  the  writ  of  error,  and  by 
Wymdham  setjeant  and  Saunders  for  the  defendant*  And  the 
soUcitor-genenl  inosted  much  upon  the  above-cited  case  fixnn 


CpoK  V. 

GSREA  RD. 

— 1^ — ^ 


estate  should  go  over  as  long  as  there 
were  any  issue  of  the  marriage  remaiiu 
ing,  yet  th^  parties  had  not  said  so  in 
such  words  as  the  law  requires  to  ex- 
press snch  an  intention  in  deeds,  and  it 
was  an  established  rule  that  cross-re- 
maindera  could  not  be  implied  in  a  deed. 
1  East,  416.  Doe  v.  Warsky.  There* 
fore,  if  the  liiaitation  be  <^  to  the  use  of 
**>  A,  and  J9.  and  the  heirs  of  their  bo- 
^  diesj  and  if  thej  die  without  issue  of 
"^  tkekr  bodies  or  eiiher  of  them,  that 
'^  then  it  shall  remain> '  &c.  or  ^  that 
'  each  shall  be  heir  to  the  other,"  or  in 
default  of  aU  such  issue  as  aforesaid 
**  then  over,"  or  if  it  be  mentioned  in  ex» 
]n«8B  tenns,  *<  that  ihen  shaU  he  crou- 
**■  remainders  between  them,**  and  the  like, 
whidi  would  deariy  raise  cross-remain- 


ders by  implieation  m  a  wiOj  yet  they 
cannot  be  bnplied  in  a  deed.  1  Vent 
224.  Bro.  Devis^  38.  Done,  44.  Hob. 
34.  Counden  v.  Clerke.  (J)  The  reason 
of  this  rule  is  to  be  found  in  1  RoL 
Abr.  837.  (R),  pL  2.,  where  it  is  said, 
that  if  a  man  make  a  feoffment  in  fee  to 
the  use  of  J.  S.  and  J.  2>.  and  the  heirs 
males  of  their  bodies,  and  for  default  of 
such  issue  of  eiAer  of  them  to  the  use 
of  the  survivor  of  them  having  issue 
male,  and  to  the  issue  $nale  ofsudk  issue 
male,  said  for  default  of  issue  male  ^ 
their  body,  the  remainder  to  another, 
by  this  gift  J.  S.  and  J.  D.have  seve- 
ral inheritances,  and  no  eross'^emaind^ 
in  tail  is  raised  by  the  words  after,  for 
want  of  the  word  heirs  ;  for  though  it 
be  by  way  of  um^  yet  an  estate-tail  can- 


(/)  The  principal  cases  as  to  cross- 
remainders  in  deeds  which  have  been 
sabsequently  decided  are  2B.  &  A. 
8ia  Meyrkh  r.WhUhaw,  and  1  B.  ft 
B.  401.  Zma  v.  WeatheralL  4  B. 
Moore,  116.  S.C.  [4  Russ.  78.  Ed- 
wards  v.  AtUston,  supr^  note  (s).] 

la  Meyridt  v.  Whishawy  the  deed 
after  limitifig  estates  tail  to  all  the 
ekHdrenofl''.  IFl  as  tenants  in  common, 
eonUnues  in  these  words :  **  And  for  de> 
^  fonlt  of  such  issae^  and  if  any  of  such 
^  ehildien,  th»e  being  more  than  one, 
*"  shali  happen  to  die  without  issue  of  his 
"  or  their  bodies  or  body,  before  he,  she, 
"<  or  they  shall  attain  the  faU  age  of  21 
^  yearSf  that  then  and  in  every  such  case 
^  the  part  and  share,  parts  and  shares  of 
*^  every  such  child  and  children  so  dying, 
^  shall  go  aadremain  and  be  to  the  sur- 
**  vivors  and  survivor  of  such  children, 
"*  aadthe  hesBof  the  bodies  and  body  of 


**  such  survivors  and  survivor,  as  tenants 
<<  in  coDunon  and  not  as  joint-tenants, 
"  and  in  case  all  such  children  should 
**  die  without  issue  of  his,  her,  er  their 
"  bodyorbodies,thentotheuseof  ^.  W. 
**  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever : "  F,  W. 
had  two  duldrea,  Lidte  sjkA  Mary  Anne; 
Luke  di^  after  attaining  the  age  of  21 
years  without  isstie :  and  the  court  held 
that,  under  those  circumstances,  Mary 
Anne  did  not  take  by  way  of  cross-re- 
mainder, but  that  Luhe*B  moiety  went 
to  the  devisees  of  F.  W. 

In  Levin  v.  Weatheratty  nnder  a  simi- 
lar settlement,  where  there  were  two 
children,  one  of  whom  died  after  at- 
taining the  age  of  21  without  issue,  it 
was  held  that  the  other  did  not  take  by 
way  of  cross-remainder,  but  that  the 
moiety  of  the  deceased  went  to  the  heir 
of  the  settlor. 
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Moor's  Beports.  To  which  Saunders  gave  this  answer, 
namely,  that  there  the  second  devisee  was  to  take  nothing  by 
the  words  of  the  will  until  after  the  death  of  the  wife ;  aod 
the  words  being  express,  no  construction  could  be  made 
against  them,  which,  he  said,  was  the  reason  of  that  case ; 
but  he  said  that  if  the  will  had  been  that  the  second  devisee 
should  have  all  the  manor  after  the  expiration  of  the  fifteen 
years,  and  after  the  death  of  the  wife,  in  that  case  it  should 
be  construed  distiibutively  as  in  this  case,  namely,  that  the 
second  devisee  should  have  the  demesne  lands  of  the  manor 
after  the  death  of  the  wife,  and  the  rents  and  services  after  the 
expiration  of  the  fifteen  years,  (ff) 


not  be  raised  without  the  word  heirs. 
S.C.  1  Brownl.  15%  153.  But  in 
Johnson  v.  Smart,  B.  T.  12  Jac.  1. 
K.  B.,  mentioned  in  Holmes  v.  Meynd, 
Sir  T.  Jones,  17^  cross-remaindeA 
seem  to  have  been  implied  in  a  surren^ 
der  of  a  copyhold  estate ;  for  there  it  is 
said  to  have  been  agreed  by  the  court 
upon  a  trial  at  bar,  in  a  case  where  a 
copyhold  tenement  was  surrendered  to 
the  use  of  two  sons  in  tail,  ''and  that  if 
*'  one  die  without  issue,  the  other  should 
*'  be  his  heir,  and  if  both  should  die 


^  without  issue,  then  to  the  use  of  an- 
*^  other  in  fee,"  and  afterwards  one  died 
without  issue,  that  the  survivor  should 
have  tlie  whole.  But  it  seems  this  case 
is  not  law,  and  is  indeed  oveiruled  by 
the  subsequent  case  of  Cole  v.  Lernng- 
ston  above  mentioned ;  for  surrenders 
of  copyhold  estates  receive  the  same 
construction  as  deeds  which  receive 
their  operation  from  the  Statute  of  Uses. 
1  P.Will.  14.  Fisher  v.  Wigg.  2  Ves. 
252.  Rigden  v.  VaUier.  I  Wib.  341. 
GoodHtle  V.  Stoikes. 


(g)  In  conformity  with  this  case,  it  has 
since  been  held  in  5  B.  &  A.  64.  Doe  v. 
Brazier,  that  where  a  testator  devised 
the  rents  of  a  particular  house  to  A.  for 
life,  and  after  the  death  of  A,  he  de- 
vised the  same  rents,  <'  together  with  the 
**  rents ^of  all  other  his  messuages"  &c. 
to  B.  and  C  for  life,  ^.and  C.  took  an 
immediate  estate  in  all  the  houses,  ex- 
cept that  specifically  devised  to  A, 
[But  in  9  B.  &  C.  218.  Bex  Y.Bing. 
stead.  4  M.  &  R.  67.  S.  C.  a  testator 
devised  to  his  daughter,  Elizabeth,  the 
widow  of  his  late  son  Thomas  M,,  part  of 
a  messuage  or  tenement  described  by  his 
will,  to  hold  to  her  and  her  assigns  for 
and  during  the  term  of  her  iiatural  life, 
if  she  should  so  long  continue  a  widow 
and  unmarried ;  and  from  and  after  her 


decease  or  day  of  marriage,  which  should 
first  happen,  he  gave  and  devised  the 
premises  before  given  to  his  wife,  aod 
also  other  real  property  therein  men- 
tioned, unto  the  four  children  of  his  late 
son  Thomas  M.  in  fee :  and  it  was  held 
that  the  children  of  Thomas  M,  took  no 
estate  in  any  part  of  the  property  de- 
vised until  after  the  death  ofBlizabeth, 
And  Bagleg  J.  in  delivering  the  judg. 
ment  of  the  court  commented  fully  on 
the  principal  case,  and  distinguished  it 
on  the  ground  that  there  were  in  it  cir- 
cumstances to  shew  that  the  testatormust 
have  intended  that  the  heir  at  law  should 
not  take  the  demesne  lands  during  the 
life-UmeofJStc^ifempe;  first,  because 
his  wish  was  they  might  continue  in  his 
name;  secondly,  because  he  directed 
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And  the  court  held,  that  by  the  devise  of  the  free  use  of      Cook  r. 
Spagneg-haUf  &c.  the  interest  in  the  land  passed  for  a  year;    Gerhard. 
for  the  free  use  passes  a  right  to  take  the  profits  for  the  time  ' 
limited  by  the  wilL  (7)    And  afterwards  the  judgment  waa  the  «j^^i^" 
aflhmed  in  the  Exchequer-chamber,  and  the  record  remanded  ^^  ^<is>  ^^ 
into  the  King's  Bench.  selves  wUi  pass. 


Mounson  verstis  Redshaw.  Case  32. 

Trin.  19  Car.  IL  R^s.  RoL  382. 

^T^f^'l  ^#  THOMAS  Redshaw  gent,  was  summoned  to 
J^      answer  Sir  John  Mounsouy  knight  of  the  bath 


and  baronet,  of  a  plea  wherefore  he  took  six  hogsheads  of 

alum  of  him  the  said  Sir  John^  and  unjustly  detained  the  same 

against  sureties  and  pledges,  &c     And  whereupon  the  said      [  1B7  ] 

John^  by  Richard  Aston  his  attorney,  complains,  that  the  said  Declaration  in 

Thomas,  on  the  10th  day  of  March,  in  the  19th  year  of  the  «P>«'"»- 

reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  England, 

&C.  at  the  parish  of  Lith,  in  a  certain  place*  there  called  •  See  post,  347. 

Sandsend  Alum-house,  took  six  hogsheads  of  alum  of  him  the  "^^^(0- 

said  Sir  John,  and  unjustly  detained  them  against  sureties 

and  pledges  until,  &c  wherefore  he  says  that  he  is  worse, 

and  has  damage  to  the  value  of  10/. ;  and  therefore  he  brings 

suit,  &C. 

And  the  said  Thomas  Redshaw,  by  Thomas  Johnson  his  attor-  Cognisance. 
ney,  comes  and  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.  and 
as  bailiff  of  Sir  John  Mounson  senior,  knight  of  the  bath,  and 
baronet,  well  acknowledges  the  taking  of  the  said  six  hogs- 
heads of  alum  in  the  said  place  in  which,  &c  and  justly,  &c. 
because  he  says  that  the  said  place  in  which,  &c.  is,  and  at 
the  aaid  time  when  the  taking  of  the  six  hogsheads  of  alum 
is  above  supposed  to  be  done,  was  one  messuage,  in  which  the 

(7)  S.  P.  Vin.  Devise,  202.  pi.  16.    Owen,  6y  7.  Haverington's  case.  1  East's 
Ftowd.  524.     Welcden    v.  ElkingUm.    Rep.  37.  The  v.  IVhiie. 

aanaities  to  be  paid  half-yearly  imme-  tention  of  the  testator,  words,  which, 
dtatdy  after  the  death  of  Ruth;  and  taken  in  their  grammatical  sense,  are 
thirdly,  because  he  directed  that  no  joint,  and  apply  to  two  classes  of  pro- 
waste  should  be  conunitted :  and  the  perty,  may  be  construed  distributively ; 
learned  judge  said,  that  the  case  only  but  not  that  they  must  be  so  con- 
thewed  that,  in  furtherance  of  the  in-  strued.] 
YOL.  L  X 
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MOUNSON 

Rbdshaw. 


Charles  the 
First  seised  of 
the  xnasor  of 
M.  in  fee  in 
right  of  his  ' 
crown. 


Demised  to  Sir 
J.G. 


making  of  alum  was  used,  called  Safidsend  Alumf^unue,  in  the 
parish  of  Litk  aforesaid :  and  that  long  before  the  said  time 
when  the  taking  of  the  said  six  hogsheads  of  alum  is  above 
supposed  to  be  done,  the  lord  Charles  the  First,  late  king  of 
England^  was  sdsed  of  the  manor  of  Mulffrave,  with  the  ap- 
purtenances, in  the  said  county  of  York,  used  for  maldiig 
alum,  of  which  said  manor  ihe  said  messuage  in  which,  &c.  ib, 
and  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  con- 
trary was  parcel,  inhUdememeasoffeeinrightofhiscrovanof 
England{\)y  and  being  so  seised  thereof,  Uie  said  late  king 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  day  of  March^  in  the  9th  year 
of  his  reign,  by  his  certain  indenture,  sealed  with  his  great 
seal  of  Englandy  made  between  the  sidd  late  king  and  one  Sir 
John  Gibson  knight,  and  in  due  manner  enrolled  of  record  in 
the  court  of  Chancery  of  the  said  late  king  at  Westminster^  de- 
mised, granted,  and  to  farm  let  to  the  said  Sir  John  Gibson  the 
said  messuage,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  which,  &c.  then 
and  there  used  for  making  alum,  and  called  an  cium-hmsey 
(among  other  things,)  by  the  names  of  all  those  the  said  late 
king's  alum-works,  alum-mines,  and  alum-houses,  built  within 
the  manor  of  Mulgrave,  in  the  county  of  York,  and  also  all 
the  said  late  king's  right,  title,  and  interest  of,  in,  and  to  all 
and  singular  pans,  pits,  cisterns,  coolers,  settlers,  warehouses, 
storehouses,  edifices,  buildings,  lead,  iron,  timber,  stores, 
coals,  urine,  kelp,  ashes,  lees,  pimips,  barrows,  pipes,  and 
all  other  implements,  instruments,  engines,  work-looms,  and 


(1)  In  all  cases  of  declaration,  pleas, 
avowries,  &c«  by  tenant  in  tail,  for  life, 
or  years,  where  the  commencement  of 
the  particular  estate  must  be  shewn  in 
the  case  of  a  common  person,  the  same 
thing  must  also  be  done  where  the  estate 
is  derived  from  the  king.  It  must  be 
shewn  of  what  estate  the  king  was  seised 
at  the  time  of  the  grant  So  with  re- 
spect to  corporations,  sole  or  aggregate. 
For  the  king  or  corporation  may  be 
seised  of  a  less  estate  than  a  fee-simple. 
Lat.  14.  Newman  v.  March.  Ibid.  121. 
It  must  also  be  shewn  quo  Jure  the  king 
was  seised,  whether  in  right  of  his 
crown,  duchy  of  Lancaster^  &c. ;  for  he 
may  be  seised  in  either  of  these  capa- 
cities.   And  the  mode  of  granting  the 


estate  varies  according  to  the  right  in 
which  he  is  seised.  For  the  possessions 
of  the  crown  can  only  be  granted  under 
the  great  sealy  and  tiiose  of  the  duch^ 
of  Lancaster  under  the  seal  of  the  dtw^ 
or  county  palatine.  So  it  b  with  regard 
to  corporations  sole;  for  having  two  ca- 
pacities, it  must  be  pleaded  in  which  of 
them  they  were  seised  when  they  made 
the  lease,  &c.  But  it  is  otherwise  as 
to  corporations  aggregate^  as  dean  and 
chapter,  mayor  and  commonalty,  and 
the  like ;  for  they  can  only  be  seised  in 
right  of  their  corporation.  I  Leon.  153. 
All  Souls  College  v.  TatnworO.  2  Lev. 
68.  Davenant  v.  Bishop  of  Sarum. 
2  Lutw.  1288. .  Asta  v.  Clarke. 
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aD  oilier  apparatoB  wbstsoever  neoeetary  and  bdoo^ng,  by    Mouhsom 


what  name  or  names  soever  called  or  known,  which  thea  v- 

*  were,  or  at  any  time  <»rtimes  thereafter  should  be,  in,  or  be*      m>8haw. 


^i; 


loD^ng  to  the  said  alum-mines,  alum-honses,  and  alum-works,  ^  p  ,gg  ^ 
or  either  or  any  of  them ;  and  all  and  all  manner  of  liquors 
andjmoes,  and  minerals,  and  other  things  incorporated  with  or 
in  the  said  alum-mines  or  any  of  them,  or  to  be  extracted  or 
got,  arising,  growing,  or  coming  from  or  out  of  the  said  adum- 
nrntes,  or  any  of  them,  and  the  benefit  andprofitof  all  juices, 
minerals,  asd  other  things  in  any  manner  incident  or  apper- 
taining to  the  said  alum-mines,  or  liquors,  motterdane,  male- 
stone,  or  otherwise  ariang  fix>m  the  same,  of  whatsoever  mir 
tare,  kind,  or  quality  the  same  then  were,  or  thereafter  should 
be,  and  all  title,  interest,  benefit,  profit,  remedy,  advantage, 
lad  demand  whatsoever  of  the  said  late  king,  his  heirs  and 
foocessora,  of,  in,  or  to  the  said  alum-works,  alum-houses, 
slom-inines,  implements,  necessaries,  minerals,  juices,  incidents, 
and  all  and  singular  the  premises,  and  every  part  and  parcel 
thereof,  together  with  divers  and  several  other  grants,  licences 
hberties,  powers,  privil^es,  authorities,  and  pre-eminences, 
to  the  said  alum-works,  alum-houses,  alum-mines,  and  other 
the  before-mentioned  demised  premises  as  aforesaid,  or  any 
part  or  parcel  thereof,  belonging  and  appertaining,  or  for 
and  concerning  the  same ;  to  have  and  to  hold  to  the  said  Sir  ^ 
John  GtbsoRj  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  imme- 
diately firom  and  after  the  end,  expiration,  surrender,  for-  exudng  for 
feiture,  or  other  lawftd  repeal  or  determination  of  a  lease  or 
grant  by  indenture,  bearing  date  the  12th  d|iy  of  May,  in  the 
third  year  of  the  reign  of  the  said  late  king  Charles  the  First, 
made  by  the  said  late  king  to  one  Sir  Paul  Pender  knight, 
and  William  Turner  esquire,  for  the  term  of  twelve  years, 
from  the  feast  of  ChristmaSf  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1625, 
to  be  complete  and  ended;  and  also  to  the  third  day  of  Janu- 
ary  next  following  the  end  of  the  said  term  of  twelve  years, 
unto  the  fiill  end  and  term  of  thirty-one  years  thence  next  and 
immediately  foUowing  fully  to  be  complete  and  ended ;  and 
from  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  term  of  thirty-one 
years  unto  the  10th  day  of  February  then  next  following,  if 
alum  should  be  so  long  made  and  wrought  within  the  said 
manor  of  Mulgrave,  or  within  any  other  lands  of  Edward 
earl  of  Mulgravey  or  his  heirs,  within  the  county  of  York^  and 
that  there  should  not  Vc  any  apparent  ground  for  making  alum 
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MOUNSOH 
V. 

Redshaw. 


[  189] 


Profert  of  an 
ezemplificatioii 
of  the  enrol- 
ment of  the  let« 
ten  patent 


more  advantageously  in  some  other  place  within  the  reahn  of 
JSnglandf  in  the  judgment  of  six  fit  persons,  three  of  whom  to 
be  chosen  by  the  said  Sir  John  Gibson^  his  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  for  the  said  late  king,  and  the  three 
others  to  be  chosen  by  the  said  earl  of  Mulffrave,  his  heirs, 
executors,  or  assigns ;  and  if  they  could  not  agree  thereupon, 
that  then  ihe  lord  keeper  of  the  great  seal  of  England,  for  the 
time  being,  should  direct  such  a  course  for  the  investigation 
of  the  truth  thereof  as  he  in  his  wisdom  should  think  just,  and 
so  should  determine  any  such  question  so  arising,  as  by  the 
said  indenture,  an  exemplification  of  the  enrolment  whereof, 
sealed  under  the  lord  the  now  king's  great  seal  of  England, 
the  date  whereof  is  at  Westminster,  the  10th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, in  the  18th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now 
king,  he  the  said  Thomas  Redshaw,  according  to  the  form  of 
the  statute  (2)  thereof  made  and  provided,  brings  here  into 


(2)  Regulaiiy,  where  a  man  pleads 
letters  patent  to  himself  or  another  to 
whom  he  is  privy,  or  under  whom  he 
justifies,  he  ought  to  shew  them  to  the 
coui*t  As  where  in  trespass  for  taking 
goods,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  queen 
JElizabeth  was  seised  in  fee  in  right  of 
her  crown,  and  by  her  letters  patent 
(without  any  profert  of  them)  granted 
to  B.  for  life,  who  demised  to  C.  for 
years,  and  the  defendant  justified  as 
servant  to  C;  the  plea  was  held  ill 
upon  demurrer  for  want  of  9l  profert  of 
the  letters  patent,  although  he  in  whose 
right  the  defendant  justified  had  but 
part  of  the  estate.  And  this  judgment 
was  affirmed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
where  it  was  kud  down  to  be  a  maxim 
in  law,  that  if  he  who  b  party  or  privy 
in  estate  or  interest,  or  he  who  justifies 
in  right  of  him  who  is  party  or  privy, 
pleads  a  deed,  though  he  who  is  privy 
ckims  but  parcel  of  the  original  estate, 
yet  he  ought  to  shew  the  original  deed 
to  the  court  10  Rep.  88. 92.  Doctor 
Leyfidi^  case.  Moor,  849.  Buchham 
V.  Bendridge.  Dy.  29.  b.  See  further 
as  to  profert  of  deeds,  ant^,  9.  Jevens 
V.  Harridgef   note  (1).     By   statute 


3  &  4  Ed.  6.  c  4.  explained  by  statute 
13  Eliz.  c  6.  all  patentees  and  every 
other  person  having  from  them  any 
estate  or  interest  in  any  lands,  here- 
ditaments, or  other  thing  whatsoever) 
granted  to  such  patentees  by  any  letters 
patent  since  the  4th  of  February  in  the 
twenty-seventh  year  of  ^H.  8.  may  con- 
vey to  themselves  such  title  to  such 
lands,  hereditaments,  or  other  thing,  in 
any  pleading  whatsoever,  by  shewing 
forth  an  exemplification,  or  constat,  under 
the  great  seal  of  the  enrolment  of  tbc 
letters  patent,  or  of  so  much  thereof  as 
may  serve  for  such  title,  the  letters 
patent  then  being  in  force,  as  fully  as 
if  the  letters  patents  themselves  were 
pleaded  and  shewed  forth.  For  this 
reason  it  is  that  in  this  case  an  exempli- 
fication only  of  the  enrolment  under 
the  great  seal  of  the  letters  patent  is 
brought  into  court,  and  not  the  letters 
patents  themselves.  2  Saik.  497.  Ho- 
berts  V.  Arthur.  And  by  stat  10  Ann. 
c.  18.  s.  3.  where  an  indenture  of  bar- 
gain and  sale  enrolled  is  pleaded  with  a 
profert  in  curid,  the  party  may  shew 
forth  a  copy  of  the  enrolment  And 
such  copy  exaoiined  with  the  enrol- 
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oonrty  more  fully  appears.    By  virtue  of  which  said  demise  he    Mounsok 
the  said  Sir  John  Gibson  was  possessed  of  the  interest  of  the  ^* 

said  term  of  and  in  the  sidd  messuage,  in  which,  &c.  (among  ,  ^pshaw. 
other  things,)  and  being  so  possessed  thereof,  he  the  said  Sir 
JiAn  Gibson  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  time  when, 
&c  to  wit,  on  the  10th  daj  o{  March,  in  the  said  9th  year 
of  the  reign  of  the  said  late  king  Charles  the  First,  at  the 
manor  aforesaid,  by  his  certain  indenture  then  and  there  made 
between  the  said  John  Gibson,  by  the  name  of  Sir  John  Gibson 
of  Welbome,  in  the  county  of  Yorh,  knight,  and  TTunnas 
Tiscount  Wentworthy  by  the  name  of  the  right  honourable  Tho- 
mas  Tiscount  Wentworthy  deputy  of  the  kingdom  of  Ireland, 
and  president  of  the  said  late  king's  council,  in  the  northern 
parts  of  this  realm  of  Enffland,  of  the  one  part,  and  Sir  Fer- 
dinand Fairfax  knight.  Sir  John  Wray  knight  and  baronet. 
Sir  William  Armyn  knight  and  baronet,  and  the  said  John 
MouTison  senior,  then  being  knight  of  the  bath,  and  now  also 
baronet.  Sir  William  Pelham  knight,  and  William  Anderson 
esquire,  of  the  other  part,  (one  part  of  which  said  indenture, 
sealed  with  the  seals  of  them  the  said  T.  viscount  Wentworth 
and  Sir  John  Gibson,  he  the  said  Thomas  Redshaw  here  into 
court  likewise  brings,  the  date  whereof  is  the  same  day  and 
year,)  gave  and  granted  to  the  said  Sir  Ferdinand  Fairfax,  Sir  J.  O.  and 
Sir  John  Wray,  Sir  WUliam  Armyn,  Sir  John  Mounson,  Sir  '^^J^^' 
WilHam  Pelham,  and  William  Anderson,  a  certain  annual  rent  annual  lent  of 


meat  and  signed  by  the  proper  officer,    shall  be  of  the  same  effect  as  the  ori- 
umI  proved  on  oath  to  be  a  true  eopy,    ginal.  (a) 


(a)  ExempUfications  of  records  in  a  indorsement  of  enrolment  on  a  bargain 

court  of  justice,  under  seal,  are  held  of  and  sale  by  the  clerk  of  the  enrolments, 

higher  authority  than   sworn   copies ;  or  by  the  auditor  of  the  duchy  of  Lan' 

and  that  whether  they  be  under  the  caster  on  a  lease  enrolled  with  him ;  a 

seal  of  the  court  of  Chancery,  (as  re-  rule  of  court  under  the  hand  of  the 

cords  of  that  court,  or  as  sent  thither  proper  officer ;  and  the  depositions  of  a 

from  some  other  court  by  writ  of  cer-  witness  examined  at  a  judge's  chambers 

tiorariy)  or  under  the  seal  of  the  court  upon  interrogatories,  where  the  copy 

of  whidi  they  are  records,  SeePhillipps  was  attested  by  the  judge's  signature* 

on  EYidence,  4th  ed.  385,  et  seq.  and  the  See  Phillipps  on  Evidence,  S8S.  and  the 

cases  there  cited.    And  where  an  offi-  cases  there  cited ;   especially  1  Camp. 

cer  Is  appointed  to  authenticate  copies  101.  Duncan  v.Scott^  for  the  last  point, 

of  records,  or  other  instruments,  it  is  [See  also,  generally,   1  Mann.  &  Gr. 

not  necessary  to  prove  the  copies  on  671-  DoevtLloyd,    1  Scott,  N.R.505. 

oath.    As  the  chirograph  of  a  fine ;  an  S.C] 
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Mounson  versus  Redshaw. 


MOUKSON 

RSDBHAW. 

^^ i -^ 

1640E.  to  Sir 
J.M.  tnd 
othersi  iMaiiig 
out  of  the 
denufled  pr^ 
mues, 


C  190  3 


payable  at 
Ladj'daj  and 


with  a  elaiiie 
ofdistren. 


of  1640£^  to  be  iBsoing  out  of  the  said  meseuage  with  the  ap* 
purtenances,  (among  other  thmgs,)  to  have^  hold,  take,  per- 
deiye,  receive,  and  enjoy  the  said  annual  rent  of  1640iLto  the 
fiaid  Ferdinand  Fairfaz,  John  Wraifi  WUUam  Armyny  John 
Mounson,  WiOiam  JPelham,  and  WiUiam  Anderson^  yearly  and 
every  year  for  and  during  and  unto  the  end  and  expiration  of 
the  aaid  term  of  thirty-one  years  demised  by  the  said  kte  king 
to  the  said  John  Oibson  aa  aforesaid,  if  alum  should  be  so 
long  made  and  wrought  within  the  said  manor  of  Mvlgnme^ 
or  within  ai^  other  lands  of  the  sud  earl  of  Muljgrax>e  or  his 
heirs,  within  the  county  of  Yorhj  and  that  there  should  not 
be  an  apparent  ground  for  making  alum  to  a  greater  advan- 
tage in  some  other  place  within  the  realm  of  England,  in  the 
judgment  of  six  fit  persons,  three  of  whom  to  be  chosen  by 
ilie  said  John  Gibson,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  assigns,  for  the 
said  late  king,  and  the  three  others  to  be  choeen  by  the  said 
earl  of  Mulgrave,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  assigns ;  and  if  they 
could  not  agree  thereupon,  that  then  the  lord  keeper  of  the 
great  seal  of  England  for  the  time  being  should  direct  such  a 
course  for  investigating  the  truth  thereof  as  he  in  his  wisdom 
should  think  just,  and  so  should  determine  any  such  question 
so  arising ;  the  payment  of  the  sud  yearly  rent  of  1640iL  to  be 
made  yearly  and  every  year  during  the  said  term  of  thirty-one 
years,  at  or  upon  two  feasts  or  days  of  payment  in  the  year ; 
that  is  to  say,  the  feast  of  the  Ammndation  of  the  Blessed 
Virgin  Mary,  and  St  Michael  the  Archangel,  by  even  and 
equal  portions,  at  or  in  the  common  dining-hall  of  the  Middle 
Temple,  London,  the  first  payment  thereof  to  begin  and  to  be 
made  on  such  of  the  said  feast-days  as  should  first  happen  and 
ensue  after  the  commencement  of  the  said  demise  of  thirty-one 
years  made  to  the  said  John  Gibson  by  the  said  lord  the  king 
as  aforesud.  And  the  said  John  Gibson  did  for  himself,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  and  for  every  of  them, 
covenant,  promise,  and  grant  to  and  with  the  said  Ferdinand 
Fairfax,  John  Wray,  William  Armyn,  John  Mounson,  WUr 
Uam  Pelham,  and  WiUiam  Anderson,  their  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  and  every  of  them,  by  the  said  indenture, 
that  if  it  should  happen  that  the  said  yearly  rent  of  1640JL  or 
any  part  or  parcel  thereof,  should  be  in  arrear  and  unpaid  for 
the  space  of  twenty  days  next  after  either  of  the  said  two 
feasts  or  days  of  payment  upon  which  the  same  was  limited 
to  be  paid  as  aforesaid,  then  and  from  thenceforth  it  should 
and  might  be  so  often  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  ^Ferdinand 


Mich.  20  Oar.  n.  Regis.  190 

FmrfaXf  Sir  John  Wray^  Sir  WilHam  Armyny  Sir  John  Maun^    Mounson 


Sir  fFUUam  I^elham,  and  William  Andersouy  their  execu-    _     ^' 

xL£DSHA.W 

tQn»  administrators,  and  assigns,  and  every  or  any  of  them,  , 
to  enter  into  and  upim  the  said  messoage  in  which,  &c. 
(among  other  things,)  and  to  distrain,  and  the  distress  and 
distresses  then  and  there  found  to  take,  lead,  drive,  and  carry 
away,  and  the  same  to  detain  and  keep  until  such  time  and 
tunes  aa  he  or  any  of  them  should  be  fully  satisfied,  contented, 
aad  pud  the  said  yearly  rent  of  \64tQL  with  all  and  Hingnlar 
the  arrears  thereof,  if  any  should  happen  to  be  in  arrear  and 
unpaid,  as  by  the  said  indenture  here  into   court  brought 
(among  other  things)  more  fully  and  at  large  appears.     And  The  first  lease 
the  said  Thomas  Bedshato  fiirther  says,  that  the  term  of  the  ^ 
sud  first  lease,  granted  and  demised  by  the  said  kte  king  to 
the  said  I\xul  Fender  and  WUUam  Turner ^  ended  and  deter- 
mined upon  the  2d  day  of  January ^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1637,  by  effluxion  of  time ;  whereupon  the  said  John  Gibson  and  Gibson 
by  virtue  of  the  said  demise  to  him  the  said  John  Gibson  in  ^^e  of  his 
*fonn  afiyresaid  made,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  day  of  ^^^^ 
Jatmaryy  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1637,  entered  into  the       L    ^    J 
aid  messuage  with  the  appurtenances,  (among  other  things,) 
and  was  thereof  possessed;  and  the  said  Ferdinand  Fairfax^  F.  F.  &c.  pes- 
&a  were  possessed  of  the  said  yearly  rent  so  as  aforesaid  issuing  saidrent,^ 
oat  of  the  said  messuage  (among  other  things) ;  and  being  so  ^  ^ed  but 
possessed  thereof,  they  the  said  Sir  Ferdinand  Fairfax^  Sir  John 
Wray^  Sir  WUUam  Armyny  Sir  WUUam  FeJhamy  and  WUUam 
Anderson,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1639,  at  the  manor  aforesaid,  died,  and  the 
nid  Sir  John  Mounson  survived  them,  and  was  and  yet  is  solely 
possessed  of  the  said  yearly  rent  by  right  of  surviyorship,  &c. ; 
and  being  so  possessed  thereof,  he  the  said  Thomas  Redshaw 
farther  says,  that  8202.  of  the  yearly  rent  aforesaid,  for  the  half  820£.  due  for 
of  one  year,  ended  on  the  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  ^  ^^^^ 
BlessedVirgin  Mary,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1649,  were  in 
arrere  and  unpmdto  the  said  Sir  John  Mounson  on  that  feast, 
and  for  the  space  of  twenly  days  then  next  following,  and  still 
are  inarrereaad  unpaid;  wherefore  he  the  said  Thomas  Red--  and  makes 
shawy  as  bailiflTof  the  said  Sir  John  Mounson,  weU  acknow-  SSiffXJd 
ledges  the  taking  of  the  said  six  hogsheads  of  alum,  being  of  J.  M.  as  a 
the  value  of  lOOi  only,  and  no  more,  in  the  said  place  in  which  i^T^J^iof 
&C.  and  justly,  &c.  for  100£  being  parcel  *  of  the  said  8202.  n>ch  rent. 
of  the  said  yearly  rent  so  being  in  arrere  as  in  a  messuage  in  *  ^/n/*^°^' 
finm  afincesBid  charged  and  bound  to  the  distress  of  the  said  "^ 
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MouNSON     Sir  John  Mounson ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore 
V-  he  prays  judgment,  and  a  return  of  the  said  goods,  together 

Redshaw.^    ^ j^Jj  j^g  dEwnages,  costs,  and  expenc&i  by  him  about  his  suit  in 
•  21 H  8  c  19.  that  behalf  expended,  acoording  to  the  form  of  thestatute*  in 
such  case  lately  made  and  provided,  to  be  adjudged  to  him,  &c. 
with  this,  that  he  the  said  Thomas  Bedshaw  will  verify  that 
The  lease  of      the  said  indenture,  in  form  aforesaid  made  by  the  said  late 
Fi^'to  gSmoii  ^^S  Charles  the  First  to  the  said  John  Gibson  for  the  term 
is  still  in  force,   aforesaid,  still  is  and  remains'  in  full  force  and  effect,  not  in 
the  least  surrendered  or  cancelled ;  and  that  alum  was  always, 
from  the  said  time  of  making  the  said  indenture  between  the 
said  late  king  and  the  eaid  John  Gibson,  hitherto  made  and 
wrought  within  the  said  manor  of  Mulgrave,  and  that  there 
was  not  hitherto  any  apparent  ground  that  alum  could  be 
made  more  advantageously  in  any  other  place  within  this 
realm  of  England  in  the  judgment  or  determination  of  any 
person  or  persons  whatsoever,  &c. 
[  192  ]  And  the  said  Sir  John  Mounson,  the  now  plaintiff,  prays 

Flea  in  bar.       oyer  of  the  enrolment  of  the  said  indenture,  mentioned  in  the 
said  c(^isance  as  aforesaid,  made  by  the  sud  late  king  Charles 
the  First  to  the  said  Sir  John  Gibson,  and  it  is  read  to  him  in 
these  words,  to  wit ;  this  indenture,  &c.  (which  is  set  out  in  hcsc 
verba,)  which  being  read  and  heard,  the  said  Sir  John  Mounson 
now  plaintiff  says,  that  the  said  Thomas  Bedshaw,  as  bailiff  of 
the  said  Sir  John  Mounson,  named  in  the  said  cognisance,  for 
the  reason  above  alleged,  ought  not  to  acknowledge  the  taking 
of  the  said  chattels  to  be  just,  because  he  says,  that  the  grant 
of  the  said  rent  of  \6AQl  made  as  aforesaid  by  the  sud  Sir 
John  Gibson  as  aforesaid,  was  for  the  better  securing  of  the 
payment  of  the  said  rent  of  1640/.  in  form  aforesaid  reserved 
and  payable  by  the  said  indenture  made  as  aforesaid  by  the 
said  late  king  to  the  siud  John  Gibson ;  and  that  before  the 
said  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1649,  to  wit,  on  the  31st  <hy  ot March, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1 648,  certain  persons  sat  at  Westminster, 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  as  the  upper  house  of  the  then  par- 
liament ;  and  that  the  said  persons  so  sitting  as  the  upper  house 
of  parliament  on  the  said  31st  day  of  March,  in  the  said  year 
That  the  lords    ^^  ^^^  Lord  1648,  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  by  the  names  of 
in  parliament,   the  lords  in  parliament  assembled,  by  their  order  ordained  that 
i6«  OTdlred*   *^®  ^^  indenture,  mentioned  in  the  said  cognisance  made  as 
that  the  said      aforcsaid  between  his  said  late  majesty  Charles  the  First  and 
i^^uidT'  the  said  Sir  JbA7iG^«(m>  by  the  name  of  letters  patentgranted 
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to  Sir  Mm  CfAsan  knight,  for  the  sole  making  and  selling  of  Mounsom 

ahim,  should  be  vacated  and  cancelled.     And  the  said  John  ^* 

Mamumi  fbrther  says,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  day  . 

of  May,  in  the  year  of  oar  Lord  1648,  the  said  persons  then 

Qtting  at  JFeitminster  aforesaid,  asthe  upper  house  of  porliar  andthatthcearl 

ment,  ordained,  that  .EifiMinf  then  earl  of  Mulffraoe,  should  ^^5^""^ 

immediatety  enter  into  and  upon  the   alum-works,   houses,  ■lum  works  and 

and  mines  within  the  said  manor  of  Mulffravey  and  take  and  *^«**»P«>fitfc 

reoehre  the  profits  thereof  to  his  own  use,  from  the  said  Slst 

day  of  March,  as  by  the  said  order  more  fully  appears.     By 

reason  of  which  said  orders,  he  the  said  Edward  cbjA  of  itfte/-  '^V^}  *^ 

grave  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  JSth  of  M«y^ 

of  our  Lord  1648,  entered  into  the  said  tenements  and  pre-  ^^j^*  entered 

wid  coDtinued 

mises  as  aforesaid  granted  to  the  said  Sir  John  Gibson  by  the  povessed  until 
said  late  king  Charles^e  First,  andcontinued possessed  thereof  JJ^Jj^  ^P"** 
until  the  first  day  of  April,  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1649. 
And  the  said  Sir  John  Mounson,  now  phdntifi^,  further  says,      [  193  ] 
that  afterwards,  to  wit,  at  a  parliament  holden  at  Westminster 
aforesaid  in  the  said  county  of  Middlesex,  on  the  25th  day  of 
April,  in  the  12th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  present  majesty,  it  An  act  of  19  of 
was  (among  other  things)  enacted  by  the  authority  of  the  same       '  '  ^ 
parliament,  that  all  appalls  and  all  personal  actions,  and  causes 
of  such  actions,  suits,  molestations,  and  prosecutions  whatso- 
ever, for  or  by  reason  of  any  act  or  thing  advised,  counselled,  or 
conunanded,  done  or  made  by  virtue  or  colour  of  any  autho- 
rity or  commission  by  the  said  late  king  or  the  now  king,  or 
by  virtfue  or  colour  of  any  order  or  ordinance  of  one  or  both 
houses  of  parliament  ritting  at  Westminster,  or  by  any  act  or 
order  made  by  any  persons  assuming  the  name  of  a  parliament, 
and  sitting  as  a  parliament  at  Westminster,  after  the  death  of 
the  said  kte  king  Charles  the  First,  or  by  the  authority  of  the 
keepers  of  the  liberty  of  England,  or  by  any  order  of  the  late 
Protector  and  counsel,  or  by  or  upon  any  commission,  writ, 
process,  or  warrant  by  them  or  either  of  them,  or  by  autho- 
rity derived  from  them  or  any  of  them,  and  all  demands  of 
arrears  of  rent  and  mean  profits  of  lands,  tenements,  or  here- 
ditaments, theretofore  incurred  or  grown  due,  which  had 
been  paid,  received  or  disposed  of,  by  virtue  or  colour  of  any 
of  the  sud  authorities,  pretended  authorities,  other  than  such 
arrears  or  mean  profits,  which  were  or  should  be  otherwise 
disposed  of  by  any  act  or  acts  of  the  then  present  session  of 
parliament,  should  from  thenceforth  be  discharged.     And  the 
said  ^  Joihn  Mounson,  the  now  plaintiff,  further  says,  that  at 
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[  195] 


a  parliament  holden  at  fFestmrnster,  in  ihe  oonnty  of  Middle^ 
seXf  on  the  8th  day  of  May^  in  the  13th  year  of  the  reign  of 
his  present  majesty,  it  was  (among  other  things)  enacted  by 
the  authority  of  the  same  paiiiament^  that  the  said  act  of  parT 
liament  of  the  said  12th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  present  ma- 
jesty,  and  all  and  every  ^e  claoses,  sentences,  and  artides  in 
the  same,  should  be  ratified  and  confirmed,  and  were  enacted 
and  declared  to  have  the  fijl  force  and  strength  of  an  act  of 
parliament,  according  to  the  tenor  thereof,  as  by  the  said 
several  acts  of  parliament  more  fully  appears :  by  reason  of 
which  said  orders  and  acts  in  &rm  aforesaid  made,  published^ 
and  provided,  the  said  rent  of  8202.  for  the  half  of  one  year, 
ended  on  the  said  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Bkued 
Virgin  Mary^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1649,  in  the  said  cog- 
nisance mentioned,  is  discharged.  And  the  said  Sir  John 
MouMouy  the  now  plaintiff,  further  says,  that  the  said  inden- 
ture, in  the  said  cognisance  mentioned  as  aforesaid,  made  by 
the  said  late  king  to  the  said  Sir  John  Gibson,  and  the  letters 
patent  in  the  said  order  first  above  mentioned,  specified,  are 
one  and  the  same  charter  of  grants  and  not  other  or  different, 
and  that  the  said  rent  in  the  said  cognisance  mentioned  is  not 
excepted  in  the  said  act,  nor  disposed  of  by  any  other  act  of 
parliament;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify:  wherefore  he 
prays  judgment,  and  his  damages  on  occasion  of  the  taldng 
and  unjust  detaining  of  the  said  alum,  to  be  adjudged  to 
him,  &C. 
A  general  demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer,  &a 
But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  here  ia 
not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  pre* 
mises,  a  day  is  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our  lord  the 
king  until  three  weeks  from  the  day  of  the  Hofy  Trinity , 
wheresoever,  &c  to  hear  their  judgment  thereof,  because  the 
court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  is  thereof  not  yet,  &c. 
At  which  day,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  come 
the  said  parties  by  their  said  attomies;  and  because,  &c.  (fur- 
ther continuances  to  three  weeks  of  St,  Michael  and  the  octave 
of  St.  Hilary).  At  which  day,  before  our  lord  the  king  at 
^  Westminster  y  come  the  said  parties  by  their  said  attomies,  and 
thereupon,  the  premises  being  seen,  and  by  the  justices  here 
more  fully  understood,  it  seems  to  the  same  justices  here^  that 
the  said  plea,  by  the  said  Sir  John  Mounson  in  manner  and 
form  aforesaid  above  pleaded  in  bar  to  the  said  cognisance  of 
him  the  said  Thomas,  and  the  matter  in  the  same  oontainedL 
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are  not  snfficieiit  in  law  to  bar  him  the  said  Thomai  from 
having  a  return  of  the  said  goods ;  wherefore  it  is  considered 
that  the  said  JoAn  Maunson  take  nothing  by  his  said  writ^  but 
that  he  and  his  pledges  to  prosecute  be  in  mercy,  and  that 
the  eud  Thomas  Bedshaw  go  thereof  without  day,  &c  And 
whereupon  the  said  ITiomas  Bedshaw,  according  to  the  form  of 
the  statute  (3)  in  such  case  made  an<J  provided,  prays  his  ma- 
jesty'a  writ  to  be  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  said  county  of 


MOUNSOK 

Redshaw. 

^ i ' 

Judgment  for 
the  defiendant 
upon  the  de- 
murrer. 
Defendant 
proceeds  under 
the  statute. 


(3)  17  Car.  2.  c.  7.  s.  S.,  by  which  it 
is  enacted,  that  "  if  judgment  in  any 
**  of  the  king's  courts  at  Wesiminfier 
<'  (and  by  19  Car.  2.  c.  5.  the  courts  of 
**  great  sessions  in  Wales,  and  of  the 
*^  counties  palatine)  be  given  upon  de- 
*^  marrer  for  the  avowant,  or  him  that 
<*  makes  cognisance  for  any  renij  the 
<*  court  shall,  at  the  prayer  of  the 
**  defendant,  award  a  writ  to  inquire  of 
« the  valae  of  such  distress,  and  upon 
"  the  return  thereof,  judgment  shall  be 
*'  given  for  the  avowant,  or  him  that 
**  makes  cognisance  as  aforesaid,  for 
**  the  arrears  alleged  to  be  behind  in 
^'such  avowry  or  cognisance,  if  the 
*<  goods  or  cattle  so  dbtrained  shall 
^  amount  to  that  value ;  and  in  case 
**  they  shall  not  amount  to  that  value, 
^^  then  for  so  much  as  the  said  goods 
^  or  cattle  so  distndned  amount  unto, 
**  together  with  his  full  costs  of  suit, 
*'  and  he  shall  have  execution  there- 
**  upon  hjjierifacias  or  elegit,  or  other- 
"  wise,  as  the  law  shall  require."  (b) 
The  Stat.  Westminsier  2.  (13  £dw.  1.) 
c  SL  requires  the  sheriff,  before  he  exe- 
cutes the  writ  of  replevin,  to  take  from 
the  plainttiF  not  only  pledges  to  prose- 
cute, but  also  to  return  the  cattle,  Sec, 
if  a  return  shotdd  be  adjudged;  and 
ordains,  that  if  the  sheriff  take  pledges 
in  any  other  manner  he  shall  be  answer- 


able for  the  price  of  the  cattle,  and  the 
person  who  distrains  shall  recover  by 
writ,  that  the  sheriff  shall  render  to  him 
as  many  cattle  or  goods.  At  the  time 
of  passing  the  act  of  17.  Car.  2.,  in  all 
cases  of  distress,  when  judgment  was 
given  in  replevin,  for  the  avowant^  or 
person  making  cognisance,  on  demurrer, 
the  form  was  to  award  a  return  of  the 
cattle  or  goods  distrained  to  the  de- 
fendant; and  if  the  distress  had  been 
either  for  rent,  customs,  seryices,  or 
damage  feasant,  an  inquiry  of  danutges 
and  costs  was  also  awarded,  pursuant  to 
the  statutes  7  H.  8.  c.  4.  s.  S.  and 
21  H.  8.  c  19.  s.  3.  For  the  former  of 
those  Acts  provides,  *^  that  every  avow- 
<<  ant,  and  other  person  that  makes 
'*  avowry  or  cognisance,  or  justifies  as 
**  bailiff  in  any  replevin  or  second  de- 
**  liverance,  for  any  rent,  custom,  or 
**  service,  if  his  avowry,  cognisance,  or 
**  justification  be  found  for  him,  or  the 
**  plaintiff  be  otherwise  barred,  shall 
**  recover  his  damages  and  costs  that 
'<  he  has  sustained,  as  the  pliuntiff 
^*  should  have  done  if  he  had  recover- 
*'  ed  ;**  and  by  the  latter  it  is  enacted, 
"  that  every  avowant,  and  every  other 
**  person  that  makes  any  avowry,  justi- 
<<  fication,  ov  cognisance  as  bailiff  or 
**  servant,  in  any  replevin  or  second 
^  deliverance  for  rents,  customs,  ser- 


(b)  See  post,  Vol.  IL  286.  note  (5),  as  to  the  writ  of  inquiry  upon  this 
clause  of  the  statute. 
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York,  to  inquire  of  the  value  of  the  eaid  six  hogsheads  of  alum^ 
and  it  is  granted  to  him,  &c. ;  therefore  the  sheriff  is  com- 
manded, that  by  the  oath  of  good  and  lawful  men  of  his  buli- 
wick,  he  diligently  inquire  how  much  the  said  six  hogsheads 


**  vices,  or^  damage  feasaiO^  or  other 
*'  rent,  upon  any  distress  taken  in  any 
<<  lands  or  tenements,  if  the  same 
.  <<  avowry,  cognisance,  or  justification 
*<  be  found  for  him,  or  the  plaintiff  in 
^<  the  same  be  nansuiif  or  otherwise 
*  barred,  shall  recover  his  damages 
<<  and  costs  against  the  said  plaintiff  as 
<<  he  should  have  done  if  he  had  re- 
«*  covered  therein."  The  defendant 
accordingly  sued  out  upon  the  judg- 
ment a  reiomo  habendoi  and  an  inquiry 
of  damages,  generally  in  the  same  writ 
(Thes.  Brev.  220.),  or  sometimes  in 
separate  writs  (Lill.  Ent.  600, 601,  602. 
6(H.)>  and  upon  the  return  thereof  by 
the  sheriff,  final  judgment  was  entered 
up  for  the  defendant  to  recover,  as  well 
the  damages  and  costs  assessed  by  the 
jury,  as  the  costs  adjudged  by  the 
court ;  and  the  defendant  might  enforce 
the  payment  of  them  by  a  capias  ad 
goHsfaeiendwn  or  fieri  faciae.  Thes. 
Brev.  56. 221.  (c)  This  was  the  regular 
form  of  the  judgment ;  but  it  sometimes 
happened  that  the  plaintiff,  after  the 
cattle,  &C.  were  delivered  to  him  by 
virtue  of  the  replevin,  secreted,  or 
otherwue  disposed  of  them,  so  that  the 
sheriff  could  not  restore  them  to  the  de^ 
fendant  according  to  the  exigence  of  the 
writ  In  that  case  the  sheriff  returned 
an  averia  elongaia^  that  the  cattle,  &c 
were  eloigned,  as  it  is  called,  that  is, 
were  conveyed  to  places  unknown  to 


him,  so  that  it  was  not  in  his  power  to 
obey  the  writ  Upon  this  return,  it 
was  usual  to  award  another  writ  to  the 
sheriff,  directing  him  to  take  other 
cattle  of  the  plaintiff,  &c.  of  equal  value 
with  those  eloigned,  and  deliver  them  to 
the  defendant,  to  be  by  him  detuned 
irreplevisable  until  such  time  as  the 
cattle  first  taken  should  be  forthcoming ; 
this  was  called  a  capias  in  withernam* 
Thes.  Brev.  62,  63,  and  64.  the  second 
writ,  Lill.  Ent  553.  If  the  plaintiff 
had  no  cattle,  &c  which  could  be  so 
taken,  the  sheriff  returned  nihil  to  that 
writ,  and  the  defendant  thereupon  sued 
out  a  scire  facias  against  the  pledges, 
who  had  undertaken  to  the  sheriff  in 
pursuance  of  the  statute  Westminster  2. 
that  the  cattle,  &c.  should  be  returned 
to  the  defendant,  to  shew  cause  why 
their  cattle,  &c.  to  the  value  of  the 
cattle,  &C.  eloigned,  should  not  be  de- 
livered to  the  defendant :  Rast.  569.  b. 
Thes.  Brev.  274, 275. :  3  Mod.  56.  Dor- 
rington  v.  Edwin  :  and  if  no  cause  was 
shewn,  a  writ  issued  to  take  their  cattle, 
&C.  But  if  they  had  none,  the  sheriff 
returned  nihU  also  to  that  writ,  and  then 
2^  scire  facias  19BB  awarded  against  the 
sheriff  himself,  that  he  render  to  the  de- 
fendant as  many  cattle.  Hutt  77.  7>v- 
vors  v.  MicheWome.'  S.  C.  3  Nels.  Abr. 
207*  pi.  3.  But  these  proceedings  did 
not  at  all  prevent  the  defendant  from 
recovering  his  damages  and  costs  under 


(c)  [The  above  statutes  give  the 
costs  as  consequential  upon  damages; 
and  therefore,  whenever  the  defendant, 
not  being  content  to  take  a  judgment  at 
common  law  simply  for  a  return,  signs 
judgment  of  nan  pros,  for  a  return  and 


eostSf  it  is  essentially  an  interlocutory 
judgment,  and  requires  the  intervention 
of  a  jury,  on  an  inquiry  of  damages,  to 
assess  those  costs,  as  consequential  on 
the  damages,  which  they  alone  can  ascer^ 
tain.    9DowL  183.  Wright  Y.Lewis.2 
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of  alum  weore  worth  at  the  said  time  of  the  taldng  of  them,     Moumsok 
aooordiog  to  their  yalue,  and  that  he  do  send  the  inquisition 
which  he  shall  thereof  make  to  our  lord  the  king  at  Westmin" 
der^  fiom  the  day  of  Easter  in  fifteen  days,  wheresoever,  &c 


V. 

Redshaw. 


the  statutes  of  H.  8.  See  Rast  562.  b. 
Co.  But.  589.  a.  572.  h.  573.  a.  591. 
595.  a.  Thes.  Brev.  62,  63.  Lib.  Plac. 
452.  pL23.  2  Inst.  S4a  Cas.  Temp. 
Hardw.  352.  Combes  v.  Cok.  How- 
ever,  a  less  circuitous  practice  has  been 
adopted  in  modem  times.  For  now  (d)f 
ttpon  the  return  of  an  eiangata  to  the 
writ  of  reiomo  habendo,  it  la  no  longer 
necessary  tOBue  out  tLcapiasinioitherfiam 
against  the  pluntiff,  or  a  scire  facias 
against  the  pledges  or  sheriff;  but  the 
defendant,  in  case  the  sheriff  has  taken 
no  pledges  at  all,  or  such  as  are  insuffi- 
denty  may  bring  an  action  upon  the  case 
against  hun.  16  Vin.  399,  400.  Rous 
v.  Patterson.  In  that  case  it  was  held, 
upon  the  construction  of  the  stat  West- 
mnster  2.,  '*  that  an  action  on  the  case 
*'  will  lie  against  the  sheriff  for  taking 
"  insufficient  pledges,  and  is  a  proper 
<*  remedy  to  he  pursued ;  for  though  it 
"  is  not  particularly  mentioned  in  the 
"  statute,  as  being  a  sort  of  action  but 
**  little  in  use  at  the  time  of  making  it, 
^  yet  of  late  it  has  become  frequent^ 
^  being  found  to  be  an  easier  and  more 
**  expeditious  method  of  proceeding ; 
^  and  that  it  appears  by  Cro.  Car.  446. 


^  Moyser  v.  Crray,  and  Sir  W.  Jones, 
'<  378.  Anon^  that  case  will  lie  for  taking 
<<  no  pledges  at  all ;  and  the  action 
<<  seems  to  be  equally  proper  where 
**  instffficieni  pledges  are  tak.en ;  espe- 
<*  dally  as  such  pledges  are  always  con- 
"  sidered  as  none,  according  to  2  Inst 
**  340.  It  was  also  held,  that  an  action 
'*  on  the  case  will  lie  against  the  sheriff 
^  for  taking  insufficient  pledges,  setting 
<<  forth  a  reiomo  habendo  awarded,  and 
'<  an  elongata  returned,  without  first 
<*  bringing  a  scire  facias  against  the 
**  pledges  ;  for  though  some  books  men- 
*<  tion  such  a  previous  step,  yet  as  the 
<<  statute  does  not  direct  it,  nor  any  case 
<<  say  it  is  necessary,  it  would  be  hard 
'^  to  require  such  a  circuitous  mode  of 
<<  proceeding.'*  See  BradyU  v.  BaU^ 
1  Bro.  Ch.  Ca.  427.  (e)  So  the  mode  of 
proceeding  is  the  same  where  there  is  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant,  except  indeed, 
that  no  writ  of  inquiry  of  damages  is 
awarded ;  for  as  they  are  then  assessed 
by  the  jury  who  try  the  cause,  the 
judgment  is  final  for  the  defendant  to 
recover  the  damages  so  found.  But 
now  in  the  case  of  a  distress  for  renty 
it  is  enacted  by  the  same  stat  17  Car.  2. 


(d)  That  is,  where  the  distress  is  not 
for  rent,  or  where,  being  for  rent,,  the 
defendant  elects  to  proceed  at  com- 
mon law,  and  not  under  stat  17  Car.  2. 
c.7. 

(e)*  [The  declaration  against  the 
sheriff,  where  the  distress  was  damage 
feasant^  is  bad  unless  it  shew  the  reiomo 
habendo  awarded.  1  Cr.  &  M.  58. 
Hydter  ▼.  Gordon.  3  Tyrw.  107*  S.  C. 
SeeuSf  where  the  distress  was  for  rent. 
5 B.&  C.284.  Perreau  y.Bevan^  post. 


195  A;  in  which  case  the  action  was 
held  to  lie  against  the  sheriff  for  losing 
the  replevin-bond.  It  was  held  in 
Hvcker  v.  Gordon  above  cited,  that  it 
is  sufficient  if  the  sheriff  take  one  pledge 
on  a  replevin  for  distraining  cattie 
damage  feasant;  and  further,  that  a 
count  against  the  sheriff  for  not  re- 
storing the  goods  is  bad ;  for  it  is  not 
hisMuty  to  restore  them.  His  duty  was 
to  take  the  pledge.] 
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under  the  eeal,  &o.  and  aeals,  &&  t<^ether  with  die  Idng^s 
writ  to  him  thereof  direoted.  The  same  day  is  given  to  the 
said  TTiamas  Bedshaw,  &c.  At  which  day,  before  our  lord  the 
king  at  fFestmmster,  comes  the  said  Thonuu  Redshaw  by  his 


c.  7.  8. 2.9  ^  that  in  case  the  plaintiff 
**  shall  be  nonsuit  after  cognisance  or 
«  avowry  made  and  issue  joined,  or  if  a 
**  verdict  shall  be  given  against  the 
<'  plaintiff,  then  the  jurors  who  were  im" 
*^  panelled  or  returned  to  inquire  qf 
<<  swh  issue^  shall,  at  the  prayer  of  the 
"  defendant^  inquire  concerning  the 
<<  sum  of  the  arrears,  and  the  value  of 
*<  the  goods  or  cattle  distrained ;  and 
«'  thereupon  the  avowant,  or  he  that 
**  makes  cognisance,  shall  have  judg- 
<<  ment  for  such  arrearages,  or  so  much 
"  thereof  as  the  goods  or  cattle  dis- 
**  trained  amount  unto,  together  with 
"  his  full  costs,  and  shall  have  execu- 
«•  don  thereupon  by  Jieri  facias  or 
<*  elegit^  or  otherwise  as  the  law  shall 
*<  require.*'  It  is  held,  that  the  avow- 
ant, &c.  may  still  enter  up  judgment 
at  common  law,  or  under  this  statute ; 
and  therefore,  if  through  mistake  or 
otherwise  it  cannot  be  entered  up 
under  the  statute,  the  defendant  may 
take  his  judgment  'at  common  law. 
Thus,  where  in  avowry  for  rent  the 
jury  inquired  of  the  value  of  the  cattle, 
but  did  not  inquire  what  rent  was  in 
arrear,  it  was  held  that  the  omission 
could  not  be  supplied  by  a  writ  of 
inquiry,  the  statute  being,  UuU  the  jurors 
who  were  impanelled  to  inquire  of  the 
issue  should  inquire  concerning  the  sum 
in  arrears,  and  the  value  of  the  distress ; 
but  the  court  held  that  the  avow- 
ant might  have  his  judgment  accord- 


ing to  the  common  law.  1  Lev.  255. 
Sheape  y\  Culpeper.  S.C.  1  Sid.  3S0. 
1  Salk.  205.  Herbert  v.  Waters.  Cas. 
Temp.  Hardw.  297,  298.  Kinaston  v. 
Mayor  of  Shrewsbury,  So  where  the 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  avowant, 
and  damages  to  the  amount  of  the  rent 
claimed  in  the  avowry,  but  did  not  find 
either  the  amount  of  the  rent  in  arrear^ 
or  the  value  of  the  cattle  distrained^  and 
judgment  was  entered  for  the  damages 
assessed^  it  was  held  that  this  judgment 
was  erroneous,  and  could  not  be  amend- 
ed into  a  judgment  under  the  statute, 
because  the  neglect  of  such  inquiry  by 
the  jury  could  not  be  in  any  manner 
supplied  ;  but  the  court,  after  error 
brought,  permitted  the  defendant  to 
amend,  and  enter  a  judgment  pro  re- 
tomo  habendo  at  the  common  law. 
8  T.  R.  349.  Rees  v.  Morgan.  (/) 
But  in  every  other  case  of  replevin,  the 
omission  of  the  jury  to  find  damages  for 
the  defendant,  whether  under  the  sta- 
tutes of  7  H.  8.  c.  4.  and  21  H.  8. 
c.  19.,  or  under  the  43  Eliz.  c.  2.  s.  19., 
may  be  supplied  by  a  writ  of  inquiry. 
Carth.  362.  Herbert  v.  Waters.  S.  C. 
1  Salk.  205.  5  Mod.  77.  Hareourt  v. 
Weeks.  2  Black.  Rep.  921.  DeweU  v. 
MarshaU.  S.C.  3  Wils.  442^  where 
Goulds,  said,  that  he  had  a  note  of 
Valentine  v.  Fawcctty  reported  2  Str. 
1021.  and  Cas.  Temp.  Hardw.  138.;  and 
Lord  Hardwieh  C.J.  laid  it  down,  that 
in  every  case^  unless  where  the  court 


(/)  In  1  Taunt218.  Hefford  v.  AU 
ger^  it  was  determined,  that  the  de- 
fendant is  not  bound  to  proceed  at  all 
under  the  staU  17  Car.  2.  c  7.>  nor,  if 


he  elect  to  proceed  at  common  law,  is 
he  bound  to  sue  out  a  retomo  habendo 
as  soon  as  possible  for  the  benefit  of  the 
sureties  in  the  replevin-bond. 
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flaid  attorney;  and  the  sherifl^  to  wit,  JohnArmytage  esquire 
letiinis  a  oertain  inqoidtion  taken  before  him  at  the  castle  (^ 
York  in  the  said  oonnty,  on  the  30th  day^of  March,  in  the  21st 
year  of  the  ragn  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of 


MOUMSOK 
V. 

Rbdshaw. 


is  tied  up  by  stat  17  Car.  2^  which  re- 
spects only  rent-arrear,  a  writ  of  inquiry 
may  be  granted,  in  order  to  do  com- 
plete justice,  (g)  Whenever  judgment  ii» 
given  for  the  avowant  or  person  making 
cognisance  t^ier  verdict,  or  upon  de- 
r,  it  is  that  the  defendant  should 


have  a  return  of  the  cattle  or  goods 
irreplevisable,  (A)  Rast.  SIS*i,  b.  Co. 
Ent  591.  a.  Lib.  Plac.  45S.  pi.  25. 
2  Inst  340.  14  H.  7.  6.  b.  But  at  the 
common  law,  if  the  plaintiff  had  been 
nonsuit  either  before  or  after  verdict  (»), 
although  the  defendant  was  then  en. 


(.9)  [But  where  the  replevin  was  on  a 
diatreia  made  for  rates  under  a  local  and 
pera4Hial  Act,  which  provided  that  if 
the  plaintiff  should  be  nonsuited,  the 
avowant  should  recover  treble  costs,  for 
whieh  he  should  have  the  like  remedy 
as  where  costs  by  law  are  awarded,  but 
was  silent  as  to  damages ;  and  the  plain- 
tiff was  nonsuited  for  non-appearance 
at  the  trial  of  an  issue  joined  on  his 
plea  in  bar,  and  the  jury  did  not  assess 
damages;  it  was  held,  that  no  writ  of 
inquiry  of  damages  ought  to  issue. 
6M.&S.128.    GoiobedY.WooL} 

(A)See4T.R.509.  Oamonv.Janes, 
that  the  judgment  is  good  at  eonunon 
law,  though  the  return  be  not  adjudged 
tmftfemjo&fe.  The  reason  is,  that  since 
the  stat  West  2.  respecting  second  deli- 
versnce,  the  distress  returned  must  be 
necessarily  irreplmnsable  in  all  cases. 

(t)  To  the  modem  practitioner,  the 
expression  of  *'  nonsuit  efier  verdidf" 
will  probably  appear  incongruous.  But 
at  the  common  law,  upon  every  conti- 
nnanoe  or  day  given  over  brfart  judg- 
memi,  the  plaintiff  might  have  bean  non- 
sidted  (Co.  Litt  1S9.  b.);  and  conse- 
quently, before  the  stat.  2  H.  4.  cap.  7. 
after  verdict  given,  if  the  court  gave 
a  day  to  be  advised,  at  that  day  the 
plaintiff  was.  demsndable,  and  there- 
fere  might  have  been  nonsuit  Co. 
LiltiUd.    The  stat  SH.4.  e.7.  is» 


that  ^<  whereas  upon  verdict  found  be- 
"  fore  any  justice  in  assize  of  novel  dis- 
**  seisin,  mort  d'auncester,  or  any  other 
<<  action  whatsoever,  the  parties  before 
<«  this  time  have  been  adjourned  upon 
<<  difficulty  in  law  upon  the  matter  so 
<'  found,  it  is  ordained  and  established, 
**  that  if  the  said  verdict  pass  against  the 
"  plaintiff,  that  the  same  plaintiff  shall 
«  not  be  nonsuited."  Before  this  sta^ 
tttte,  if  the  plaintiff  had  been  dissatisfied 
with  the  damages  given)  him  by  the 
jury,  he  might  have  been  nonsuited  by 
non-appearance  at  the  dies  daius,  and 
then  commenced  a  new  action  for  the 
same  cause.  5  Mod.  206.  Keats  y. 
Barker.  Notwithstanding  the  statute^ 
after  demurrer  in  law  joined,  if  the 
court  gives  a  day  over,  at  that  day  the 
plaintiff  is  demandable,  and  may  be 
nonsuit*  Co.  Litt  ubi  supn  but  not 
after  the  demurrer  has  been  argued. 
1  Sid.  84.  Lord  Howaris  case.  2  Sid. 
lis.  Robinson  v.  Banbrough.  S  Leon. 
28.  Vernon  and  Vemon'a  case.  There 
is  however,  in  the  books,  a  distinction 
taken  between  a  special  and  general 
verdict;  and  it  has  been  held,  that, 
alter  the  former,  the  plaintiff  may  yet 
be  nonsuit,  notwithstanding  the  statute. 
Cro.  Car.  575.  Lord  Oxford  v.  Waters 
house.  It  must  be  observed  that,  in  the 
old  booksy  the  terms  **  discontinuance  " 
«nd  <* nonsuit"  are  frequently  used  as 
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England,  by  which  it  is  found  that  the  B^d  six  hogsheadB  of 
alum  were  worth,  at  the  time  of  taking  them,  lOOL  according 
to  the  true  value  thereof:  therefore  it  is  considered  that  the 
said  Thomas  Bedthaw  do  recover  against  the  said  Sir  John 


titled  to  a  retum,  yet  the  judgment  was 
not  that  the  return  should  be  irrtpk^ 


visablef  as  in  the  other  case;  for  the 
plaintiff  might  have  had  as  many  reple. 


having  the  same  import  But  in  modem 
times  it  has  been  held,  that  a  nonsuit  can 
only  heaiike  instance  of  ike  defendant; 
1  Str.  267.  Arnold  v.  Johnson  j  which 
doctrine  has  completely  distinguished 
the  terms.  It  appears,  however,  that 
the  plaintiff  may  be  nonsuited  for  a  va- 
riance in  an  undtfended tLCtion;  8 Taunt. 
81*  \Halhead  y.  Abrahams  ;  and  it  is 
every  day's  practice  to  nonsuit  him  in 
such  actions  where  he  fails  in  establish- 
ing his  case  by  proofs.  [Still  a  discon. 
tinuance  is  regarded  as  the  plaintiff's 
own  act,  and  to  be  distinguished  from  a 
nonsuit  in  this  respect;  4B. &C.21. 
Nicholson  v.  CoghiU.  Mood,  h  M.  25S. 
WM  Y.  HiU;  and  this  distinction  may 
be  very  material  See  post,  230  a,  b, 
note  to  Skinner  v.  Gunion.^.  The  judge 
at  N.P.  may  nonsuit  the  plaintiff  for  an 
objection  (which  clearly  bars  the  ac- 
tion), though  it  appears  on  the  record, 
and  might  be  taken  advantage  of  by 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or  writ  of 
error.  1  Camp.  256.  Sadler  v.  Robins. 
[But  see  1  Cr.  &  J.  30L  Luimby  v.AU- 
day^l  However,  the  nonsuit  is  so  far 
considered  the  act  of  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  court  cannot  order  a  nonsuit  to  be 
entered  against  the  consent  of  the 
plaintiff;  2T.R.28I.  Waihins  v.  Tow- 
ers /  and  Lord  Ettenborough  C.  J.  in 
10  East,  S68.  Paxton  v.  Pepkanh  de- 
fined a  nonsuit  to  be  a  judgment  against 
the  plaintiff  for  not  appearing  on  a  day 
when  he  is  demandable,  and  held  that, 
after  judgment  for  the  defendant  on 
demurrers  to  certain  special  pleas,  there 
may  be  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit 
against  the  plaintiff  for  not  proceeding 


to  trial  upon  the  other  general  pleas  on 
which  issues  were  joined.  See  post, 
Vol.II.  p. 73.  note  (1).  [So  after  judg- 
ment by  default  against  one  of  two  de- 
fendants, the  plaintiff  may  be  non- 
suited upon  the  trial  of  an  issue  joined 
by  the  other  defendant.  5  B.  &  C.  17& 
MurpkyY.J)onJUm.  7  D.  &  R.  6ia  S. C. 
Where  a  nonsuit  takes  place  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  plaintiff,  the  general  rule 
is,  that  he  cannot  move  to  set  it  aside. 
S  Taunt  229.  Btdkr  v.  DoranL  9  Price, 
291.  Ward  v.  Mason,  per  Wood  B. 
2  Bing.  N.  C.  467.  Simpson  v.  daylong 
2  Scott,  691.  S.C.  9Dowl.]81.  Bamee 
V.  WkUeman.  Secus,  where  the  phuntiff 
submits  to  a  nonsuit  in  deference  to  the 
expressed  opinion  of  the  judge  in  point 
of  law  at  the  trial.  2  Cr.  &  J.  1S3. 
Alexander  v.  Barker.  1  Nev.  &  F. 
697.  Law  y.WWdns.  4  Scott,  N.  R« 
86.  Sweei  v.  Lee.  Where  the  judge, 
in  humming  up,  directed  the  jury,  if 
they  came  to  a  certain  conclusion,  to 
give  their  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  but 
if  they  came  to  either  of  two  other 
conclusions,  which  he  pointed  out,  to 
find  for  the  defendant  and  state  on 
which  ground  their  judgment  was 
formed ;  and  the  plaintiff  then  chose  to 
be  nonsuited,  it  was  held  that  he  waa 
not  entitled  to  a  new  trial  on  account 
of  misdirection,  if  either  of  the  two 
latter  points  were  rightly  put  to  the 
jury.  1  B.  &  Ad.  145.  Vadier  v. 
Codts.  But  inasmuch  as  a  nonsuit 
proceeds  on  the  supposition  that,  the 
jury  having  agreed  on  their  verdict, 
the  phuntiff,  being  called,  does  not 
appear  to  Jiear  it  pronounced  (see  5 
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MonBUon  tiie  said  lOOil  for  the  value  of  the  said  six  hogsheads     Mounson 
of  the  said  aliiiii,''paicel  of  the  said  rent,  being  in  arrere  as 
aforesBidy  by  the  inquisition  in  form  aforesaid  found,  and  his 
damages  on  occasion  of  the  premises  to  %0L  adjudged  to  the 


Rkdsraw. 


Tins  as  he  pleased.  This  was  very 
▼ezatioii8»  inasmuch  as  the  defendant, 
by  haying  the  distress  taken  from  him, 
was  not  likely  to  recover  his  rent,  since 
he  wanted  Uie  pledge  to  compel  the 
payment  of  it  To  remedy  this  mis« 
ehief  the  statute  of  WetimimUr  2.  gives 
the  plaintiff  a  writ  of  second  deliverance. 
34  H.6.  5.  a.  2  Inst  S40.  Thia  is  a 
judicial  writi  and  inues  out  of  the  re- 
cord of  replevin  on  which  the  nonsuit 
vas.  2  Inst  341.  See  the  entry  of  a 
jadgment  of  non  pros,  in  replevin,  and 
a  writ  of  second  deliverance  awarded, 
Thes.  Brev.  SOS.  Lib.  Plac.  45S.  pi.  24. 
See  the  form  of  the  writ,  Thes.  Brev. 
303.  The  proceeding  in  second  deli- 
veraace  is  exactly  the  same  as  in  re- 
plevin, except  that  in  the  declaration 
it  is  stated  that  A,  J9.  was  summoned 
by  his  majesty's  writ  of  second  deliver' 
amee  to  answer,  &c  See  Co.  £nt 
589.  a.  And  if  the  plaintiff  in  the 
second  deliverance  be  nonsait,  or  if  the 
plea  be  discontinued,  or  the  writ  abate, 
or  if  he  tn  wtkynumner  prepaid  not  m  his 
suit,  the  defendant  shall  have  judgment 
for  a  return  irreplevisable.  2  Inst  341. 
The  writ  of  second  deliverance  is  a  su- 
persedeas in  law  to  the  writ  of  retamo 
kabendo^  but  not  to  the  writ  of  inquiry 
of  damages  under  the  statutes  7  H.  8. 


and  21  H.  8. ;  for  damages  are  given 
by  those  statutes  as  a  compensation  for 
the  expence  and  trouble  the  avowant 
has  undergone.  Lat  72.  Anon.  Palm. 
40S.  lSalk.95.  PraUw.RuOidge.  But 
now  in  the  case  of  a  distress  for  rent, 
the  same  statute  17  Car.  2.  s.  2.  pro- 
vides, *<  that  whensoever  any  plaintiff 
*<  in  replevin  shall  be  nonsuit  before  • 
^  issue  joined  in  any  suit  of  replevin  by 
"  plaint  or  writ  lawfully  returned,  re- 
*'  moved,  or  depending  in  any  of  the 
<<  courts  aforesaid,  that  the  defendant 
*<  making  a  suggestion  in  nature  of  an 
"  avowry  or  cognisance  for  such  rent, 
«  to  ascertain  to  the  court  the  cause  of 
<*  distress,  the  court  upon  his  prayer 
<<  shall  award  a  writ  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
^<  county  where  the  distress  was  taken, 
^<  to  inquire  by  the  oaths  of  twelve  good 
''and  lawful  men  of  hb  bailiwick, 
"  touching  the  sum  in  arrear  at  the 
<<  time  of  such  distress  taken,  and  the 
'<  value  of  the  goods  or  cattle  distrain- 
**  ed ;  and  thereupon  notice  of  fifteen 
<*  days  shall  be  given  to  the  plaintiff  or 
*«  his  attorney  in  court  of  the  sitting  of 
"  such  inquiry  (A) ;  and  thereupon  the 
<<  sheriff  shall  inquire  of  the  truth  of  the 
<<  matters  contained  in  such  writ,  by  the 
<<  oaths  of  twelve  good  and  lawful  men 
<<  of  his  county ;  and  upon  the  return 


B.&C.179.),  he  may  always  decline 
to  be  nonsuited;  for  he  may  appear 
when  eaUed  upon  to  hear  the  verdict 
1 B.  &  A.  252.  Minchin  v.ClemenL  S  A. 
&  £.  166.  Dewar  y.Purday.  4  N. &  M. 
6SS.  S.C.  And  if  the  judge  impro- 
periy  directs  a  nonsuit,  it  is  a  ground 
of  error,  and  a  bill  of  exceptions  lies. 
4  Bing.  N.  C.  85.  Strother  v.  Hutching 
son.  5Scott,S46.  S.C.  So  leave  cannot 
V0L.L 


be  reserved  for  the  defendant  to  move 
to  enter  a  nonsuit,  unless  by  the  con- 
sent, express  or  implied,  of  the  plaintiff. 
S  A.  &  £.  166.  4  Nev.  &  M.  6SS.] 

(k)  See  6  Taunt  57.  Burton  v. 
Hickey.  1  Marsh.  444.  S.  C.  that  fif- 
teen days'  notice  of  inquiry  should 
also  be  given  to  the  plaintiff  where  the 
avowant  has  judgment  on  demurrer. 
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MOUNSON 

\  Redshaw. 


said  Thomas  Redshaw  by  the  court  of  our  said  lord  tiie  king 
here^  with  his  assent.  Tor  his  costs  and  damages  by  him  about 
his  suit  ia  that  bdialf  sustamed,  according  to  the  form  of  the 


^'of  such  inqaisitiony  the  defendant 
*<  shall  have  judgment  to  recover  against 
**  the  plaintiff  the  arrearages  of  such 
**  renty  in  case  the  goods  or  cattle  dis- 
'<  trained  shall  amount  unto  that  value ; 
^*  and  in  case  they  shall  not  amount  to 
**  that  value,  then  so  much  as  the  value 
^  of  the  said  goods  and  cattle  so  4is' 
**  trained  shall  amount  unto,  together 
"  with  hiis  full  costs  of  suit,  and  shall 
"  have  execution  thereupon  by  ^fieri/a' 
"  das  or  elegit^  or  otherwise  as  the  law 
"  shall  require."  See  the  form  of  a 
writ  of  inquiry  undei'this  clause  of  sta- 
tute 17  Car.  2.  on  a  nonsuit  in  reple- 
vm,  Lill.  Ent  601,  602.  So  where 
the  plaintiff  in  replevin  is  nonsuit  be- 
fore avowry  or  cognisance,  where  the 
proceeding  is  at  common  law,  it  is  ne- 
cessary for  the  defendant  to  make  a  cog- 
nisance or- avowry ^o  retomo  habendo 
to  entitle  himself  to  damages  within  the 
stats,  of  7  H.  8.  and  21  H.  8.  ISalk.94. 
Anon.  And  it  is  also  held  that  the  writ 
of  second  deliverance  is  not  a  supersedeas 
to  the  inquiry  under  the  last  recited 
clause  of  the  statute  17  Car.  2.  any  more 
than  it  is  to  an  inquiry  under  the 
statutes  of  H.  8.  Indeed  the  statute 
17  Car.  2.  has  in  effect  taken  away  the 
writ  of  second  deliverance  where  the 
distress  is  for  rent.  For  what  use  can 
a  second  deliverance  be  of  to  the  plain- 
tiff, when  the  defendant  may  still  pro« 
ceed  to  judgment  and  execution  either 
for  the  whole  rent,  or  at  least  for  the 
value  of  the  distress  ?  1  Vent  64.  Play- 
ters   V.   Sheering.       Bull.  N.   P.  58. 


Barnes,  427.  2  Wils.  116.  Cooper  v. 
Sherbrooke.  In  this  entry,  and  also  in 
2  Saund.  286.  Pool  v.  LongwemUj  the 
form  of  entering  up  the  judgment  for 
the  defendant  upon  demurrer  under  the 
statute  17  Car.  2.  is  to  pray  a  writ  of 
inquiry,  as  therein  directed,  wUhoui 
awarding  a  retomo  habendo.  And  it 
seems  to  have  been  the  intent  of  the 
statute  to  substitute  the  proceeding 
under  it,  in  the  room  of  the  common  law 
judgment  of  awarding  a  return.  See 
2  Saund. 286.  n.  (5).  But  in  Carth.  253. 
Baker  v.  Lade^  where  the  avowant  upon 
demurrer  had  judgment  to  have  a  return, 
and  also  under  this  statute,  it  was  held, 
upon  error  brought,  that  the  judgment 
was  right ;  because  the  statute  does  not 
alter  the  judgment  at  common  law,  but 
only  gives  a  further  remedy ;  and  J9a- 
ihurstJ.  in  the  above  cited  case  of 
Cooper  V.  Sherbrooke  recognises  this 
decision.  (/)  The  sheriff  in  all  cases  of 
distre^  except  for  rent,  usually  takes 
a  bond  from  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time 
the  goods  are  delivered  to  him  by  virtue 
of  the  replevin,  conditioned  that  he 
should  prosecute  his  suit  with  effect 
and  to  return  the  goods;  and  it  has 
been  held,  that  the  sheriff  has  a  right  to 
take  such  bond  for  his  security  under 
the  statute  Westminster  2.  1  Ld.  Raym. 
278.  BlackeU  v.  Crissop.  But  in  order 
to  prevent  vexatious  replevins  of  dis- 
tresses for  rent,  the  11  Geo.  2.  c  19. 
s.  28.  enacts,  that  sheriffs  and  other  of- 
ficers  granting  replevins  shall  take,  from 
the  plaintiff  and  two  responsible  (m) 


(0  [See  also  5  B.  &  C.  SOS,  804. 
Perreauv.  Sevan.  8D.&R.  91.  S.C.] 

(m)  If  at  the  time  of  the  taking  the 
bond  the  sureties  were  apparently  re- 
sponsible, the  sheriff  is  not  liable  to  an 


action  for  taking  insufficient  pledges. 
5  Taunt.  225.  Hindlev.  Blades.  1  Marsh. 
27.  S.  C.  [But  the  sheriff  is  bound  to 
exercise  a  reasonable  discretion  and 
caution  in  receiving  the  sureties.  Whe- 
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statnte  thereof  lately  made  and  provided ;  which  said  valne, 
and  cofitsy  and  charges,  amount  in  the  whole  to  180/.  And 
the  said  John  Mounson  in  mercy,  &c. 


195  ft 
Mounson 

V. 

Rbdshaw. 


persons  as  sureties,  a  bond  in  double 
the  yalue  of  the  goods  distrained,  (to 
be  ascertained  by  oath,)  conditioned  for 
prosecuting  the  suit  with  effect,  and  for 
a  return  of  the]  goods ;  and  the  sheriff 
is  authorised  to  assign  the  bond  to  the 
aTowant  or  person  making  cognisance; 
and  if  the  bond  be  forfeited,  the  aTow- 
ant  may  bring  an  action  in  his  own 
name,  and  the  court  may  by  rule  give 


relief  to  the  parties,  &c.  (n)  But 
though  the  sheriff,  &c.  is  by  this  act  re- 
quired tojtake  such  a  bond,  yet  if  he 
neglects  to  do  so,  it  is  no  contempt  of 
the  court  for  which  an  attachment  will 
be  granted,  but  the  proper  remedy  is 
for  the  defendant  to  bring  an  action  on 
the  case  agamst  him.  2  T.  R.  617. 
Rex  V.  Lewis,  (p)  ^There  is  a  difference 
of  opinion  as.  to  what  extent  the  sheriff 


ther  he  has  done  so  or  not,  is  a  question 
for  the  jury  in  each  case.  S  Stark.  N. 
P.  C.  168.  Scati  y.  WaiOman.  4  A. 
fcE.823.  Jeffay  y.  Bastard.  6  N.  & 
M.S03.  S.C.] 

(ft)  The  avowant  may  take  an  as- 
signment of  the  replevin-bond,  and  sue 
on  it  in  his  own  name,  without  joining 
the  person  making  cognizance.  1  Bos. 
ft  Pdl.  S81.  n.  Archer  v.  Dudi^.  But 
the  avowant  and  person  making  cogni- 
once  may  join, if  they  please.  SM.ft  S. 
iSa  Phillips  V.  Price.  Though  the 
bond  be  executed  by  one  surety  alone, 
it  is  available  by  the  sheriff  against 
such  surety.  7  Taunt  28.  Austm  v. 
Howard.  2  Marsh.  S62.  S.  C.  But 
9v<er^yhether  it  be  assignable  under  the 
11  Geo.  2.  S.  C.  7  Taunt  827.  1  B. 
Moore,  68.  And  the  sheriff  in  such  case 
having^  unsuccessfully  defended  an  ac- 
tion for  taking  insufficient  pledges,  can 
recover  upon  the  bond  only  a  moiety  of 
the  rent  and  costs  in  the  replevin  suit, 
but  not  any  part  of  the  costs  which  he 
was  obliged  to  pay  in  the  action  against 
himself.  S.  C.  The  defendant  in  re- 
plevin is  entitled  to  an  assignment  of 
the  bond,  if  the  plaintiff  makes  default 
in  the  county  court,  and  he  may  sue  as 
assignee  of  the  bond  in  the  superior 
courts,  although  the  plaint  be  not  re- 
moved.  5T.R.195.  Dyasv. Freeman. 


[And  if  it  be  removed,  he  may  sue 
in  any  one  of  such  courts.  7  Dowl. 
461.  Wilson  v.  Hartley.  A  rent- 
charge  is  within  the  statute.  2Bing. 
84-9.  ShaH  v.  Huhbard.  9  Moo. 
667.  S.C.  In  the  same  case  it  was 
holden,  that  a  bond  was  valid  and  as- 
signable under  the  statute,  which  was 
conditioned  not  only  for  prosecuting  the 
suit  with  effect,  and  making  a  return  if 
adjudged,  but  also  for  mdemnifying  Ae 
sheriff  from  aU  charges  and  damages  by 
reason  of  the  nplevin.  (See  also  5  B. 
ft  C.  294.  per  LittledakJ^  and  9  Dowl. 
975.  Miersv.Loekwood.)  It  was  held 
in  1  Mann,  ft  Gr.  535.  Thompson  v. 
Farden.  1  Scott,  N.R.  275.  S.  C.that  tiie 
replevin  bond  may  betaken  and  assigned 
by  any  officer  who  has  power  to  grant 
replevins;  and  that  one  of  the  sherifis 
of  London  has  such  power,  without  his 
companion,  and  may  therefore  take  and 
assign  replevin  bonds.  Where  three 
actions  were  brought  against  the  prin- 
cipal and  sureties,  the  court  stayed  the 
proceedings  in  two,  the  defendants 
therein  undertaking  to  be  bound  by  the 
decision  in  the  other  action.  4  Scott, 
N.R.  779.  Bartlett y. Bartlett.2 

(o)  S.  P.  1  N.  R.  292.  Tisseymany. 
Gildart  And  that  the  court  will  not  re. 
lieve  on  motion.  See  also  WiUes,  S75. 
TioeOs  V.  CoknUe. 

.     Y  2 
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18  liable  to  render  damages  in  an  action 
on  the  case  for  taking  insufficient  pledges 
in  distresses  for  rent  In  the  case  of 
Yea  Bart  v.  LeMridgCf  it  was  held  by 
the  court  of  K.  B.  that  the  plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  recover  hb  costs  of  the 
defence  of  the  replevin,  but  merely  the 
value  of  the  distress  taken ;  for  if  the 
sheriff  had  taken  two  responsible  sure- 
ties according  to  the  11  Geo.  2.,  the 
bond  would  have  been  satisfied  by 
returning  the  goods  taken;  therefore 
the  value  of  those  goods  seemed  to 
the  court  to  be  the  true  measure  of 
damages  to  be  given  in  this  action. 
4  T.  R.  433.  But  in  a  subsequent 
case,  the  court  of  C.  P.  held  that  the 
plaintiff  might  recover  in  the  action  the 
real  damages  he  has  sustained,  notwith- 
standing they  exceed  the  penalty  of  the 
bond.     2  H.  Black.  36.      Concanen  v. 


Letkbfidge.  And  afterwards,  in  Epans 
V.  Brander^  the  court  of  C.  P.  was  of 

opinion,  that  the  penalty  of  the  bond 
ought  to  be  the  measure  of  the  damages 
against  the  sheriff.  2  H.  Black.  54?.  (p) 
In  this  action  the  sureties  in  the  bond 
may  be  witnesses  to  prove  whether  they 
were  sufficient  or  not.  And  if  the 
avowant  or  person  making  cognisance 
take  an  assignment  of  the  replevin-bond 
and  sue  the  principal  and  sureties  in  the 
bond,  and  they  are  found  to  be  insol- 
vent or  insufficient,  he  may  afterwards 
bring  an  action  upon  the  case  against 
the  sheriff  for  taking  insufficient  sure- 
ties. For  taking  an  assignment  of  the 
rq}levin'bond  from  the  sheriff  is  no 
waiver  of  any  proceedings  afterwards 
against  him,  as  it  is  in  the  case  of  a 
bail'hond.  {q) 


(p)  I  Taunt  218.  Hejffard  v.  Alger, 
S.  P.  [3  Bing.  56. 60.  1  Y.  &  J.  285. 
Ward  V.  Henley.  4  A.  &  £.  823.  Jrf- 
fereyy.  Bastard.  6N.&M.303.  S.C. 
These  cases  have  overruled  Concanen 
y.  Lethhridffe,  and  have  settled  that 
the  penalty  of  the  bond  is  the^  limit, 
beyond  "which  the  amount  of  damages 
cannot  range.  They  have  also  over- 
ruled Yea  V.  Lethbridge,  inasmuch  as 
they  establish  that,  within  that  limit, 
the  sheriff  is  liable  beyond  the  value 
of  the  distress  taken.  2  Bing.  N.C. 
220.  Paulv.  Goodluek.  But  they  do 
not  establish  any  absolute  rule  (as  at 
first  sight  they  may  seem  to  do),  that, 
within  that  limit,  the  sheriff  is  liable 
to  the  extent  of  the  reni  in  arrear  at 
the  time  of  the  distress  and  the  costs 
of  the  replevin  suit  They  warrant,  in- 
deed, that  proposition  in  cases  where 
the  value  of  the  goods  seized  exceeds  the 
amount  of  the  rent  due.  But  where  the 
value  of  the  goods  is  less  than  the  rent 
in  arrear,  the  liability  of  the  sheriff  does 
not  extend  beyond  that  value  and  the 


costs.  2  DowL  558.  Hunt  v.  Round. 
3  Bing.  N.  C.  881.  Gingelly.  TumbuiL 
5  Scott,  153.  S.C.  9Dowl.975.  Miers 
V.  Lockwood.  The  liability  of  the  sheriff 
is  co-extensive  with  that  of  the  sureties. 
2H.BlacL550.  3  Bing.  59. 6a  2  Bing. 
N.  C.  221 .  It  was  sought  in  3  Bing.  56. 
Bakerv.GarraU.  10Moo.324w  S.C.  to 
extend  the  sheriff's  liability  beyond  the 
penalty  of  the  replevin-bond,  in  respect 
of  the  costs  of  a  fruitless  action  broogbt 
by  the  plaintiff  as  assignee  of  the  bond 
against  the  sureties.  But  the  court  said, 
that  though  cases  might  occur  in  which 
the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  those 
costs,  yet,  in  the  present  instance,  the 
sheriff  was  at  all  events  not  liable  to 
pay  them,  because  he  had  had^no  nodce 
of  the  plaintiff's  intention  to  sue  the 
sureties,  so  that  he  had  not  had  the  op- 
portunity which  he  ought  to  have  had 
of  paying  the  amount  of  the  bond  and 
so  preventing  the  expense.] 

(q)  Nor  does  the  plaintiff  waive  his 
remedy  against  the  sureties  in  a  re- 
plevin-bond  by  giving  time  to  the  prio* 
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cipaL  6  Taunt.  S79«  Moore  v.  Bow* 
maker.  2  Marsh.  81.  S.  C.  [It  can- 
not be  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  action 
agiunst  the  sureties,  that  time  was  given 
to  the  principal,  e.  g.  by  referring  the 
replevin  suit  to  an  arbitrator,  without 
the  consent  of  the  sureties;  10  Bing.  118. 
Aldridge  v.  Harper.''  3  M.  &  Sc.  518. 
S.C. ;  although  where  time  is  thus  given 
to  the  principal,  the  sureties  may  obtain 
relief  in  a  court  of  equity;  7  Price 
223.  Moore  v.  Bowmaker ;  or,  in 
some  cases,  by  applying  to  the  equit- 
able jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  common 
law.  4  Bing.  464.  Archer  v.  Hale. 
1  Woo.  &  P.  285.  S.  C]  Where  the  de- 
fendant  in  replevin  had  judgment  for 
a  return  for  want  of  a  plea  in  bar,  and 
afterwards  sued  out  a  writ  of  inquiry 
under  the  17  Car.  2.  c.  7.  s.  2.  upon 
which  the  rent  in  arrear  and  the  value 
of  the  goods  were  found,  it  was  held 
that  he  might,  notwithstanding,  sue  the 
sureties  in  the  replevin-bond,  and  al- 
lege as  a  breach,  that  the  plaintiff  in 
replevin  had  not  prosecuted  hb  suit 
with  effect.  2  Brod.  &  Bing.  112. 
TumorY.Tumer.  [5 B. & C. 284.  Per- 
rettUY.Hevan.S.F.  8D.&R.72.  S.C] 
Prosecuting  the  suit  with  effect  means 
with  success  ;  Ibid.  7  Mod.  380.  Mor- 
gan V.  Griffithj  per  Lee  C.  J.  [5  B.  h 
C.  300. ;  or  rather  to  a  not  unsuccess- 
ful termination.  8  Mees.  &  W.  477* 
See  Morris  v.  Matthews^  infr^]  If  the 
declaration  in  the  action  on  the  re- 
plevin-bond allege  that  the  plaintiff  in 
replevin  did  not  prosecute  his  suit  with 
effect,  and  has  not  made  a  return,  this 
breach  is  not  double ;  for  both  parts  of 
the  condition  of  the  replevin-bond  ought 
to  be  n^atived :  if  the  party  make  a 
retunit  he  need  not  prosecute  his  suit 
with  effect ;  if  he  prosecute  his  suit  with 
effect,  he  need  not  make  a  return.  Per 
Dftmpier  J.  3  M.  &  S.  180.  Phillips 
V.  Price.  In  the  former  of  these  cases, 
viza  Turnor  v.  Turner^  it  should  9?em 


that  the  breach  could  not  have  been  al- 
leged for  not  making  a  return,  because 
the  right  to  a  return  was  waived  by 
proceeding  under  the  stat  17  Car.  2. 
In  the  latter,  viz.  Phillips  v.  Price^  it 
does  not  appear  that  there  had  been  any  • 
proceeding  under  the  stat  17  Car.  2. 
P^ut  the  dictum  of  Dampier  J.  above, 
cited  appears  to  be  incorrect,  inasmuch 
as  each  part  of  the  condition  is  held 
to  be  independent  of  the  other.  And 
it  is  material  that  it  should  be  so 
held ;  for  though  a  return  of  the  dis- 
tress may  have  been  actually  made  as 
well  as  adjudged,  yet  the  avowant  may 
and  will  still  be  damnified  by  reason  of 
his  costs  of  suit,  where  the  distress  so 
returned  is  not  of  sufficient  value  to  pay 
him  his  costs  as  well  as  his  arrears  of 
rent  Accordingly,  where  the  distress 
was  for  rent,  and  the  avowant  has  judg- 
ment for  a  return,  he  may,  after  getting 
the  replevin-bond  assigned,  put  it  in 
suit  against  the  obligors,  and  rely  on  the 
judgment  alone  as  a  breach  of  the  con- 
dition to  prosecute  the  suit  with  effect, 
without  suing  out,  or  averring  in  his 
declaration,  any  writ  of  re(omo  habendo 
and  a  return  of  eUmgata  thereon,  and 
without  averring  that  the  plaintiff  in  re- 
plevin did  not  make  any  return  of  the 
dUtress.  5B&C.  284.  8D.&R.72. 
The  proper  form  of  this  part  of  the  con- 
dition is,  "  to  appear  at  the  next  county 
'<  court  and  prosecute  his  suit  with  effect 
<*  and  without  delay."  But  it  not  unusu- 
ally, though  improperly,  runs  to  ^'appear 
*<  at  the  next  county  court,  and  then  and 
<<  there  to  prosecute  his  suit  with  effect, 
&c.:"  the  meaning  of  which  is  held  to  be, 
that  he  shall  appear  at  the  next  county 
court  and  then  a  i  li  there  begin  to  prose- 
cute his  suit,  and  afterwards  prosecute  it 
with  effect ;  and  therefore,  where  in  an 
action  on  a  replevin-bond  so  framed,  the 
breach  assigned  was,  that  the  plaintiff  in 
replevin  did  not  appear  at  the  next  coun- 
ty court  and  then  and  there  prosecute  hb 
T  3 
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suit  with  effect,  it  was  held  111^  it  being 
consistent  therewith  that  the  suit  might 
have  been  begun  at  the  next  county 
court  and  be  still  pending.  8  Mees.  & 
W.  477.  Jackion  v.  Banmm.  So  it  has 
been  held  to  be  no  breach  of  a  bond  so 
framed  that  the  plaint  was  removed 
by  rcju.  lom,  and  that  after  the  re- 
moval the  suit  abated  by  the  death  of 
the  phdntiff  in  replevin.  16.&.D.677. 
Morris  Y.  Matikew$»  Where  the  breach 
assigned  is,  that  the  plaintiff  in  replevin 
did  not  prosecute  his  suit  with  effect, 
it  is  a  good  plea  that  he  did  appear  at* 
the  next  county  court  and  there  pro- 
secute  Iiis  suit,  according  to  the  con- 
dition, and  which  suit  is  still  depending. 
And  the  plaintiff  cannot  in  his  replicar 
tion  simply  deny  that  it  is  still  depend* 
ing,  but  must  shew  how  the  suit  ceased 
to  depend.    12  East,  585.  Braekenbury 


V.  PdL  But  where  the  breach  assigned 
is,  that  the  plaintiff  in  replevin  did  not 
prosecute  the  suit  without  delay,  it  ih 
no  answer  that  the  suit  is  still  pending* 
4  Bing.586«  Axford  v.  PerreU.  1  Moo. 
&  P.  470-  S.  C.  5  B.  &  Ad.  146.  Har- 
rison  v.  Wardle.  2  Nev.  &  M.  703.  S.  C. 
Astowhat  amounts  to  delay,  seethecases 
last  cited.  Where  the  breach  assigned 
was  that  the  plaintiff  in  replevin  did  not 
ai^ear  at  the  next  county  court  and  then 
there  prosecute  lus  suit  with  effect,  a 
plea  that  the  eUHrainors  entered  their 
appearance  at  the  next  county  court, 
and  that  the  suit  is  stiU  depending,  was 
held  bad,  as  not  shewing  that  the  dis- 
trainee appeared  at  the  next  county 
court,  or  was  discharged  from  appear- 
ing. S  Mann.  ^Gr.  202.  Rider  y.Ed- 
wards.   S  Scott,  N.  B.  456.  S.  C] 


[  196  ] 
Case  28. 


If  there  be  an 
oraer  (oon- 
firmed  by  par- 
liament) that 
an  indenture  of 
demise  upon 
which  a  rent 
was  reserved 
should  be  «a- 
eolttf  and  coM- 
ceOed,  and  that 
a  stranger 
should  enter 
into  the  lands 
demised  and 
receive  the 
profits,  yet  the 
same  rent  in 
value  granted 
by  the  lessee  fiir 
the  better  se- 
curing of  the 
rent  reserved  is 
not  discharged,; 
although  the 
intention  ap- 
pears that  there 
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REPLEVIN  by  Sir  John  Mounsony  knight  and  baronet, 
agdnst  RedshaWy  and  the  plaintiff  declares  of  the  taking 
and  detaining  of  six  tons  of  alum  at  the  parish  of  Lyth,  in 
the  county  of  KwA,  in  a  certain  place  called  Sandsend  alum" 
house,  on  the  10th  of  March,  in  the  19th  year  of  the  now  king. 
The  defendout,  as  bailiff  of  Sir  John  Mounson  the  elder, 
knight  of  the  bath  and  baronet,  made  cognisance,  and  she^^ed 
that  the  place  in  which,  &c.  is  a  messuage  in  which  the  makiiig 
of  alum  was  used;  and  that  long  time  before  the  taking,  &c 
the  lord  Charles  the  First,  late  king  of  England,  was  seised 
of  the  manor  of  Mulgrave,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  the 
eaid  county  of  York,  whereof  the  place  in  which,  &c..is,  and 
firom  time  whereof,  &c.  was  parcel,  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee, 
in  right  of  his  crown:  and  being  so  seised,  on  the  Ist  of 
March,  in  the  9th  year  of  his  reign,  by  an  indenture  under 
the  great  seal,  made  between  the  said  late  king  and  Sir  John 
Gibson  knight,  and  inroUed  of  record  in  Chancery,  an  exem- 
plification of  which  inrolment,  under  the  now  great  seal,  the 
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defendant  brought  into  court,  according  to  the  form  of  the    Mounbon 
statute,  &c.  demised  and  granted  to  the  said  Sir  John  Gibson  ^' 

the  said  messuage,  in  which,  &a  (among  other  things)  by  the  ,    ^pshaw. 
name  of  Ahmi-works  and  Alum-houses  within  the  Lordship  ^j^^^j  ^  ,^  ^^^ 
of  Jdulffrav€y  and  all  pans,  pits,  cisterns,  coolers,  &c.  to  the  <»*«  rent  paid. 
said  ahmi-works  belonging,  &c.  to  have  after  the  end,  ezpiia- 
tion,  or  determination  of  a  demise  or  grant,  by  indenture, 
dated  the  12th  of  May,  in  the  third  year  of  the  reign  of  the 
said  late  king  Charles  the  first,  made  by  the  said  late  king  to 
Sir  JPomI  Pbider  and  fFilUam  Thtmer  esquire,  for  the  term  of 
twelve  years 'from  Christmas  1625,  and  to  the  third  day  of 
Jemuary  then  next  following,  until  the  fiill  end  and  term  of 
thiiiy-one  years,  and  further  to  the  10th  of  February  then 
next  to  come,  in  case  alum  should  be  so  long  made  and 
wrought  within  the  said  manor  of  Mtdgravey  or  within  any 
other  lands  of  Edward  earl  of  Mulgravey  or  his  heirs,  within 
the  county  of  York ;  and  that  there  should  not  be  an  appa- 
rent reason  for  the  more  useful  making  of  alum  in  any  other 
{rfaoe  within  the  reahn  of  England,  in  the  judgment  of  six  fit 
persons,  three  of  whom  to  be  chosen  by  the  said  Gibson  for 
the  said  late  king,  and  the  other  three]  to  be  chdsen  by  the 
said  earl  of  Mulgrave,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  assigns ;  and  if 
they  could  not  agree,  then  the  lord-keeper  of  the  great  seal 
for  the  time  being  should  direct  such  course  for  the  investiga- 
tion of  the  truth  as  he  should  think  fit,  and  should  so  deter- 
mine such  question  so  arising :  by  force  of  which  demise  the 
said  Sir  John  Gibson  was  possessed  of  the  interest  of  the  said      f  197  ] 
term :  and  being  so  possessed,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  10th 
of  March,  in  the  said  9th  year  of  Charles  the  First,  by  his 
indenture,  now  brought  into  court,  made  between  him  and 
7%amas  viscount  Wentworth,  deputy  of  Ireland,  of  the  one 
part,  and  Sir  Ferdinando  i^atr/aur  knight.  Six  John  fVraykmglit 
and  baronet.  Sir  William  Armyn  knight  and  baronet.  Sir  WtU 
Ham  PeUuan  knight,  William  Anderson  esquire,  and  the  said 
Sir  JbAn  MounsoniSa&  elder,  (in whose  rightthedefendant  made 
cognisance,)  of  the  other  part,  granted  to  the  said  Ferdinando 
Fairfax,  Sir  John  Wray,  Sir  William  Armyn,   Sir  William 
Pdham,  William  Anderson,  and  the  said  Sir  John  Mounson  the 
dder,  a  yearly  rent  of  1640/.  to  be  issuing  out  of  the  said 
place,  in  which,  &c.  among  others,  to  have,  &c.  yearly  and 
every  year,  for  and  during,  and  unto  the  full  end  and  expira- 
tion of  the  said  term  of  thirty-one  years  demised  to  the  said 
Sr  John  Gibson,  with  the  same  limitation  of  '<in  case 
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''  alum/'  &C.  as  is  before  mentioned  in  the  lease  to  the  said 
John  Gibson,  to  be  paid  at  Lady^day  BJidMichaebnas,  by  equal 
portions^  in  the  common  dining-haU  of  the  MiddU  Temple, 
with  aclause  of  distress  if  the  rent  should  be  arrear  for  twenty 
days.     And  then  the  defendant  ayerred,  that  the  term  granted 
to  Sir  Paul  Finder  and  Turner  ended  and  expired  upon  the 
2d  day  q£  January,  1637,  by  effluxionof  timOi  whereby  thfeud 
Sir  John  Gibson,  by  force  of  his  lease,  entered  into  the  knd, 
and  was  possessed,  and  the  grantees  of  the  rent  were  poesessed 
of  the  said  rent :  and  that  afterwards  all  the  grantees  died  ex- 
cept the  said  Sir  John  Mounson  the  elder,  who  survived  them, 
and  was  thereof  solely  possessed  by  right  of  survivorship,  &c^ 
and  being  so  possess^,  the  defendant  further  said,  that  820il 
of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  one  half-year,  ended  at  Lady-day 
1649,  and  for  the  space  of  twenty  days  then  next  following, 
and  at  the  said  time  in  which,  &c.  was  arrere  and  not  paid, 
whereupon  the  said  defendant,  as  bailiff  of  the  said  Sir  John 
Mounson  the  elder,  well  acknowledges  the  taking  of  the  said 
six  hogsheads  of  alum,  being  of  the  value  of  lOOL  only,  and 
no  more,  in  the  said  place  in  which,  &c.  and  justly,  &c  for 
100/.  parcel  o{  the  said  820/.  of  the  rent  aforesaid  so  in  anear, 
being  in  the  said  messuage  in  form  aforesaid  charged  and 
bound  to  the  distress  of  the  said  Mounson  the  elder;  and 
averred  that  the  demise  to  the  said  Gibson  was  in  full  force, 
and  that  alum  was  always  made  within  the  said  manor  of 
Mulgrave,  and  that  there  was  no  apparent  reason  for  the 
more  useful  making  of  alum  in  any  other  place  witlun  this 
realm  of  England,  in  the  judgment  or  determination  of  any 
person  or  persons  whatsoever,  &c.     The  plaintiff  prayed  oyer 
of  the  exemplification,  and  of  the  grant  of  the  rent,  brought 
into  court,  which  are  entered  in  hiBc  verba.     And  by  the  in- 
denture of  the  king;  the  first  lease  made  to  Sir  Paul  Finder 
and  Turner  under  the  rent  of  H,000il  to  be  yearly  paid  by 
half-yearly  portions,  is  recited:  and  it  is  further  recited  by 
the  same  indenture,  that  the  said  Sir  John  Gibson  had  offered, 
in  case  his  majesty  would  let  the  alum-works,  &c.  to  him,  to 
pay  the  rent  of  12,d00il ;  that  is  to  say,  10,860/1  to  his  ma 
jesty,  and  1640/.  to  the  before-named  grantees,  who  were 
named  in  trust  for  Edmund  earl  of  Mulgrave,  and  the  heirs 
males  of  his  body ;  which  offer  his  majesty  accepting,  by  the 
same  indenture  demised  to  the  said  Sir  John  Gibson,  as  is  al- 
leged in  the  cognisance,  with  a  prohibition  contained  in  the 
same  indenture,  that  no  person  should  import  alum  into  £ng^ 
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daring  tlie  time  of  the  deiiu8e»  and  that  no  other  should    Moukson 
afaim  in  Englamd  donng  the  same  time ;  yielding  and  ^* 

therefore  yeriy  the  rent  of  12,50(ML  in  manner  and  ,^^^^"^^: 
I  foflowii^;  to  wit,  10,8602.  to  the  long,  hb  hein,  and  ' 

and  16402L  to  the  said  grantees  before  named, 
Inag  tmsteea  for  the  said  eail  of  Mvigrasot^  and  his  hdis 
1  of  his  body,  as  long  as  there  should  not  be  an  apparent 
&C.  as  is  shown  in  the  ayowry.     And  further,  by  the 
grant  of  the  said  rent  to  the  grantees  the  indenture  dP  the 
king  was  recated,  and  that  the  said  rent  of  16402.  was  reserved 
by  the  king  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  earl  of  Mulgrwoe,  in 
ooosidenition  that  he  had  conreyed  the  said  manor  of  Mnl- 
grave  to  the  said  king;  to  the  intent  to  enable  him  to  make 
tlie  said  demise  to  the  said  Sir  JUbi<rti&soii;  now  to  the  intent 
that  the  said  rent  of  1640/L  should  be  well  secured,  and  for 
die  tmepaymoit  thereof,  the  said  Sir  John  Gibion  granted  to 
the  said  grantees,  being  in  trust  for  the  said  earl,  and  Marian 
kk  countess,  and  for  their  three  sons,  James,  Thomas,  and 
Robert,  and  for  Edmund  lord  Sheffield,  grandson  and  heir  ap- 
parent of  the  said  earl,  (as  this  d^  recited,)  the  said  rent  of 
1640L  a  year,  with  a  clause  of  distress,  as  is  alleged  in  the 
cogniaance ;  and,  upon  oyer  of  the  deeds,  the  plaintiff  pleaded 
in  bar  of  flie  avowry,  that  the  grant  of  the  said  rent  of  1640^ 
by  the  said  John  Gibson  as  aforesaid  made,  was  for  the  better 
securing  of  the  payment  of  the  said  rent  of  1640/L  in  form 
aforesaid  reserved,  and  payable  by  the  said  indenture  as  afore* 
said  made  by  the  said  late  king  to  the  said  John  Gibson.  And 
that  before  the  said  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed 
Virgin  Mary,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1649,  to  wit,  on  the 
31st  day  of  March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1648,  certain  per- 
sons sat  at  Westminster,  in  the  county  of  MideUesex,  as  the 
superior  house  of  the  then  parliament ;  and  that  the  said  per- 
sons so  sitting  as  the  superior  house  of  parliament,  on  the  said 
31st  day  of  March,  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1648,  at 
Westmingter  aforesaid,  by  the  names  of  the  Lords  in  Parlia* 
ment  assembled,  by  their  order  ordained  that  the  said  in- 
denture, in  the  said  cognisance  mentioned,  made  as  aforesaid,      [  199  * 
between  the  said  late  lord  king  Charles  the  First  and  the  said 
/oftn  Gibson,  by  the  name  of  letters-patent  granted  to  the 
sud  John  Gibson  knight,  for  the  sole  making  and  selling  of 
afaun,  should  be  vacated-  and  cancelled.     And  the  said  plaintiff 
farther  saith,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  day  of  May, 
1648,  the  said  persons  then  sitting  at  Westminster,  as  the  su- 
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^lior  house  of  parliament)  ordained  that  Edward  earl  of  Mulr 
grace  should  forthwith  enter  into  and  upon  the  ainm-works, 
houses,  and  mines  within  the  said  manor  of  Mtdgrave^  and 
shoidd  take  and  receive  the  profits  thereof  to  his  own  use 
from  the  said  Slst  day  of  March,  as  by  the  said  order  more 
fully  appears.  By  virtue  of  which  said  orders,  the  said  Ed- 
toard  earl  of  Mtdgrave,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  day  of 
May  1648,  entered  into,  the  said  tenements  and  premises  so 
as  aforesaid  granted  to  the  said  John  Gibsm  by  the  said  late 
king  Charles  the  First,  and  continued  thereof  possessed  until 
the  1st  day  o{  Aprils  in  the  said  year  of  otur  Lord  1649.  And 
the  plaintiff  further  pleaded  a  ckuse  in  the  act  of  oblivion,  in 
the  12th  year  of  king  Charles  the  Second,  chap.  11.  whereby 
it  is  enacted,  that  all  appeals,  and  all  personal  actions,  and 
causes  of  such  actions,  suits,  molestations,  and  prosecutions 
whatsoever,  for  or  by  reason  of  any  act  or  thing  advised, 
counselled,  commanded,  acted,  or  done  by  virtue  or  colour 
of  any  order  or  ordinance  of  one  or  both  houses  of  parliament 
atting  at  Westminster^  or  by  any  act  or  order  made  by  any 
.persons  assuming  the  name  of  a  parliament,  and  utting  as  a 
parliament  at  Westmnstery  after  the  death  of  the  late  king  * 
Charles  the  First,  or  by  the  authority  of  the  said  keq>ers  of 
the  liberty  otJSnffland,  or  by  any  order  of  the  late  protector 
and  council,  or  by  or  upon  any  conunon  writ,  process,  or 
warrant  by  them,  or  any  of  them,  or  by  authority  derived 
from  them,  or  any  of  them,  and  all  demands  of  arrearages  of 
rents,  and  mesne  profits  of  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments heretofore  incurred  or  grown  due,  which  have  been 
paid,  received,  or  disposed  by  virtue  or  colour  of  any  the 
authorities,  or  pretended  authorities  aforesaid,  other  than 
such  arrearages  or  mesne  profits  as  are  or  shall  be  otherwise 
disposed  by  any  act  or  acts  of  this  present  session  of  parlia- 
ment, be  fh)m  henceforth  discharged.  And  the  plaintiff  far- 
ther pleaded,  that  the  said  act  and  every  clause  thereof  was 
by  the  statute  13  Charles  the  Second,  c.7.  confirmed,  and 
enacted,  and  declared  to  have  the  full  force  and  strength  of 
an  act  of  parliament.  By  reason  of  which  said  oiders  and 
acts  in  form  aforesaid  made,  published,  and  provided,  the 
said  rent  of  820/1  for  the  half  of  one  year,  ended  at  the  said 
feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  m  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1649,  in  the  said  cognisance  mentioned, 
was  discharged.  And  the  plaintiff  further  averred,  that  the 
indenture  of  the  king  mentioned  in  the  defendant* a  cogni- 
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sance,  and  the  letters-patent  mentioned  in  the  order  of  the 
Icxrds  in  1648,  were  one  and  the  same ;  and  that  the  said  rent 
mentiflfned  in  the  oognisance  was  not  excepted  by  the  sidd 
act  of  obliTion,  nor  disposed  by  any  other  act  of  parliament ; 
and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment, 
uid  his  damages  on  occasion  of  the  taking  and  unjustly  de^ 
taimng  of  the  said  alum,  to  be  adjudged  to  him,  &c.;  upon 
whidi  bar  to  the  cognisance  the  defendant  demurred  in  law. 

And  it  was  argued  by  J<mei  and  Saundersy  that  the  rent  in 
qaesdon,  which  was  arrere,  was  not  disposed  by  the  said 
orders  of  the  lords,  which  the  plaintiff  had  pleaded ;  for  there 
is  no  mention  of  the  rent  in  any  of  them ;  nor  does  it  appear 
diat  the  rent  was  intended  to  be  by  any  means  disposed:  and 
therefore  they  conceived  that  this  rent  in  question  was  not 
disdiarged  by  the  said  act  of  oblivion ;  wherefore  they  prayed 
jod^gment  for  the  plaintiff. 

And  on  the  other  side  it  was  argued  by  WestonKoA  Lemnz 
kfr  the  plaintiff,  that  this  rent  is  discharged  by  the  act  of  ob- 
livion ;  for  they  allied  that  by  the  last  order  of  the  lords  of 
the  4th  day  of  May  1648,  the  rent  is  disposed ;  because  they 
otder  that  the  earl  of  Mulgrave  should  enter  into  the  lands 
out  of  which  the  rent  was  granted,  and  should  take  the  pro- 
fits thereof  to  his  own  use,  which  was  contrary  to,  and  directly 
against,  the  grant;  for  the  said  Sir  John  Gibson  could  not  pay 
the  rent  so  long  as  he  could  not  have  the  profits.  But  all  the 
profita  by  the  said  ordinance  were  given  to  the  said  earl  of 
MtJgravey  and  consequently  the  rent  was  disposed  from  him, 
whidi  was  nothing  but  parcel  of  the  profits ;  and  therefore 
the  rent  was  disposed  by  this  order,  and  consequently  dis- 
dbarged  by  the  act  of  oblivion.  Secondly,  they  argued  that 
by  the  first  order  of  31st  of  March  1648,  the  rent  was  dis- 
posed, because  that  ordinance  made  the  indenture  of  demise  by 
die  king  void.  Then,  if  the  said  indenture  be  made  void  the 
lent  ought  of  necessity  to  cease,  because  the  estate  out  of 
which  it  is  granted  and  issuing  is  overthrown  by  the  said  ordi- 
oance,  et  cessante  statu  primitivoy  cessat  et  derioativus.  And  it 
appears  that  this  rent  of  1640/.  was  reserved  by  the  king;  and 
that  the  deed  of  grant  thereof  by  the  said  Sir  John  Gibson  was 
only  for  the  better  securing  thereof  to  the  grantees ;  and 
dierefore  it  was  urged,  that  when  the  order  had  condemned 
die  king's  indenture  which  reserved  this  rent,  it  had  disposed 
of  it,  namely,  that  it  should  not  be  paid  in  future,  but  that 
the  earl  of  Mtdgrave  should  take  the  profits  of  the  land  to  hii^ 
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own  066)  discharged  of  the  said  rent:  and  qudeunque  via,  the 
*  rent  was  disposed  by  right  or  wrong;  and,  if  it  were  disposed 
of  at  all,  it  was  now  discharged  by  the  act  of  oblivion ;  where- 
fore they  prayed  judgment  for  the  plaintiff 

But  all  the  court,  upon  the  second  aigument,  gave  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant  who  made  the  cognisance,  and  deli- 
vered their  reason  for  it,  that  the  orders  pleaded  by  the  plam- 
tifF  had  not  made  any  disposition  of  the  rent ;  for  the  first 
order  is,  that  the  indenture  of  the  king  shoidd  be  void,  which 
cannot  be  by  a  bare  order.  But  if  the  indenture  might  have 
been  made  void,  still  the  estate  granted  by  the  said  indenture 
might  continue,  for  the  order  did  not  intend  that  the  in- 
denture should  be  void  ipso  facto,  but  that  it  should  be  void 
by  cancelling  it ;  and  therefore,  luitil  the  indenture  be  ac- 
tually cancelled,  the  estate  continued.  And  there  was  no 
mention  at  all,  in  the  order,  of  the  rent ;  and  therefore  non 
constat  whether  they  intended  to  discharge  the  rent  or  not, 
(whatever  may  be  the  force  of  the  order);  for  the  rent  in 
question  is  merely  founded  upon  the  grant  of  Sir  John  Gibson, 
and  not  upon  the  king's  indenture ;  and  in  point  of  law  is 
another  rent  than  the  rent  of  16402.  reserved  by  the  king 
upon  his  indenture,  although  the  intention  appears  there 
should  be  but  one  rent  of  1640/.  paid.  And,  as  to  the  order 
of  the  4th  o(May,  they  said,  that  although  the  said  earl  of 
Mulgrave  was  thereby  to  enter  and  enjoy  the  land^  yet  it 
was  to  be  subject  to  ih^  said  rent  charge  in  question,  for  any 
thing  that  appears  to  the  contrary ;  for  if  they  had  meant  to 
have  disposed  of  it,  they  would  have  mentioned  the  rent  in 
express  words  to  be  discharged,  which  not  being  done,  the 
court  said  that  the  rent  was  not  disposed  by  any  of  the  said 
orders,  and  therefore  is  not  discharged  by -the  said  act  of  ob- 
livion ;  but  they  said  that  perhaps  Sir  John  Gibson  might  have 
remedy  in  Chancery,  but  at  law  he  could  not  aid  himself:  and 
the  avowant  had  judgment  given  for  him  in  this  same  term, 
which  was  the  first  term  the  case  was  argued,  because  the 
court  took  it  as  a  dear  case. 

Note.  No  exception  was  taken  to  the  cognisance  of  the  de- 
fendant, that  he  had  made  cognisance  of  the  taking  of  alum 
for  100/.  parcel  Qi%20l  for  the  said  rent  of  half  a-year  and 
not  for  the  intire  rent.  But  Weston  told  me  he  thought  the 
cognisance  good  in  that  respect,  and  therefore  he  took  no  ex- 
ception toit(l) 


(1)  Thb  seems  to  be  right    Here  it  b    stated  that  the  whok  rent  was  in  ar- 
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i«tf,  and  not  pari  of.  it  only.  There 
tppeus  to  be  no  objeetion  to  avow  the 
Uking  of  the  alnm,  which  was  of  Uu 
value  than  the  texAofe  rent,  for  pared  of 
tlie  rent  only.  For  perhaps  there  was 
not  sufficient  on  the  premises  to  satisfy 
the  whole  rent,  or  the  defendant  might 
bave  mistaken  the  ralue  of  the  alum. 
In  these  cases  he  is  at  liberty  to  take  a 
teeond  distress  to  complete  his  remedy. 
Cro.  Eliz.  18.  Anon.  1  Burr.  590. 
HuidUfu  ▼.  CkoMfibers,  And  it  is  more 
agreeaUe  to  the  truth  of  the  case  to 
arow  the  first  taking  to  be  for  parcel 
oolj,  and  the  second  taking  for  the 
n^due  of  the  rent  It  is  true  that  re- 
gulariy  at  the  common  law,  where  there 
is  an  entire  duty  or  rent  due,  a  man 
should  distrain  for  the  whole  at  once, 
and  not  for  part  at  one  time  and  part  at 
another,  for  that  would  be  oppressive 
and  illegal;  Moor,  7.  pL96.  1  Burr. 
589.  2Lutw.l532.  WaUU  y.  Savill ; 
and  therefore  if  he  distrains  a  second 
time  for  the  same  thing,  he  ought  to 
shov  that  at  the>  time  of  taking  the 
first  distress  there  was  not  sufficient  on 
the  pranises,  or  that  he  had  mistaken 
the  Talue^  and  that  the  first  distress  was 


only  of  such  a  yalue;  otherwise  the 
second  distress  will  be  bad.  2  Lutw. 
1532.  I  Burr.  589.  But  by  stat  17. 
Car.  2.  s.4>.,  where  the  value  of  the 
cattle  distrained  shall  not  be  fomnd  by 
ike  jury  to  be  to  the  full  value  of  the 
arrears  distrained  for,  the  party  to 
whom  such  arrears  were  due,  his  exe- 
cutors or  administrators,  may  from  time 
to  time  distrain  again  f(»  the  residue  of 
the  arrears. 

But  where  the  avowry  states  only 
pari  of  the  rent  to  be  in  anrear,  and 
avows  the  taking  for  such  pari^  it  is  bad, 
unless  it  shews  likewise  thai  the  residue 
was  satisfied.  Cro.  Car.  108,  104. 
Hok  V.  Sambach.  Hutt  96.  S.  C. 
4Mod.402.  Afitfv.J9himeff.  12  Mod. 
84.  Johucn  v.  Baytus.  Just  like  debt 
for  rent  or  any  other  duty,  if  the 
declaration  is  for  pari  of  the  rent  or 
other  duty,  it  is  bad,  unless  it  also 
shews  that  the  residue  was  satisfied. 
20  Edw.  4.  2.  pi.  6.  Bro.  Avowry.  102. 
Cro.  Car.  137.  Bayley  y.  Hughes.  Cro. 
Jac498.  Pembertanr.  Shelion.  4  Mod. 
402.  Hum  V.  Braines.  Gilb.  Dist 
2d  edit.  145.  12  Mod.  84.  2  Lev.  4. 
Huhne  v.  Sanders,  (r) 


(r)  But  in  debt  on  a  mortgage-deed 
for  the  principal  money,  it  is  not  ne- 
oeaiary  to  state  that  interest  up  to  the 
<]ay  of  default  has  been  paid,  for  the 
principal  and  interest  do  not  form  one 
entire  debt,  l}ut  are  separable.  4  Price, 
282.  Dickenson  v.  Harrison.  The  usual 
<»venBnt  in  a  mortgage-deed  is  to  pay 
the  principal  and  interest  on  a  certain 
^Jf  but  there  is  no  covenant  to  pay 
interest  after  that  day;  therefore,  in 
ddt  on  such  a  deed,  the  interest,  subse^ 
9MaK  to  ike  day  <^drfauUt  must  not  be 
claimed  as  part  of  the  debt,  but  as  da- 
Biages  for  the  detention  of  the  debt 
[See  1  Mann.  &  Gr.  279.  317.  AUwood 


V.  Taylor.  1  Scott,  N.  R.  61 1.  S.  C]  It 
was  formeriy  doubted,  whether  an  action 
of  diAi  would  lie  for  interest  of  money 
without  alleging  any  special  contract. 
1  Vent  198.  Seaman  y.  Dee ;  but  in 
5  T.  R.  553.  Herries  v.  Jamieson^  Lord 
Kenyan  inclined  to  think  it  would,  and 
the  point  has  since  been  expressly  so 
determined.  5  Dow.  133.  Doran  v. 
O'Reilly.  Therefore,  in  declaring  in 
debt  on  a  mortgage-deed,  it  may  be 
prudent  to  add  a  second  count  for  in- 
terest, and  also  to  lay  the  damages  suf- 
ficiently large  to  cover  the  amount  of 
interest 
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Case  29.  '  Salmon  versus  Smith. 

Mick  20  Car.  IL  Beg.  BoL  458. 

-'^^*«<*»1  T>E  it  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  Easter 
J-'  term  last  past,   before  our  lord  the  king  at 
Westminster f  came  John  Salmon  by  Hugh  Gamlin  his  attorney, 
and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king 
then  there,  his  certain  bill  against  Samuel  Smith  gentleman, 
one  of  the  clerks  of  Sir  Robert  Henley  knight,  chief  clerk 
of  our  lord  the  king,  assigned  to  inrol  pleas  in  the  court  of  our 
said  lord  the  king  before  the  king  himself,  according  to  the 
liberties  and  privileges  of  the  said  court  for  such  chief  clerk 
and  his  clerks,  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not 
to  the  contrary  used  and  approved  of  in  the  same,  present 
here  in  court  in  his  proper  person,  of  a  plea  of  debt,  and  there 
are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe ; 
Deelamtion.       wbich  said  bill  foUows  in  these  words,  to  wit;  London  to  wit, 
on*aVwor°'     JbAn  Salmon  complains  of  Samuel  Smith  gentleman,  one  of 
demise.  tjie  dcrks  of  Sir  Robert  Henley  knight,  chic^  derk  of  our  lord 

the  king,  assigned  to  inrol  pleas  in  the  court  of  our  said  lord 
the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  according  to  the  liberties  and 
privileges  of  the  said  court  for  such  chief  clerk  and  his  derks, 
from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary 
used  and  approved  of  in  the  same,  present  here  in  court  in  his 
proper  person,  of  a  plea  that  he  render  to  him  nine  pounds  of 
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Iswfbl  money  of  JSngland,  which  he  owes  to  and  unjustly  de- 
tains firom  iam^  for  this,  to  wit,  that  whereas  the  BaadJohn,  on 
the  Ist  day  ofJanuafy,ia  the  year  of  our  Lord  1663,  ^tLonr 
imi  afcTtMoadj  to  wit,  in  the  parish  of  Sfc  SispttfeAre^intfaeward 
of  Farringdon  toithaut,  demised,  granted,  and  to  farm  let  to  the 
8ud  Samuel  three  rooms  and  one  cellar,  being  parcel  of  the 
then  mansion-house  of  the  said  John,  situate,  lying,  and 
being  in  the  parish  aforesaid,  to  have  and  to  occupy  to  the 
said  Samuel  and  his  assigns,  from  the  feastof  the  birdi  of  our 
Lord  then  last  past,  unto  the  end  and  term  of  one  whole  year 
thence  next  ensuing,  and  fully  to  be  complete  and  ended,  and 
eo  fiom  year  to  year  for  so  long  as  both  parties  should  please ; 
yielding  and  paying  therefore  yearly  to  the  said  John  and  his 
assigns  nine  pounds  on  the  four  most  usual  feasts  or  terms  of 
the  year,  that  is  to  say,  tiie  Annunciatian  of  the  Blessed  Vtrgin, 
St,  John  Baptist^  St.  Michael  the  Archangel^  and  the  NaOviiy 
of  cur  Lordj  by  equal  and  even  portions.  By  virtue  of  which 
said  demise,  he  the  said  &imtctf/ entered  (1)  into  the  said  rooms 


Salmon  o. 
Smith. 
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(1)  The  time  of  entry  is  often  in- 
serted, as  "that  the  defendant  after- 
**  wards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  of 

**  in  the  year  entered,"  and 

particularly  where  the  term  is  to  com- 
mence on  a  day  subsequent  to  making 
the  lease.  But  it  is  unnecessary;  for 
virtuie  ctffus  intravit  generally,  has  been 
held  sufficient  without  shewing  the 
time ;  for  it  will  be  intended  that  the 
lessee  entered  according  to  the  demise ; 
Cro.  Jac.  54<9.  Mawle  v.  CaquJffyr. 
LaL  196.  Chreen  y.  Moody;  and  so  are 
a  great  many  entries.     Clift.  231.  pL  5. 


232.  pL  6.  235.  pi.  8.  Lib.  Plac.  114. 
pL  11.  117.  pi.  23. 118.  pL  27.  Or,  if 
he  entered  before  his  title  began,  it 
is  not  material.  Cro.  Eliz.  169.  Alex- 
ander  ▼.  Dyer,  For  the  entry  is  not 
traversable.  Dougl.46L3dedit  Walker 
V.  ReeveSf  in  the  notes.  And  in  the  case 
of  a  lease  for  years  b'ke  the  present  (this 
being  a  lease  for  two  years  certain), 
1  Salk.209.  BellasisY.Burhrick.  S.C. 
1  Ld.  Raym.  170.  2  Salk.  414^  Leyg. 
V.  Strudwick.  1  T.  R.  380.  Birch  v. 
Wright  (a),  it  is  not  necessary  to  set 
forth  any  entry  or  occupation  at  all  by 


(a)  [9  A.  &  £.  658.  Doe  v.  Green, 
1  Pcrr.  &  D.  454.  S.  C.  1  Q.  B,  247. 
fUg.y.Chawtan{ltihAh.o{y  4  Perr.&  D. 
525.S.C0  See  also  4  East,  29.  Dennv. 
Cartwrighty  where  the  words  of  the  de- 
mise were  •*  not  for  one  year  only,  but 
"  from  year  to  year;"  and  were  held  to 
enure  for  two  years  at  the  least  And  he 
cannot  be  ejected  after  notice  to  quit  at 
the  end  of  Aejir^  year.  See  abo  1  T.  R. 
180.  Birch  V.  Wright,  per  BuOer  J.  S.  P. 


But  see  2  Camp.  573.  Thompson  v. 
Maberleyy  where  the  words  were  **  for 
**  twelve  months  certain,  and  six  months* 
**  notice  afterwards : "  in  which  caseLord 
EUenboTCugh  C.  J.  held,  that  a  notice 
to  quit  at  the  end  of  ^e  first  jeut  was 
good,  laying  considerable  stress  upoB 
the  word  certain^  the  application  of 
which  to  the  first  twelve  months  shewed 
that  every  thing  afterwards  was  uncer- 
tain, and  depended  on  the  notice.    [The 


203 


Salmon  versus  Smith. 


Salmon  v. 
Smith. 


FlMk 


and  cellar  with  the  appurtenances,  and  had  and  occapied  the 
same  from  the  feast  of  CAm/mo^^intheyearofourLordafore- 
saidj  for  two  whole  years  and  three  quarters  of  a  year  then 
ne2±following;  and  that  the  said  nine  pounds  of  the  rent  afore- 
said, for  one  whole  year,  ended  on  the  feast  of  SL  Mchad  the 
Archangel,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1666,  were  in  arrear  to  the 
said  John,  and  still  are  unpaid ;  whereby  an  action  hath  ac- 
crued to  the  said  John,  to  demand  and  have  of  the  said  Samtid 
the  said  nine  pounds,  yet  the  said  Samuel,  (although  often  re- 
quired) has  not  yet  paid  to  the  saidJbAit  the  said  nine  pounds, 
but  the  same  to  pay  to  him  has  hitherto  altogether  refused, 
and  still  refuses,  to  the  damage  of  him  the  said  John  of  &l : 
and  therefore  he  brings  suit,  &c 

And  now  at  this  day  to  wit,  on  JVu2ayne2±  after  three  weeb 
of  StMichael  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  he  the  said 


the  lessee ;  for  though  he  neith^  enters 
nor  occupies,  he  must  pay  the  rent,  it 
being  due  by  the  lease  or  ^contract,  and 
not  by  the  occupation.  1  Salk«209. 
BeUoiis  y.Burhrick,  recognised  as  to 
this  point  in   Doug.  455.    Eaton  v. 


Jacques.  Ibid.  461.  note  1.  Walker  r. 
Reeves,  (b)  But  in  debt  for  rent  upon 
a  lease  at  will,  the  plaintiff  must  shew 
an  occupation ;  for  the  rent  is  only  due 
in  respect  thereof.     1  Salk.  209.  (e) 


word  <'  afterwards  "  here  seems  to  mean, 
that  if  the  tenant  chose  to  hold  on  after 
the  time  named  as  certain,  the  first 
twelve  months,  then  six  months'  notice 
should  be  necessary.  9  A.  &  E.  661. 
1  Perr.  &  D.  456.  See  also  1  a  B. 
806.  Doev.DobeU.  IG.  &DaT.218. 
S.C.] 

(b)  See  1  Brod.  &  Bing.  238.  Wil- 
liams Y.  Bosanguet  and  others,  in  which 
all  the  cases,  respecting  the  necessity 
of  entry  on  the  part  of  an  assignee  of  a 
lessee  in  order  to  make  him  chargeable 
for  the  rent,  are  collected.  The  court 
held,  that  the  assignee  is  chargeable 
without  entry.  And  the  case  is  parti- 
culi^riy  strong,  being  one  of  an  assign- 
ment by  way  of  mortgage.  Dallas  C.  J. 
in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court 
noticed,  that  it  was  the  opinion  of  a 
great  majority  of  all  the  judges  that 
Baton  V.  Jacques  had  not  been  rightly 
decided. 


(c)  In  debt  for  use  and  occupation, 
the  plaintiff  need  not  state  any  of  the 
particulars  of  the  demise.  6  T.  R-  62. 
WHkins  V.  Wingate.  6  East,  348.  King 
y.Fraser.  5 Taunt 25.  Egler Y.Man- 
den.  3  M.  &  S.  380.  Davies  v.  Ed- 
wards  i  where  no  place  was  alleged  in 
the  declaration,  and  the. particulars  of 
demand  described  the  premises  as  situ- 
ate in  a  wrong  place ;  yet,  as  the  de- 
fendant held  only  one  parcel  of  land 
under  the  plaintiff,  he  could  not  be  mis- 
led, and  the  mistake  was  held  immaterial. 
But  if  the  particulars  of  the  demise  he 
stated,  they  must  be  proved,  as  stated. 
2  Dougl.  665.  Bristmo  v.  Wright 
[Debt  for  use  and  occupation  lies  at 
common  law,  and  is  not  defeated  by 
proof  of  a  demise  (not  under  seal)  re- 
serving a  certain  rent.  1  Q.  B.  850. 
Gibson  v.  Kirh.  1 G.  &  Dav.  252.  S.  C] 
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Samuel  Smitk  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then  to    Salmon  v. 
answer,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster^  comes  as  well      Smith. 
the  said  John  Salmon^  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  said  Samuel  ' 
Sndthy  in  his  proper  person :  and  the  said  Samuel  Smith  defends 
the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c  and  as  to  4/.  and  10^.  parcel  As  to  4/.  los. 
of  the  said  nine  pounds  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  the  half  of  f^^  *"^ 

*  '  issue ; 

one  year,  ended  on  the  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed 
Virgin  Mary^  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1666,  he  the  said 
f  Samuel  says,  that  he  does  not  owe  to  the  said  John  Salmon 
the  said  4L  and  lOs.  or  any  penny  thereof,  in  manner  and 
form  as  the  said  John  Salmon  has  above  comphdned  against 
him,  and  of  this  he  puts  himself  upon  the  country ;  and  the 
said  John  thereof  likewise,  &c.     And  as  to  4/.  and  10^.  re-  andasto4/.io«. 
adue  of  the  swd  nine  poimds  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  the  half  '"f*  "go*  1 
of  one  year  ended  on  the  feast  of  St  Michael  the  Archangel, 
in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1666,  he  the  said  Samuel  says, 
that  the  said  John  Salmon  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  his  Actio  non. 
said  action  thereof  against  him,  because  he  says,  that  the  said 
John,  on  the  said  1st  day  of  January ,  in  the  said  year  of  our 
Lord  1663,  at  London  aforesaid,  in  the  parish  and  ward  afore-  pumtiffnot 
said,  did  demise,  grant,  and  to  farm  let  to  the  said  Samuel,  not  on^y  demised  to 
only  the  said  three  rooms  and  one  cellar,  but  also  another  said  three  rooms 
room  called  a  dining-room,  being  other  parcel  of  the  said  man-  ^  ^^J}?'!  ^"* 
non-house  of  him  the  said  John  Salmon  ;  to  have  and  to  hold  room, 
the  sidd  first-mentioned  three  rooms  and  the  said  cellar  to  the 
said  Samuel  and  his  assigns,  from  the  said  feast  of  the  Nati-- 
vitg  of  our  Lord  then  last  past,  unto  the  end  and  term  of  one 
whole  year  then  next  ensuing,  and  fiilly  to  be  complete  and 
ended,  and  so  from  year  to  year  for  so  long  as  both  the  said 
parties  should  please,  as  the  said  John  Salmon  has  above  al- 
lied ;  and  to  have  and  to  occupy  the  other  room  called  the 
dining-room,  to  the  sdd  Samuel,  from  the  said  feast  of  the 
Nativity  of  our  Lord  then  last  past,  unto  the  end  and  term  of 
one  whole  year  thence  next  ensuing,  and  fally  to  be  complete 
and  ended,  and  so  from  year  to  year,  for  so  long  as  both  the 
8ud  parties  should  please,  (such  time  as  one  Richard  Whitmore 
esquire  should  be  resident  within  the  city  of  London^  only  ex- 
cepted ;)  yielding  and  paying  therefore  yearly  to  the  said  John 
and  his  assigns,  the  said  yearly  rent  of  nine  pounds  on  the  said 
four  most  usual  feasts  or  terms  of  the  year,  to  wit,  the  An- 
nuneiation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  St,  John  the  Baptist, 
Sl  Michael  the  Archangel,  and  the  Nativity  of  our  Lord,  by 
even  and  equal  portions ;  by  virtue  of  which  said  demise,  he 
VOL.  I.  z 
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' * ' 

The  pluntiff 
before  the  rent 
became  due, 
entered  into  the 
dining-room 
and  expelled 
the  defendant 
therefrom. 


the  said  Samuel  entered  as  well  into  the  eaid  three  rocmaazid 
cellar,  as  into  the  stdd  other  room  oalled  the  dining-room,  and 
was  thereof  possessed ;  and  being  so  thereof  possessed,  he  the 
said  Samuel  further  sa js,  that  the  said  John  Sabnon  afterwards, 
and  before  the  feast  of  St  John  the  Baptisty  in  the  saidyearof 
onr  Lord  1666,  to  wii;  on  the  23d  day  of  Jtine,  in  the  year  last 
aforesaid,  entered  into  the  said  room  oalled  the  dining-room, 
upon  the  possession  of  him  the  said  Samuel  thereof,  and  expeUed 
and  removed  him  the  said  Samuel  from  bis  possesion  thereof, 
and  kept  out  (2)  him  the  said  Samuelfrom  his  possession  thereof 


(2)  The  words  in  Italics  are  essen- 
tial; for  to  occasion  a  suspension  of 
the  rent,  there  roust  be  an  eviction  or 
expulsion  of  the  lessee,  out  of  all  or  some 
part  of  the  demised  premises;  he  must  be 
put  out  of  possession.  Co.  Litt  148.  b. 
Hob.  190.  Dorrel  v.  Andrews,  Bro. 
Apportionment,  7.  1  Vent  277.  Per 
Hide  C.  J.  in  Hodghins  v.  Bobson,  Sty. 
446.  TimbreU  v.  Bulloch  Clayt.  34. 
Harrison*^  case.  And  the  plea  must 
state  an  eviction  or  expulsion  of  the 
lessee  by  the  lessor,  and  a  keeping  him 
out  of  possession  until  after  the  rent 
became  due ;  otherwise  it  will  be  bad. 
Hob.  326.  Beynolds  v.  Buckle.  Sty.432. 
Page  v.  Par.  1  Ld.  Raym.  370.  Bushell 
V.  Lechmore.  Willes's  Rep.  129.  Hodg- 
skin  y.  Queenborough.  A  trespass  hy  the 
lessor  will  be  nosuspension  of  the  rent(^.) 
Therefore,  where  to  an  avowry  for  rent 
the  plaintiff  pleaded  in  bar  that  the  de- 
fendant the  lessor,  with  force  and  arms, 
unjustly  and  unlawfully  entered  upon 


the  garden,  part  of  the  messuage  or 
tenement  in  the  plaintiff's  possession, 
and  did  then  and  there,  with  like  force 
and  anns,  unjustly  and  unlawfully  break 
and  pull  down  the  roof  and  ceiling  of  a 
summer-house,  part  of  the  said  premises, 
and  tore  up  the  benches  thereon ;  by 
means  whereof  the  plaintiff  had  been 
deprived  of  the  use  of  the  summer-house 
from,  &c.  until  &c ;  this  plea  was  held 
ill  on  demurrer ;  for  it  states  merely  a 
trespass;  the  pluntiff  should  have  plead- 
ed an  eviction;  and  it  would  have  been 
for  the  jury  to  decide  whether  the  fccto 
stated  amounted  to  one.  Cowp.242. 
Hunt  V.  Cope.  So  is  Sir  T.  Jones,  148. 
Bqper  v.Lloyd. (e)  The  form  of  a  plea 
of  eviction  in  bar  to  an  avowry  for  rent 
may  be  seen  in  Asht.  Ent411.;  and 
for  other  entries  of  such  a  plea  to 
debt  for  rent,  see  Lib.  Plac  173.  220. 
CUft.  150.  LiUy,  180.  See  Cas.  Temp. 
Hardw.  171.  Jordan  v.  Twells.  (J)  In 
debt  for  rent  it  is  optional  in  the  defend- 


(d)  Nor  will  an  illegal  ouster  by  the 
lessor  in  his  ministerial  capacity  of 
sheriff.^;  Moor,  891.  Vouchell  v.  Danr 
castelL 

(e)  [So  a  plea,  in  debt  on  a  parol 
demise,  that  during  the  term  it  was 
agreed  that  the  defendant  should  re- 
linquish the  possession  to  the  plaintiff 
for  a  month,  after  which  the  possession 
should  be  resumed  by  the  defendant ; 


and  that  the  defendant  did  refinqnish 
the  possession,  but  that  the  plaintiff 
would  not  restore  the  possession,  wis 
held  bad,  as  not  shewing  a  surrender 
or  an  eviction.  S  Mann.  H  Gr.  105. 
Dunn  V.  Di  Nuovo.  3  Scott,  N.R- 
487-  S.C.] 
(/)  In  which  case  it  was  held,  that  in 

order  to  excuse  himself  from  payment 
of  rent  upon  an  eviction  by  a  stranger, 
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abBoysfrom  Aenee,  until  the  marrow  of  ^  said  feast  of  St  Mir 
ekael  the  Archangely  in  the  year  last  aforesaid.  And  the  eaid 
Samuel  further  says,  that  the  aaid  Richard  fFhitmore,  during 


Salmon  «• 
Smith. 


ant  either  to  pkad  the  entry  and  ex-    evidence  upon  nil  debeL    1  Mod.  S5. 
pulsion  by  the  plaintiff,  or  give  it  in    Anon.     Ibii  118.      Browne' %    case 


the  lessee  must  shew  specially  that  such 
stranger  had  a  good  title  to  evict  him. 
[But  some  doubt  may  be  entertained, 
whether  thb  case  has  not  been  over- 
rnledby  thatof  FcMftr  ▼•  AerMMi,  4T.R. 
617.  poet,  VoL  U.  p.  181*  note  (10).  See> 
however,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  272.  Simons  v. 
Farren.  1  Scott,  105.  S.C.  Wheretheles- 
see  ifi  evicted  from  a  part  of  the  demised 
premises  by  a  stranger,  by  force  of  a  title 
paramount,  the  rent  is  not  entirely  sus- 
pended, as  it  is  in  case  of  an  eviction 
out  of  part  by  the  lessor  himself^  but  it 
shall  be  apportioned.  Co.  Litt  148.  b. 
3  Co.  22.  b.  Walker^s  case.  In  2  Cr. 
M.  &  R.  84.  Neale  v.  Maekenzief  a 
kssee  under  a  parol  lease  for  one  year 
of  100  acres  accepted  the  lease  and 
entered  on  the  land ;  and  upon  his  entry 
found  eight  acres  in  the  possession  of  a 
person  entitled  under  a  prior  lease  from 
the  lessor,  which  person  kept  possession 
of  that  part  until  half  a  yearns  rent  ac- 
crued due,  and  excluded  the  lessee  from 
the  enjoyment  of  it  for  all  that  time, 
the  lessee  continuing  in  possession  of 
the  remainder.  It  speared  from  tiie 
dates  of  and  averments  in  the  plead- 
ingBf  that  the  prior  lease  was  for  a  term 
extending  beyond  the  duration  of  the 
latter  lease.  The  question  was,  whether 
the  leasee  washable  to  be  distrained  upon 
for  the  whde  rent  or  any  part  The 
Court  of  Exchequer  held  that  the  lessee 
waa  to  be  regarded  as  in  under  the  lease ; 
and  that  the  ease  was  one  of  eviction,  or 
to  be  governed  by  the  same  principle ; 
but  that  it  waa  analogous  to  the  case  of 
an  eviction  by  an  elder  titie,  and  not  to 
the  case  of  an  eviction  by  the  lessor ; 
and  consequently,  that  the  rent  was  not 


entirely  suspended  but  a^^or^oned  only, 
and  that  the  lessor  might  distrain  for 
the  remainder.  This  decision,  however, 
was  reversed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
that  court  holding  that  the  lease,  so  far 
as  regarded  the  eight  acres,  was  utterly 
void ;  that  the  impediment  to  the  lessee's 
taking  possession  waa  .not  analogous  to 
an  eviction ;  that  the  rent  was  not  ap- 
portionable ;  and  that  no  distress  could 
be  supported  for  the  whole  or  any  por- 
tion of  it  1  Mees.  &  W.  747.  In  tiiis 
case,  however,  though  the  lessor  could 
not  distrain  or  bring  any  action  for  an 
apportioned  part  of  the  entire  rent  re- 
served by  the  lease,  yet  it  seems  clear 
that  he  might,  in  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation,  have  recovered  on  a  quan- 
tum in€nft^' a  reasonable  compensation 
from  the  lessee  in  respect  of  the  part  ac- 
tually occupied  by  him.  5  Moore^  558. 
TomUnson  Y.Day.  2B.&B,68a  S.C. 
And  it  has  been  laid  down  that  even 
where  there  has  been  an  eviction  from 
part  of  the  demised  premises  by  the 
tortious  act  of  the  lessor,  the  tenant  may 
be  liable  upon  a  quantum  meruiiy  if  he 
continues  in  possession  of  the  residue. 
8  Camp.  514.  note.  Stokes  v.  Cooper^ 
coram  Dallas  J.  But  this  seems  at 
variance  with  the  older  authorities,  (see 
1  Cr.  Nf.  &  R.  36.  Reeve  v.  Birds  by 
Parke  B.),  especially  if  the  demise  were 
by  deed.  An  eviction  from  part  of  the 
demned  premises  by  the  lessor  is  no 
answer  to  an  action  on  a  covenant  to 
repair,  or  the  like ;  at  all  events,  if  the 
lessee  retains  possession  of  the  residue. 
1  a  B.  518.  Newton  v.  AUin.  1  G.  & 
Dav.44.  S.C] 
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Demurrar* 
Special 


the  whole  time  aforesaid,  was  resident  out  of  the  said  dty  of 
London,  to  wit,  at  Slaughter  in  the  county  of  Gbmcetter,  and 
during  the  sud^time,  or  any  part  thereof,  was  not  resident*^ 
within  the  said  city  oi  London;  and  this  he  is  readyto  verify: 
wherefore  he  prays  judgment,  if  the  said  John  ought  to  have 
or  ynft^"tfti"  his  said  action  thereof  againat  him,  &c. 

Demurrer  in  the  usual  form.  And  for  cause  of  demurrer 
in  law  upon  the  said  plea,  the  said  John,  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  thereof  lately  made  and  pro- 
vided, shews,  and  to  the  court  here  sets  fortii  the  causes  fol- 
lovring,  that  is  to  say,  for  that  the  said  plea  is  uncertun,  and 
does  not  answer  the  matter  in  the  said  declaration  above  spe- 
cified, &c* 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  here 
is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the 
premises,  a  day  thereof  is  ^ven  to  the  said  parties,  before^ur 
said  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  imtil  Saturday  next  after  the 


1  Vent.  258.  1  Sid.  151.  Drake  v. 
Beere.  GUb.  Law  Evid.  282.  Bull.  N. 
P.  177.  {g)  But  in  covenant  for  non- 
payment of  the  rent,  the  defendant 
must  plead  it.  For  though  the  lessee 
expressly  covenants  to  pay  the  rent» 
yet  if  he  be  evicted  by  the  lessor*  that 
will  be  a  sufficient  reason  for  non-pay- 
ment   So  the  lessee  may  bring  an 


action  of  covenant  against  the  lessor  in 
case  the  lessee  is  evicted,  as  well  upon 
the  express  covenant  that  the  lessor  has 
a  good  title,  as  on  the  implied  covenant 
in  law  from  the  words  demise  and  grant* 
And  a  lease  by  estoppel  is  a  good  lease 
to  ground  an  action  for  an  eviction. 
Style  V.  Hearingy  Cro.  Jac  73.  (A) 


{g)  See  2  Leon.  10.  Wingfield  v. 
Seckford,  contra.  But  the  better  opi- 
nion seems  to  be,  that  it  may  be  given 
in  evidence  under  the  general  issue. 
[SincetheNew  Rules,  it  must  be  pleaded. 
But  in  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation, 
the  defendant  may  give  in  evidence, 
under  non  assumpsit,  that  the  plaintiff 
mortgaged  the  premises  before  the  de- 
fendant came  into  occupation,  and  that 
the  mortgagee  had  given  notice  to 
him  not  to  pay  the  plaintiff  any  rent 
becoming  due  after  such  notice.  2 
Bing.  N.  C.  538.  Waddilove  v.  Bar- 
rntt.  2  Scott,  763.  S.C.  So  in  replevin, 


where  the  defendant,  having  only  i  de- 
feasible title,  demised  to  the  plaintiff  for 
years;  and  before  the  first  quarters 
rent  was  due,  the  plaintiff  was  evicted 
by  title  paramount  to  the  defendant's, 
and  remained  out  of  possession  for  some 
weeks,  and  he  then  entered  again  under 
a  new  agreement  with  the  person  who 
had  evicted  him  by  title  paramount; 
it  was  held,  that  the  eviction  might  be 
given  in  evidence  under  non  tenuii* 
9  Bing.  613.  Hopcraft  v.  Keys.  2  M. 
&Sc760.  S.C.] 
(h)  See  post,  322.  note  (2). 
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octave  of  St  HUary,  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the    Salmon  v. 

premises,  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here.       Smith. 

thereof  not  yet,  &c.     And  as  to  the  said  4i  and  10*.  parcel  * 

of  the  said  debt  by  the  said  deckration  above  demanded, 

whereof  the  said  Issue  is  above  joined  between  the  said  parties 

to  be  tried  by  the  country,  the  said  «7bAn  confesses  that  he  will  ^oOe 

not  any  farther  prosecute  against  the  said  Samuel  Smith  for 

the  said  4L  and  lOs.i  therefore,  as  to  the  4L  and  10*.  parcel 

thereof,  &G.  let  the  siud  Samuel  SmithhQ  thereof  quit,  and  go 

thereof  without  day,  &c. 


at  to  the  issue. 


Salmon  versus  Smith.  C  206  3 

Case  29. 
TNdebt  for  rent,  the  plaintiff  declares  that  on  the  1st  of  s.c.iLeT.263. 
-'-  February^  in  the  year  of  our  lord  1663,  he  demised  to  the  ^^{  ^^s 
defendant  three  rooms  and  a  cellar,  beins:  parcel  of  the  man-  sKeb.  467.47a 

Debt  Ibr  rent 

aon-house  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  parish  of  St  Sepulchre,  Lon-  ^  ,  demise  of 
doH^  to  have,  from  the  feast  of  Christmas  then  last  past,  imtil  ^^^  rooms. 

?lcM-  tllA.t 

the  end  and  term  of  one  whole  year  then  next  following,  folly  plaintiff  de- 
to  be  complete  and  ended,  and  so  from  year  to  year  as  long  "J^JJ|*  ""^  • 
as  it  should  please  both  the  said  parties,  rendering  yearly  9L  amother  room, 
at  four  feasts,  namely,  the  Annunciation  of  our  Lady,  Midsum^-  *°1^'  ^*i^ 
nier,  Michaelmas^  and  Christmas,  by  equal  portions ;  by  virtue  other  room,  but 
of  whidi  demise  the  defendant  entered  and  was  possessed,  ^ demiaeor* 
and  held  and  occupied  those  tenements  from  the  sud  feast  of  the  three  rooms 
Christmas  for  two  whole  years  and  three  quarters  of  a  year  S  want  of  such 
then  next  following;  and  that  9/.  of  the  said  rent  for  one  a  traverse (i). 
whole  year  ended  at  Michaelmas  1666,  were  in  arrere  and  not 
pud  to  the  plaintiff,  he  therefore  brought  his  action.  •  The 
defendant,  as  to  4/.  \0s.  being  the  first  half-year's  rent,  ended 
at  Lady-day  1666,  pleads  nil  debet;  and  as  to  4iL  10&  the  re- 
mainder of  the  rent  demanded  for  the  last  half-year's  rent, 
ended  at  Michaelmas  1666  aforesaid,  he  pleads  in  bar  that  the 
pUmtiff  demised  to  him  not  only  the  said  three  rooms  and 
cellar,  but  also  another  room  called  a  dining-room,  being 
another  parcel  of  the  plaintiff's  said  house ;  to  have  the  said 
three  rooms  and  cellar  as  the  plaintiff  has  declared ;  and  to 
have  the  room  called  the  dining-room  from  the  -sud  feast  of 
Christmas  then  last  past,  until  the  end  and  term  of  one  whole 


(1)  See  postea,  p.  209.  note  (8). 
z  3 
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Salmon  v.   year  tinea,  next  foUowiiig  fuUy  to  be  complete  and  ended,  and 
Smith*       ^  g^m  yo^r  to  year,  as  long  as  it  should  please  both  paiiieB, 
V  (sueh  timeasonejRteAarc'iV^ihiio/eesquiieshavddb^ 

within  the  dty  of  I/mdony  only  ezcq>tecl,)  rendering  the  said 
yearly  rentof  9iL  quarterly^  as  the  plaintiff  has  dedaied;  by 
foxt^  of  which  demise  the  defendant  entered  as  well  into  the 
s^d  three  ^opms  and  oellar  as  into  the  said  other  room  called 
tli^e  dintfig>*rD(WA  and  was  thiereof  possessed :  and  the  defend- 
ant further  said,  tJiat  the  phiintiff  before  the  feast  of  St.  John 
the  Baptist  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1666,  to  wit»  on  the 
23d  of  June  in  the  same  year,  entered  into  the  said  room 
called  the  dining-room  upon  the  possession  of  him  the  said 
defendant,  and  expelled  and  amoved  him  the  said  defendant 
from  his  possession  thereof  and  kept  him  the  said  defendant 
.[  207  ]  out  of  his  possession  thereof  always  from  thence  until  the 
moxixiw  of  the  said  feast  of  St.  Mchael  in  the  year  last  afore- 
said* And  the  defendant  further  ayersy  that  the  said  fFhii^ 
more  during  the  whole  of  the  said  time  was  resident  out  of  the 
said  city  of  London,  to  wit,  at  Slaughter  in  the  county  of 
Qloucester,  and  was  not  resident  during  the  said  time  or  any 
part  thereof  within  the  said  city  of  London  ;  wherefore  he 
prayp  judgment  if  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  his  action.  The 
plaintiff  as  to  the  plea  of  nil  dAety  enters  a  noUe  prosequi  (2), 
and  demurs  to  the  said  special  plea. 


(2)  So  2  Rol.  Abr.  101.  (G.),  pi.  1.  v.'  Shirley.    Cro.  Eliz.  762.     Green  v. 

2  Leon.  177*     Sir  John  Sandys  case.  Chamock.    And  therefore*  in  trespass 

Post,  dd9.  342.    Mdhr  v.  Spatsman.  against  two  who  pleaded  several  pleas, 

Lilly's  Entries*  448.    Clift's  Entries,  it  was  held,  that  if  the  plaintiff  entered 

425.  pL  14.    Atkins  V.  WtdeoL     The  a  noUe  prosequi  against  one,  before  he 

true  nature  and  extent  of  a  noUe  prose-  had    obtained  judgment   against    the 

qui  in  civil  cases  was  not  accurately  other^  it  would  destroy  the  action  as  to 

defined  aud  ascertained  until  modem  both.    See  14  Edw.  4.  6.  pL  2.    S.  C. 

times.    The  authorities  upon  this  sub-  Bro.  Trespass,  331.    Hob.  70.    Parker 

ject  in  the  old  books  are  contradictory  v.  Sir  John  Lawrence.     S.  C.    2  Rol. 

and  confused.    In  some  of  the  cases  it  Abr.  100.  pL  1.      So  where    plaintiff, 

is  considered  in  the  nature  of  a  retraxit^  after  verdict  for  him  in  debt  upon  bond, 

operating  as  a  release  or  discharge  of  entered  a  nolle  prosequi^  and  brought  a 

the  action,  and  an  absolute  bar  to  any  new  action,  it  was  hdd  an  absolute  bar 

future  action  for  the  same  caase.   Co.  to  such  action.    Cro.  Elis.  762.    Green 

Litt  139.  a.     Cro.  Jac.  211.     Beeeker  v.  Chamock.  (•)     But  in  other  oases. 


~(i)  This  ciEUse  fs]  cited  by  mistake,   instead  of  Cro.  Jac  211.     Beeeker  v. 
Shirley. 


HU.  20  &  21  Car.  n.  Regis. 

And  it  was  aigiied  for  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant's 
plea  was  bad,  because  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration  has 
CQfimted  upon  a  demise  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant 
of  three  rooms  and  a  cellar  only,  and  the  defendant  has 
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wUeh  have  been  adhered  to  ever  sincei 
a  noOeproteqm  is  considered,  not  to  be 
of  the  nature  of  a  reiraxU  or  release, 
but  an  agreement  only  not  to  proceed 
either  against  gome  of  the  defendants, 
or  SB  to  pari  of  the  suit  And  in  these 
cases  it  is  held,  that  a  nolle  prosequi  may 
be  entered  against  one  of  the  defend- 
ants, before  judgment  obtained  against 
the  other,  notwithstanding  former  deci- 
tioDs  to  the  contrary.  2  Rol.  Abr.  100. 
pL5.  WeUky.BMop.  S.C.  CrcCar. 
8S9.  2i3.  2  Lilly's'  Pract  Reg.  218. 
Carth.  19.  Rodney  v.  Strode^  and 
Trdmrefbol  v.  Greenway  there  cited. 
12 Mod. 653.  Greer. BMi.  iWils.Sa 
Noke  ▼•  Ingham.  Ibid.  806.  J>ale  ▼• 
Eyre:  and  see  the  Entries,  ante^  p. 
205.;  post,  S42.;  L%,  55.;  Ibid. 
448.;  Clift,  4^.;  pi.  IS.  425.  pL  14. 
And  a  nolle  prosequi  is  now  held  to  be 
no  bar  to  a  future  action  for  the  same 
cause,  except  in  those  cases  indeed, 
where^  from  the  nature  of  the  actiop, 
judgment  and  execution  against  one  is 
a  satisfaction  of  all  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  the  pluntiff.  S  T.  R.  511. 
Qn^ter  v.  Tiffin.  1  Wils.  90.  (k)  It 
seems  clear,  that  where  any  action 
founded  upon  a  for/;  such  as  assault  and 
battery,  false  imprisonment,  trover,  and 
the  like,  is  brought  against  several  de- 
fendants, though  they  all  join  in  the 


same  plea  and  be  found  jointiy  guilty, 
yet  the  plaintiff  may  after  verdict  enter 
a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  some  of  them,  and 
take  his  judgment  against  the  rest; 
1  Ld.  Raym.  597*  Coux  v.  Lowiher  ; 
1  Wils.  806.  Bale  v.  Eyre;  and  the 
reason  thereof  seems  to  be,  because 
these  actions  being  in  their  nature  joint 
and  several,  as  the  plaintiff  might  there- 
fore have  originally  commenced  his  ac- 
tion against  one  only^  and  proceeded  to 
judgment  and  execution  against  him 
alone ;  so  he  may,  after  verdict  against 
several,  elect  to  take  his  damages  against 
either  of  them.  Carth.  20.  And  upon 
this  ground  it  is  that,  where  a  jury  give 
a  wrong  verdict  in  point  of  law,  the 
plaintiff  may  cure  the  defect  in  the  ver- 
dict by  entering  a  nolle  prosequi  before 
judgment  As  where  i^eyeral  persons 
are  jointiy  charged  in  an  action  of  as- 
sault, battery,  and  false  imprisonment, 
or  any  other  trespass,  who  either  [plead 
jointiy,  or  sever  in  their  pleas,  or  one 
suffers  judgment  to  go  by  default,  (for 
it  is  immaterial  which  is  the  case,)  if  the 
jury  assess  several  damages,  the  verdict 
is  wrong,  and  the  judgment  will  be  erro- 
neous. 5  Burr.  2792.  Bill  v.  Goodchild. 
But  the  plaintiff  may  cure  the  verdict,  by 
entering  a  nolle  prosequi  against  all  the 
defendants  but  one,  and  taking  judg- 
ment against  him  only.  Cro.  Car.  289. 


{k)  tM.&M.SlS.  Haywardy.Kain. 
3  Mann.  &  Gr.  I.  Amor  v.  CuthberL 
3  Scott,  N.  R.  825.  S.  C.  But;where,;q/ter 
interlocutory  judgment  had  been  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  generally^  to  the  whole 
de^srationy  there  was  a  nolle  prosequi  as 
to  aD  tiie  counts  but  the  first,  the  entry 
thereof  concluding,   '*  therefore  'as  to 


**  the  damages  in  those  counts,  let  the 
^  defendant  be  acquitted  and  go  thereof 
"  without  day,"  it  was  held,  that  the  nolle 
prosequi  was  equivalent  to  a  retraxit, 
and  a  bar  to  any  future  action  for  the 
same  cause.  7  Bing.  716.  Bowden  v. 
Home.    5M.&P.756.  S.C.] 
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pleaded  a  demke  made  of  the  said  three  looms  and  cellar, 
and  of  another  room,  and  so  varies  from  the  demise  alleged 
hj  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration,  and  has  pleaded  another 
demise  which  differs  from  the  demise  alleged  by  the  plaintiff 


243.  S.C.  2  RoL  Abr.  100.  pi.  5. 
Carth.  19.  6  T.  R.  199,  200.  Mit- 
chell  Y,  MUbank,  So  where  an  action 
is  misconceived  against  some  of  the 
defendants,  as  if  trover  be  brought 
against  a  defendant  executor  and  others 
not  executors,  and  the  jury  either 
find  them  all  guilty,  or  the  executor 
not  guilty,  and  the  others  guilty,  the 
judgment  will  be  erroneous,  because 
an  action  of  trover  does  not  survive 
against  an  executor  for  a  conversion  by 
his  testator,  (Cowp.  371.  Hambly  v. 
TroU,)  and  the  defendants  are  impro- 
perly joined,  inasmuch  as  the  judgment 
against  them  is  different  But  the  plain- 
tiff may  cure  this  defect  by  entering  a 
noUe  prosequi  against  the  executor,  and 
taking  his  judgment  against  the  others. 
lWiIs.306.  Daley. Eyre.  And  in  these 
cases  it  should  seem,  that  the  nolle  pro- 
sequi so  entered  agunst  some  of  the  de- 
fendants must,  from  the  nature  of  the 
actions,  be  an  absolute  bar  16  any  future 
action  for  the  same  cause.  If  an  action 
is  brought  upon  any  contract  against  se- 
veral defendants,  who  Join  in  their  pleas^ 
and  a  verdict^  is  found  against  them, 


it  is  apprehended  the  plaintiff  can. 
not  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  against  any 
of  them,  because  the  contract  being 
joint,  the  plaintiff  is  compellable  to 
bring  his  action  against  all  the  parties 
thereto,  and  he  shall  not  by  entering  a 
nolle  prosequi  prevent  the  defendant 
against  whom  the  recovery  has  been 
had,  from  calling  upon  the  other  de- 
fendants for  a  rateable  contribution. 
But  if  in  such  actions  the  defendants 
sever  in  their  pleas,  as  where  one  pleads 
some  plea  which  goes  to  his  personal 
discharge,  such  as  bankruptcy,  ne  ungues 
executor,  and  the  like,  and  not  to  the  ac- 
tion  of  the  writ,  the  plaintiff  may  enter 
a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  him,  and  proceed 
against  the  others ;  for  with  respect  to 
bankruptcy,  the  stat.  10  Ann.  c  5. 
makes  the  other  defendant,  who  is  not 
a  bankrupt,  liable  for  the  whole  debt; 
and  therefore  in  that  particular  instance 
the  case  is  exactly  the  same,  as  where 
an  action  is  joint  and  several  1  Wils.90. 
So  the  plea  of  ne  unques  executor  does 
not  deny  the  cause  of  action,  but  only 
that  he  is  one  of  the  representatives  of 
the  testator.  (/)    When  the  defendanU 


(/)  A  plea  of  discharge  under  the  ge- 
neral Insolvent  Act,  by  one  of  several  de- 
fendants, stands  upon  the  same  grounds. 
The  plaintiff  was  held  liable  to  a  plea  in 
abatement,  if  he  did  not  sue  all  the 
joint  contractors,  although  one  of  them 
might  have  a  good  defence  in  his  per- 
sonal discharge ;  2  M.  &  S.  23.  Bovill  v. 
Wood;  even  although  the  plaintiff  should 
shew  that  fact  upon  the  face  of  his  de- 
claration. 6  Taunt.  179.  Hawkins  v. 
Hamsbottom.  [But  now  by  stat.  3  &  4> 
W.  4.  c  42.  s.  9.    •'  to  any  plea  in 


"  abatement,  in  any  court  of  law,  of  the 
"  non-joinder  of  another  person,  the 
*^  plaintiff  may  reply  that  such  person 
"  has  been  discharged  by  bankruptcy 
"  and  certificate,  or  under  an  Act  for 
'<  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors."  It 
must  be  observed  that],  where  one  of 
the  defendants  pleads  a  several  plea 
containing  matter  of  original  personal 
disability,  as  infancy,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
enter  a  noL  pros,  and  proceed  against 
the  other  defendants ;  for  the  plea  shews 
that  ^ere  never  was  a  joint  contract 


m.  20  &  21  Car.  n.  Regis. 


207  A 


in  the  number  of  rooms,  wherefore  the  defendant  in  his 
plea  ought  to  have  trayersed  the  demise  alleged  hj  the  plain- 
tifi;  namely,  with  an  absque  hoc  that  the  said  plaintiff  had 
doniaed  three  rooms  and  cellar  only,  as  he  has  allied  in  Ids 
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sever  m  tkeir  pleaSf  with  this  limitadon 
as  to  the  extent  of  the  pleas  in  actions 
tpon  eoniraeiSy  it  is  immaterial  what  is 
the  fonn  of  the  action ;  for  the  plain- 
tiff may  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  against 
aoj  of  them  before  verdict,  and  proceed 
against  the  rest.  See  Cro.  Car.  2S9. 
2i3.  2  Rol.  Abr.  lOa  pL  5.  Garth.  19. 
Moor,  624.  2  Leon.  177.  Clift,  424. 
p.  IS*  2  Salk.  457.  Greeees  ^  Bolls. 
And  though  they  plead  Jointli/,  yet  if 
their  plea  be  in  its  nature  severable,  the 
plaintiff  may  enter  a  wMe  prosequi  as  to 
some,  and  proceed  against  the  rest; 
as  in  an  ejectment  against  several  who 
joiotly  plead  not  guilty,  the  pUuntiff 
may  at  the  assizes  even  enter  a  nolle  pro- 
sequi  against  one  or  more  of  the  de- 
fendantSy  and  proceed  against  the  rest 


lLd.Raym.716.   Greey.BoUe.    S.C. 
12Mod.65L 

So  in  many  cases  a  noUe  prosequi'mBj 
be  entered  in  actions  against  one  defend- 
ant only.  As  where  he  pleads  the  ge- 
neral issue  to  part,  and  a  special  justifi- 
cation, or  demurs,  to  the  residue,  the 
plaintiff  may  enter  a  noUs  prosequi  to 
either  of  the  pleas.  Antd,  208.  Post, 
339.  2  Rol.  Abr.  101.  (G.)>  pi.  1. 
2  Leon.  177.  Hob.  180.  Slowley  v. 
Eveley.  Lilly's  Entries,  448.  Cliffs 
Entries,  425.  pi.  14.  So  where  there 
are  several  issues  joined  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  the  plaintiff  may 
enter  a  nolle  prosequi  to  one  or  more  of 
the  issues  joined,  and  proceed  to  trial 
upon  the  others.  Reg.Plac.  190.  s.  5.  (m) 
So  where  there  are  severalcounts  in  the 


3  Esp.  76.  Chandler  'v.  Parhers  and 
anoiher.  5  Esp.  47.  Jaffrayy.Freebain 
tad  others;  recognised  in  4  Taunt 
468.  Buryess  y.  Merrill.  But  the  plain- 
tiff must  dbcontinue  and  sue  the  adult 
alone ;  and  if  the  adult  plead  in  abate- 
ment the  non-joinder  of  the  infant,  the 
plaintiff  may  reply  the  infancy.  4  Taunt 
468.  Burgess  v.  Merrill.  3  Taunt  307. 
Gibbs  V.  Merrill^  contr^  Much  discus- 
sion  took  place  in  the  two  last  cases  as 
to  the  distinction  between  those  con- 
tiactB  of  an  infant  which  are  voidable^ 
and  those  which  are  void;  but  the 
court  in  giving  judgment  in  Burgess  v. 
Merrill^  did  not  proceed  on  this  dis- 
tinction. In  Gibbs  v.  Merrill  the  con* 
tntct  was  voidable  only,  and  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  reply  the  infancy  specially^ 
but  took  issue  on  the  plea  in  abate- 
ment; which  seems  to  have  been  the 
ground  of  the  decision  of  the  court 


Where  one  defendant  pleads  non  as- 
sumpsity  and  the  other  defendant  pleads 
the  same  plea  and  abo  a  plea  of  bank- 
ruptcy, the  plaintiff  may  enter  a  nol. 
pros,  as  to  the  latter  defendant  without 
discharging  the  former.  2  M.  &  S.  444. 
Moravia  y.  Hunter. 

(fit)  This  observation  was  strictly 
true  before  the  stat  4  &  5  Ann.  c  16. 
s.  4  and  5.  in  all  cases  where  several 
issues  were  joined;  for  none  of  the  issues 
could  go  to  the  whole  cause  of  action : 
if  any  one  of  them  had,  the  others 
would  have  been  double  pleading.  But 
since  that  stat,  it  is  plain  that  the  plain- 
tiff can  enter  a  noLpros.  as  to  such  of  the 
issues  only  as  go  to  part  of  the  action. 
[Accordingly,  if  a  plaintiff  enters  a 
noU  pros,  as  to  a  plea  which  covers  the 
whole  cause  of  action,  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  enter  up  judgment  on  the 
whole   recordi   notwithstanding   there 
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Salmons,  dedaiation:  and  for  want  of  such  tmvene  it  was  said  tihat  the 
Smith.  plea  was  bad*     Ajuitopioveitythecaseof  aIlawa^diIln^a(N^ 
^^— v*— '  land  and  MartelPB  case*  was  cited,  where  it  is  said,  that  if 
*  ^^^^'  ^^'  the  defendant  pleads  an  awaid  made  of  three  things,  now 


same  dedaration,  and  the  defendant  de- 
murs to  one  count,  and  pleads  to  issue 
to  the  other,  the  plaintiff  may  enter  a 
nolle  prosequi  as  to  one  count,  and  pro^ 
ceed  upon  the  other*  Lilly's  Entries^ 
55.  So  if  the  defendant's  plea  be  a 
bar  to  one  of  the  counts,  as  where  at- 
sumpsU  is  brought  for  goods  sold  and 
deliyered,  and  there  is  also  another 
count  upon  afi  accoutU  staiedf  if  the  de- 
fendant pleads  infancy  to  the  whole,  this 
is  a  eomplete  bar  to  the  count  upon 
the  account  stated;  IT.R.40.  True- 
man  v*  Hunti  but  the  plaintiff  may  set 
the  declaration  right  by  relaying  to  the 
plea  as  to  the  first  count,  and  entering  a 
fiofle/mweQrtMastotheother.  Indeed,  if 


the  defendant  demurs  to  a  declaration 
because  there  are  improper  counts  in  it, 
the  plaintiff  shall  not  be  permitted  to 
cure  this  defect  by  a  nolle  pnuequi  to  the 
improper  counts.  1 H.  Black.  108.  Rote 
V.  Bowler.  For  the  same  reason,  if  tbe 
defendant  demurs  for  emy  imperfeeUon 
or  informality  in  any  of  die  counts,  the 
plaintiff  shall  not  .be  allowed  to  enter  a 
noUe  prosequi  to  such  counts.  4iJ.  R. 
860.  I>runmondy.£hranL(n)  But  in 
MilUken  y.Fox,  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  157^  the 
court  of  C.  P.  would  not  allow  a  de- 
fendant to  strike  out  a  nolle  prosequi  to 
one  of  the  counts  of  the  deckration  after 
it  had  been  demurred  to.  (o) 


may  be  an  issue  joined  on  a  plea  of 
non  assumpsit.  6  Scott,  897.  Peters  v. 
CrqfL  So  where  to  a  declaration  in 
assumpsit  on  the  common  counts  the 
defendant  pleads  non  assumpsit  and  a 
set-off,  and  the  plaintiff  replies.  Joining 
issue  on  non  assumpsity  and  traversing 
the  set-off  as  to  one  part,  and  as  to  the 
rest,  admitting  it  to  be  due,  and  enter- 
ing a  noL  pros,  in  respect  of  it  (so 
that  the  set-off  admitted  to  be  due  does 
not  necessarily  cover  all  the  causes 
of  action  mentioned  in  the  declaration, 
and  the  defendant  is  consequently 
obliged  to  go  to  trial),  if  it  appears, 
by  the  finding  of  the  jury,  that  the 
set-off  admitted  exceeds  the  amount  due 
to  the  plaintiff,  the  noL  pros,  must  be 
taken  to  cover  the  whole  cause  of  ac- 
tion and  to  entitle  the  defendant  to 
judgment  on  the  whole  record;  and 
also  to  a  verdict  on  the  plea  of  non 
assumpsit.  3  Mann.  &  Gr.  1.  Amor  v. 
Cuthbert  S  Scott,  N.R.  325.  S.C.] 
(n)  The  doctrine  here  laid  down  must 


be  understood  as  confined  to  cases 
where  the  ^*  imperfection  or  informality 
^'  in  any  of  the  counts"  is  such  as  to 
vitiate  the  whole  declaration ;  that  is  to 
say,  to  cases  in  which  counts  are  mis- 
joined. 

(o)  See  2  Marsh.  144.  Bertram  v. 
Gordon.  6  Taunt.  444.  S.C.  in  which 
the  distinction  between  a  demurrer  for 
misjoinder  of  counts,  and  a  demurrer  to 
one  count  for  an  imperfection  affecting 
that  count  alone,  is  clearly  Liid  down ; 
and  the  cases  above  cited  are  recon- 
ciled. [So  where  the  defendant  as- 
signed  as  a  ground  of  demurrer  to  the 
entire  declaration,  that  it  did  not  dis- 
close whether  the  plaintifi^s  proceeding 
was  in  person  or  by  attorney,  and  that 
it  concluded  improperly  <Uo  the  damage 
«  of  the  plaintiff"  (being  an  action  for 
a  penalty),  upon  joinder  in  demurrer 
the  court  would  not  allow  the  plaintiff 
to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the 
damages.  10  Bing.  391.  Butler  v. 
Mcgpp.   #•  M.  &  Scot^  258.  S.  C] 
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die  plttntiff  cannot  reply  that  the  award  was  made  of  the  said  Salmon  v. 

three  things  and  of  another  thing,  but  he  ought  to  reply  that  Smith. 

the  award  was  made  of  four  things,  and  traverse  the  award  ' 
made  of  three  things  only.     And  the  opnion  in  the  books  of 

So  a  MoOe/mMegnft  may  be  as  to/Kift  ^ 
tkesamecount  As  where  in  trespass  the 
plaintifr  declares  that  the  defendant  took 
ind  carried  away  the  plaintiff's  hay, 
gns8»  and  com,  he  may  enter  a  no^Ke 
pnueqmasto  the  hay  and  grass,  and  pro- 
ceed for  taking  the  com.  This  was 
done  in  Wiggksworth  y.Dallisonf  re- 
ported in  Doug.  190.;  though  this  point 
knot  noticed  in  the  printed  report  The 
declaration  contained  several  counts;  the 
fifth  count  was  for  breaking  and  enter- 
ing the  plaintiff's  dose,  and,  with  feet 
m  walking,  treading  down  the  grass  and 
con,  and  with  cattle  eating  up  other  the 
grass  and  com,  and  with  wheek  of  carts 
subverting  the  soil,  and  taking  and  car- 
rying away  the  hay,  and  mowing  and 
earrying  away  other  the  grass  and  com, 
and  converting  thereof.  The  sixth  count 
was  for  seizing,  taking,  and  carrying 
away  the  plaintiff's  hay,  grass,  and  com, 
and  converting  thereof.  The  defendant 
pleaded  not  guilty,  and  liberum  tenemen- 


The  plaintiff  as  to  all  the  trespass 
in  the  fifth  count,  except  as  to  the  mow- 
ing, taking,  and  carrying  away  the  com ; 
and  as  to  the  seizing,  taking,  and  car- 
rying away  the  hay  and  grass  in  the 
sixth  count,  and  converting  thereof, 
entered  hnoUe  prosequiy  and  took  issue 
as  to  the  rest 

From  what  has  been  said,  it  appears 
that  a  noUeproHqui  is  tipariidl  forbear- 
ance by  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  any  fur- 
ther either  as  to  some  of  the  defendants, 
or  to  part  of  the  suit ;  but  still  he  is  at 
liberty  to  go  on  as  to  the  rest.  And 
therefore  it  differs  from  a  judgment  of 
nonpros. ;  for  by  this  latter,  the  plaintiff 
is  put  out  of  court,  against  (M  the  de- 
fendants. Philpot  V.  MuUer.  Doug.  169, 
3d  edition,  note  56*  It  has  been  held 
that  a  defendant,  against  whom  the 
plmntiff  enters  a  noUe  prosequi^  is  en- 
ititled  to  his  costs  by  virtue  of  the  statute 
8  EUz.  c  2.  s.  2.  ST.  R.  511.  Cooper 
V.  Tiffin,  (p) 


(p)  [It  was  otherwise,  until  the  stat 
3  &  4  W.  4.  c  42.,  where  the  nolle  pro^ 
seqtd  was  entered  as  to  one  of  several 
defendants  on  a  plea  going  only  to  the 
his  personal  discharge,  as  of  his  bank- 
ruptcy. Harewood  v.  Matthews,  56 
G.3-  K,  B.  Tidd,  710.  6  Bing.  445. 
Booth  V.  Middlecoat.  4  Moo.  &  P. 
182.  S.  C.  But  now  by  s*  32.  of  that 
statute,  "  where  several  persons  shall 
**  be  made  defendants  in  any  personal 
'*  action,  and  any  one  or  more  of  them 
**  shall  have  a  no&^o^e^tft  entered  as  to 
**  him  or  them,  every  such  person  shall 
^  have  judgment  for  and  recover  his 
**  reasonable  costs."  And  by  s.  33. 
*•  where  any  nolle  prosequi  shall  have 
^  been  entered  *^  upon  any  count,  or  as 


^*  to  part  of  any  declaration,  the  de- 
**  fendant  shall  be  entitled  to  and  have 
^*  judgment  for  and  recover  his  reason- 
'<  able  costs  in  that  behalf."  The  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  his  costs,  under  this 
section,  where  a  nolle  prosequi  is  entered 
as  to  part  of  the  sum  claimed  in  the  de. 
claration.  3  Bing.  N.  C.  331.  Wil- 
liams V.  Sharwood.  3  Scott,  761.  S.  C. 
Before  the  statute,  it  was  held  that] 
where  the  plaintiff  entered  a  noL  pros. 
to  some  of  the  counts  in  a  declar- 
ation, he  was  not  entitled  to  the  costs  of 
such  counts,  although  he  succeeded  on 
the  others.  16  East,  129.  Hubbard  v. 
Biggs.  2  Marsh.  145.  Bertram  v.  GW- 
don. 
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Salmon  v.    32  H.  6.  3.  b,  (3),  and  35  H.  6.  38.  (4),  was  cited,  where  it 
Smith.       ^as  held  that  the  demise  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be 
^ —    ^  traversed  in  the  manner  above-mentioned,  and  1  Leon.  43.  *, 

Belli^y*8'ciH^  was  also  cited,  where  in  replevin  the  pbuntiff  in  bar  to  the 
avowry  claimed  common  for  all  his  cattle,  levant  and  couchant, 
&c  in  six  acres  of  land,  and  the  defendant  in  his  replication 
shewed  that  the  plaintiff  had  common  in  40  acres  of  land, 
and  had  purchased  two  acres  of  that  land,  and  so  had  ex- 
tinguished his  common,  defendant  ought  to  traverse  the 
plaintiff's  common  in  six  acres  only :  and  so  is  Newman  and  ' 
Moore*s  case.t  Wherefore  judgment  was  prayed  for  the 
plaintiff. 

And  for  the  defendant  it  was  argued  that  the  plea  was 
good,  and  that  there  ought  to  be  no  traverse  in  the  plea;  but 
that  the  traverse  ought  to  come  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in 
his  replication  in  this  manner,  namely,  that  the  said  plaintiff 
demised  the  said  three  rooms  and  cellar  only,  as  he  has  sup- 
[  208  ]      posed,  without  this,  that  he  demised  the  said  other  room 


fHob.  80, 
81.  103.  (5) 


(3)  Debt.  Plaintiff  declared  on  a 
demise  of  a  house  and  twenty  acres  of 
land.  Plea,  that  plaintiff  demised  the 
said  house  and  twenty  acres  of  land,  and 
twelve  acres  more;  by  the  better  opinion, 
the  plea  is  bad  without  a  traverse  of 
the  demise  of  the  house  and  twenty 
acres  only.  S.  C.  Fitz.  Dette,  54.  Bro. 
Travers  sauns  ceo,  381  • 

(4)  Debt-  Plaintiff  declared  that  he 
demised  to  defendant  a  rectory.  Plea, 
that  plaintiff  demised  the  said  rectory 
and  forty  acres  of  land ;  by  the  better 
opinion  the  plea  is  bad  without  a  tra- 
verse of  the  demise  of  the  rectory  only. 
S.  C.  Fitz.  Dette,  59.  Bro.  Travers 
sauns  ceo,  33.  S.  C.  cited  in  1  Leon.  43. 
See  also  32  H.  6.  4.  a.  b.  Bro.  Travers 
sauns  ceo,  382.  Confesse  and  Avoid,  564. 
Fitz.  Barre,  53. 

(5)  It  is  difficult  to  reconcile  the 
judgment  in  Newman  and  Moore  with 


the  opinion  of  the  court.  There  was  a 
special  demurrer  to  the  traverse  shewing 
for  cause  that  it  was  after  a  confession 
and  avoidance.  The  court  gave  judg- 
meni  against  the  demurrer;  and  yet 
were  of  opinum  {and  rightly),  that  it 
was  an  immaterial  traverse,  which  the 
plaintiff  might  have  waived,  and  traversed 
the  inducement.  It  has  frequently 
been  decided,  that  where  the  induce- 
ment to  a  traverse  conf^es  and  avoids 
the  other's  title,  the  traverse  is  idle  and 
bad  upon  a  special  demurrer.  6  Rep. 
24.  b.  Helyar\  case.  Cro.  Jac  221. 
Yelv.  151.  Bedd  v.  LvM.  Cro.  Eliz. 
161.  Mannings  Y.  Townsend.  2  Lutw. 
1560.  Gwinne  v.  Pook.  Garth.  166. 
Bradbum  v.  Kennerdak.  Ante,  14. 
note  (2).  Therefore  the  above  judg- 
ment, that  such  a  traverse  is  no  cause 
of  special  demurrer,  seems  inconsistent 
with  the  authorities,  {q) 


(q)  Ante,  22.  note  (2). 
S.C.] 


[9  A  &  £•  303.  Pearson  v.  Sogers.  1  P.  &  Dav.  302. 
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caUed  the  dining-room  in  manner  and  form  as  the  defendant    Salmon  v. 
had  alleged  in  his  plea.     And  as  to  the  above-mentioned  case      Smith. 
of  the  award,  it  was  said  that  an  award  is  a  judgment  in  its  • 

nature,  and  is  as  intire  as  a  judgment,  which  cannot  be 
pleaded  by  parcels,  but  ought  to  be  pleaded  intirely ;  for  an 
award  of  three  or  four  things  is  only  one  and  the  same  award, 
and  an  award  of  three  things  cannot  by  law  be  intended  to  be 
the  same  withan  award  of  four  things,  but  the  contrary*  But 
a  demise  may  be  pleaded  of  a  parcel  without  mentioning  the 
whole ;  as  if  one  demise  to  me  two  acres  for  a  term  of  years,  if  lessee  of  two 
and  I  am  ejected  of  one  acre  by  a  stranger,  now  I  shall  have  "J"*  be  ejected 
an  ejectment  and  declare  of  a  demise  to  me  of  that  one  acre,  ojectxnent,  he 
without  making  any  mention  of  the  other  acre ;  which  proves  °^S,^^^*^# 
that  a  demise  is  not  so  intire  but  that  it  may  be  pleaded  by  one  only, 
parcels.  And  the  principal  case  of  Woodland  and  Mantel  *  *  piow.  95. 
was  cited,  where  the  better  opinion  is,  that  if  a  tenure  be 
allied  by  five  manner  of  services,  and  the  other  side  alleges 
the  tenure  to  be  by  six  manner  of  services,  he  shall  not  tra- 
verse the  tenure  by  five  services  only,  but  the  first  party  shall 
traverse  the  tenure  by  the  sixth  manner  of  service,  which  alone 
is  in  dispute :  and  as  to  the  said  books  of  32  H.  6. 36.,  and 
35  H.  6.  38.,  there  is  no  judgment  given,  but  only  some  opi- 
nions one  way  and  some  another;  and  besides,  no  suspension 
was  pleaded  there  to  make  it  material  to  which  the  other 
party  should  answer :  and  the  5  Edw.  4.  8.  a.  which  is  a  later 
book,  says,  that  it  may  be  pleaded  as  it  is  here  without  a  tra- 
verse. And  the  traverse  of  the  demise  of  the  three  rooms  and 
cellar  only  is  upon  the  whole  matter  nothing  else  but  a  tra- 
verse of  a  n^ative.  For  it  is  impossible  for  the  plaintifi*to 
prove  that  he  demised  but  three  rooms  and  a  cellar  only,  but 
the  defendant  ought  to  prove  that  the  plaintifiT  demised  more, 
and  a  negative  shall  never  be  traversed.  As  7  H.  6.  43. 
disceit  for  suing  in  the  name  of  B.  without  his  consent :  the 
defendant  pleads  that  he  sued  in  the  name  of  B»  with  his  con- 
sent, without  this  that  he  sued  without  the  consent  of  the  said 
B.:  the  traverse  was  held  bad,  because  it  was  a  traverse 
of  ^  negative ;  but  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  ought 
to  rest  upon  the  affirmative  that  B.  consented,  and  the  plain- 
tiff should  traverse  it,  and  issue  should  be  joined  thereon  (6.) 

.  (6)  See  the^  book.  The  plea  was  and  negative  in  the  plea,  made  a  com- 
widumi  a  traverse  and  held  good,  be*  plete  issue.  S.  C.  Bro.  Disceit,  15.  Tra- 
caose  the  affirmative  in  the  declaratton,    vers  sauns  ceo,  63.    Issues  joined,  14. 
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The  rule  of 
pleading  is  to 
traverse  the 
surplusage  and 
not  the  tantum. 
*  Sir  Anthony 
Cook's  case. 

.     [  209  ] 


And  tbe  case  in  Dyer,  30.  n.  was  died;  dednue  upon  con- 
tract ;  the  defendant  said  tliat  it  was  upon  a  condition  which 
was  not  performed ;  he  shall  not  traverse  that  the  contract  was 
eingle,  but  the  plaintiff  shall  say  that  the  contract  was  nngle 
and  trayerse  the  condition,  and  yet  a  single  and  a  conditional 
contract  is  not  all  one ;  but  the  rale  of  pleading  is  to  trayerse 
the  iurphuage  and  not  the  tantum.  So  in  Dyer,  280.  b.* ; 
replevin ;  the  defendant  made  cognisance  as  bidliff  of  ^^n- 
thony  for  damage  feasant  in  his  freehold:  The  plaintiff  said 
that  he  held  the  land  in  coparcenary  with  the  said  Sir  Anthony^ 
as  co4ieirs  to  Sir  Edward  BeUknap:  and  good  Without  a  tra- 
yerse of  the  sole  freehold,  as  the  better  opinion  there  is.  And 
if  issue  should  be  joined  upon  the  tantum  it  may  happen  in  this 
case  as  it  did  in  the  case  in  Dyer,  32.  b. ;  where  in  d^bt  the 
plaintiff  declared  that  he  had  demised  to  the  defendant  twenty- 
six  acres  rendering  rent ;  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  plain-* 
tiff  demised  to  him  the  twenty-six  acres,  and  also  four  acses 
more,  without  this  that  he  demised  the  twenty-six  acres  only. 
The  jury  found  that  the  plaintiff  demised  twentynme  acres  onty. 
The  court  was  in  doubt  for  whom  to  give  judgment ;  but  it  is 
there  said  that  the  traverse  ought  to  come  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  namely,  "without  this,  that  he  demised  the  said 
"fofur  acres,  (being  the  surplusage)  as^  &c. ;  and  the 
charge  to  the  jury  would  be  only  upon  the  surplusage,  namely, 
whether  the  four  acres  were  demised  or  not.  (7)  And  this  way 
of  pleading  to  leave  the  traverse  to  come  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  does  not  prejudice  him  at  all,  but  ^ves  him  an  advan« 
tage ;  and  therefore  judgment  was  prayed  for  the  defendant. 
But  the  court,  and  Twysden  justice  chiefly,  held  the  plea 
bad  for  want  of  the  said  traverse  of  the  tantum.  And  he  said, 
that  though  the  defendant  had  pleaded  an  entry  and  suspen- 
sion by  the  pbuntiff,  yet  the  plaintiff  could  not  traverse  it, 
but  must  maintain  his  lease,  as  he  alleged  it  in  his  dedarataon, 
otherwise  it  would  be  a  departure  in  the  plaintiff;  for  if  he 
traverses  the  entry  into  the  stud  room  called  the  dining-room, 
which  is  not  supposed  by  the  plaintiffto  be  demised,  he  would 
then  falsify  his  own  declaration,  which  he  cannot  da     And 


(7)  This  was  the  opinion  of  SheUy 
justice,  and  his  reason  was,  because  the 
defendant  had  confessed  the  denuse  and 
more,  and  therefore  he  ought  not  to 
traverse^  but  the  plaintiff  should  have 


traversed  the  surplusage.  And  Lord 
T^reby  in  the  margin  says,  that  this  opi- 
nion of  jSAe%wa8  aflSrmed  in  theCB. 
as  to  the  traverse. 
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after  it  liad  been  argaed^  and  a  rule  nisi  ^ven,  and  cause 
shewn  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  at  another  day  judgment 
was  given  for  the  plaintiff. 

But  it  appears  tome  that  to  leave  the  matter  at  large  in  the 
plea,  and  so  the  traverse  to  come  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
in  his  replication,  had  been  the  more  apt  and  substantial 
manner  of  pleading  (8).    But  the  court  was  of  another  opi- 


Salmon  «• 

Smith. 


(8)  It  seems  that  the  opinion  of  the 
reporter  is  well  founded.  It  is  certainly 
tme  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  traversed 
the  entry  into  the  dinlng'-room^  the  tra- 
verse would  have  been  a  departure.  But 
it  would  not  have  been  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  traverse  that  fact  if  the  de- 
mise had  been  truly  stated  in  the  decla- 
ration ;  and  if  not,  it  was  his  own  foult 
that  he  precluded  himself  from  taking 
that  traverse.  But  surely  that  circum- 
stance ought  not  to  be  urged  as  a  rea- 
son why  the  defendant  should  be  obliged 
to  add  a  traverse  to  his  plea,  if  it 
were  not  otherwise  necessary.  And 
therefore  the  true  question  is^  whether 
the  defendant  was  bound  by  the  rules 
of  pleading  to  traverse  the  demise  of 
the  three  rooms  only.  Upon  these 
pleadings  the  only  material  fact  was, 
whethier  or  not  the  plaintiff  had  demised 
the  dining-room.  Whichever  way  this 
fact  was  found,  the  cause  would  be  de- 
cided by  it ;  therefore>  according  to  an 
established  rule  of  pleading,  the  plaintiff 
was  bound  to  traverse  that  fact  See 
ant^,  p.  22.  Bennet  v.  Filkins,  note  (2). 
There  is  another  rule,  that  where  the 
plea  confesses  and  avoids  the  material 
facts  in  the  declaration,  there  must  not 
also  be  a  traverse.  Ibid,  (r)  The  reason 
is,  because  it  shall  not  be  in  the  defend- 
ant's power,  by  adding  a  traverse,  to 
prevent  the  plaintiff  from  denying  the 
facts  which  avoid  his  title.  Ibid.  Here 
the  plea  confesses  the  demise  in  the  de- 


claration, and  discloses  a  fact  which,  if 
true,  avoids  the  effect  of  it  There- 
fore to  add  a  traverse  would  be  informal 
and  vitiate  the  plea.  The  fallacy  seems 
to  have  arisen  from  the  misconception 
of  a  rule  which  is  a  right  one,  but  ap- 
pears not  applicable.  It  is  true  that 
when  the  plea  varies  from  the  declara- 
tion in  the  nature  or  quantity  of  estate 
alleged,  there  must  be  a  traverse.  See 
Yelv.  14a  Ewer  v.  Moik.  The  reason 
is  because  there  the  plea  states  a  fact 
inconsistent  with  a  material  allegation 
in  the  declaration.  Ante,  p.  22.  note  (2). 
But  in  the  principal  case  the  plea  ad- 
mits the  facts  alleged  in  the  declaration, 
and  alleges  others  which  (if  true)  are  a 
legal  bar  to  the  action.  The  weight  of 
the  authorities  is  also  very  much  in 
favour  of  the  plea  as  it  is  here  pleaded. 
The  cases  cited  out  of  the  Year  Books 
are  at  best  but  opinions  and  no  direct 
decisions  upon  this  point ;  and  if  they 
were,  they  are  distinguishable  for  the 
reasons  above  assigned  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel.  See  p.  208.  Neither 
was  this  point  decided  in  KimpUm  v. 
BMaimy,  For  the  court  overruled  the 
demurrer  upon  the  ground,  that  the 
want  of  a  traverse  (supposing  it  to  be 
necessary)  was  matter  of  form  only, 
and  decided  the  case  upon  the  merits 
without  any  regard  to  the  objection; 
and  Newman  v.  Moore  is  an  authority 
in  favour  of  the  plea;  for  the  court  held 
that  the  plea  would  have  been  more 


(r)  [9  A  &  E.  SOS.  Pearaany.Bcgers.    i  T^  Dav.  S02.  S.  C.  Aeoorii:] 
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nion,  as  is  above  mentioned.— Potc^fe^  of  counsel  with  the 
plaintiff,  and  Saunders  with  the  defendant. 


formal  wUhoui  a  traverse.  On  the 
other  hand  the  cases  cited  out  of  Dyer, 
and  particularly  the  marginal  note  of 
Lord  Treby  in  Dyer,  32.  b.  are  very 


strong  authorities  in  support  of  the  plea. 
Therefore  the  decision  of  this  case  seems 
doubtful. 


[210] 
Case  SO. 


2Keb. 
iLev. 


S.C 
465. 
S62« 

Assumpsit. 
Plaintiff  de- 
clares, that 
defendant's 


indebted  to  A. 
who,  after  the 
testator's  death, 
assigned  the 
debt  to  plaintiff; 
and  appointed 
him  to  receive 
it  to  his  own 
use ;  and  de- 
fendant in 
consideration 
that  plaintiff 
would  accept 
defendant  for 
his  debtor, 
promised  to 
pay  it  to' plain- 
tiff.    This  is 
not  a  sufficient 
consideration  to 
support  the 
promise,  to 
charge  de- 
fendant de 
homi$  pro- 
priit.il) 


Forth  and  others  versus  Stanton,  Widow. 
Trin.  20  Car.  IL  Regis.  Eol.  484. 

ASSUMPSIT.  — The  plaintiffs  declare,  that  one  RobeH 
Stanton,  the  late  husband  of  the  defendant,  was  indebted 
•to  John  Neve  and  Timothy  Abopp  in  100/1  for  beer  sold  by 
them  to  him,  and  being  so  indebted,  the  said  Robert  Stanton 
died ;  after  whose  death  the  defendant  took  into  her  hands 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Robert  Stanton,  of  the  value  of 
100/1  and  administered  those  goods  and  chattels,  as  executor 
of  the  will  of  the  said  Robert,  and  that  afterwards  the  defend- 
ant had  paid  40/1,  parcel  of  the  said  100/1,  to  the  said  Neve 
9Xid  Abopp.  And  whereas  the  said  Neve  BnAAboppii&srwBxda 
had  assigned  to  and  appointed  the  plaintifl^  to  receiye  of  the 
defendant  60/.,  residue  of  the  said  100/1,  to  the  proper  use  of 
the  plaintifis,  whereof  the  defendant  had  notice  given  to  her: 
whereupon  the  defendant,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiffs 
at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  the  defendant,  would 
accept  the  defendant  to  be  their  debtor  for  the  said  60/1,  un- 
dertook and  promised  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  them  the  said  60/. 
And  the  plaintiffs  aver  that  they  had  accepted  the  said  defend- 
ant to  be  their  debtor.  And  they  also  declare  upon  an  insimul 
computasset  for  60/1  more*  Yet  the  said  defendant  had  not 
paid  the  several  sums,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintifis. 

The  defendant  as  to  the  insimul  computasset,  pleaded  nan 


(1 )  But  if  the  promise  be,  in  consider- 
ation of  forbearance  by.  such  assignee 
of  the  debt^  to  sue  the  executor  or  ad« 
roinistrator,  that  is  a  sufficient  consider- 
ation.   1  Rol.  Abr.  20.  pU  11.    Piti  r. 


JBridgewater.  S.  C.  Hard.  74.  1  Lev. 
188.  Russdy.  Haddock.  For  it  is  suf- 
ficient in  the  case  of  any  other  debtor, 
whom  the  assignee  of  the  debt  forbears, 
at  his.  request,  to  sue.    Hard.  71*  iSiy* 
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assumpsit,  and  upon  the  iesne  tried^  a  verdict  was  found  for  Forth  v. 

the  defendant     And  as  to  the  said  special  promise,  the  de-  Stanton. 
fendant  pleaded  in  bar,  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  shew  her  any  ' 

writing,  or  deed,  whereby  the  said  Neve  and  Abopp  had  as- 

nolds  y.  Prosser.  1  Vent.  153.  Oblev.  Palm.  185.  S.  C,  vas  decided  to  the 
DUtUsfield,  I  Rol.  Abr.  29.  pi.  60. ;  contrary :  but  this  is  contradicted  by 
though  PoUer  r.  Turner,  Winch,  7.  and    all  the  other  authorities,  (a)   If  forbear- 


(a)  [7  A.  &  £.  19.  Morton  v.  Bum. 
2N.&  P.  297.  S.  C.  Accord.']   Although 
a  chose  in  action  cannot  be  assigned  in 
kw»  yet  it  may  in  equity ;  and  the  for- 
bearance of  the  assignee  to  sue  either 
at  law  in  the  name  of  the  assignor 
(which  the  courts  permit,   1  T.  R.  26. 
Delaneyy.  Sloddart)  or  in  equity  in  his 
own  name,  is  as  beneficial  to  the  debtor 
as  if  the  assignee  had  been  the  original 
creditor  and  had  forborne ;  it  is  there- 
fore  a  good  consideration  for  a  pro- 
mise to  pay  the  assignee.   The  courts  of 
law  have    in  several  instances  taken 
notice  of  assignments  of'  chases  in  ac- 
tion. In  1  T.  R.  619.   Winch  v.  Keeley, 
the  plaintiff,   a  bankrupt,  sued  for  a 
debt  which  he  had  assigned  to  a  third 
person    before  his    bankruptcy:    the 
defendant  pleaded  the  bankruptcy,  and 
the  plaintiff   replied    the    assignment. 
The  court  held  the  replication  good, 
because  the  debt  so  assigned  did  not 
pass  under  the  commission.    4  T.  R. 
690.  Howell  v.  M'lvers.  S.  P.     3  Bos. 
&  Pull.  40.  Carpenter  v.  MameL  [9  A. 
&  E.292.  Dangerfield  v.  Thomas.  1  P. 
&  Dav.  287.    S.  C.    8  M.  &  W.  743. 
Pamham  v.  Hurst.    See  further  9  Bing. 
372.     Crowfoot  v.  Gumey.     2  M.  & 
Scott,  473.  S.  C.  5  A.  &  E.  107.    Tib- 
bits  y.  George.      6  N.  &  M.  804.  S.  C. 
9A  &  £.  375.     Hutchinson  v.  Hey- 
mrlh.    I  P.  &  Dav.  266.  S.  C]    So 
in  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  447.  Leffh  v.  Legh, 
where  the  assignee  sued  in  the  name 
of  the  obligee,  the  court  set  aside  a 
plea  of  release  by  the  obligee.    But 
VOJi.  I. 


the  assignee  of  a  bond,  originally  given 
by  the  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  another, 
cannot  set  it  off  in  an  action  against 
himself.    16  East,  36.   Wakey.  Tinkler. 
[So  where  the  plaintiff  had  bargained 
with    one  J.  £.   for  the  purchase   of 
houses,  and  the  defendant,  in  consider- 
ation that  the  plaintiff  would  sell  and 
give  up  to  him  (the  defendant)  the  said 
bargain,  promised  to  pay  him  a  certain 
sum,  it  was  held,  that  there  was  nothing 
illegal  in  such  an  assignment  of  a  chose 
in  action,  and  that  it  was  a  good  consi- 
deration for  the  defendant's  promise. 
2  Bing.  437.  Seaman  v.  Price.  1 0  Moore, 
34.    S.  C.  4  B.  &    C.  525.   S.  C.  '  in 
error.]     See  the  observations  of  BuU 
ler  J.  as  to  assignments  of  chases  in  ac- 
tion, in  4  T.  R.  340.  Master  v.  Miller. 
The  assignee  of  a  Scotch  bond  may  sue 
here   in   his  own  name   in  assumpsit 
8  T.  R.  595.  Innes  v.  Dunlop.    The  as- 
signee of  an  Irish  judgment  by  cognovit^ 
may  sue  here  in  his  own  name.  3  Taunt. 
82.     CCallaghan  v.  Marchioness  Tho* 
mond.    The  assignee  of  an  India  bond 
formerly  could  not ;  13  East,  509.  Glyn 
y. Baker;   but  now  he  may  by  stat. 
51  Geo.  3.  c.  64.  s.  4.    The  assignee  of 
an   India  certificate  cannot;   16  Ves. 
443.    Williamson  v.  Thompson;  [nor 
the  trustee  under  54  Geo.  3.    c.  137. 
(Scotch  Bankrupt  Act).  6  M.  &  S.  126. 
Jeffery  v.  M^Taggart.    See  now  stat.  2 
&  3  Vict,    c.  41.   and  2  Scott,  N.R, 
229.   Furgusson  v.  Spencer ;  where  it 
was    held    that    the    assignees  of  an 
Irish  bankrupt  can  sue].    Bills  of  ex- 
A  A 
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aigned  to  them,  or  appointed  them]  to  receive,  the  0aid  60Z.  to 
their  own  use;  and  this  she  is  ready  to  verify,  &c|:  upon  which 
the  plaintifis  demurred  in  law. 

And  now  after  verdict  for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiffii 


ance  to  sue,  by  an  assignee  of  a  debt,    executor,  &c.  liable  de  bonis  propriut 
be  a  sufficient  consideration  to  make  an    forbearance,  by  the  creditor  himself, 


change  and  promissory  notes  are  as- 
signable, so  as  to  give  the  assignee  a 
right  of  action  in  his  own  name,  the 
former  by  the  common  law,  the  latter 
by  Stat  S  &  4f  Ann.  c  9.  s.  1.  In  a 
modem  case  it  was  decided,  that  nego- 
tiable  instniments  are  to  be  considered 
rather  as  personal  chattels,  than  as 
ehoses  in  action ;  and  it  was  held,  that 
where  a  bill  of  exchange  had  been 
given  to  a  feme  sole,  who  married  be- 
fore it  became  due,  her  husband  might 
maintain  an  action  upon  it  in  his  own 
name  without  joining  the  wife,  and 
without  any  indorsement  having  been 
made  by  her.  1  B.  &  A.  218.  McNeil- 
age  v.  HoUoway.  However,  husband 
and  wife  may  join  in  an  action  on  a 
note  given  to  the  wife  during  coverture ; 
at  least  if  it  do  not  appear  that  she  was 
not  the  meritorious  cause  of  action; 
2M.&S.393.  PhiUiMrky.PluehoeU; 
and  where  a  note  is  given  to  the  wife 
during  coverture,  for  securing  her 
money,  part  of  which  the  husband  re- 
ceives and  dies,  the  remainder  will  sur- 
vive  to  the  wife ;  2  Madd.  1S3.  Ncuh  v. 
Nash  ;  in  which  last  case  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  [Sir  Thos.  Plumer^  treated 
the  note  as  a  chose  in  action.  [See  also 
2B.&Ad.  447.  Richards  v.  Richards. 
6  M.  &  W.  42S.  Gaiers  v.  Maddy ; 
which  authorities  are  decisive  in  favour 
of  the  «ife*8  right,  by  survivorship,  to  a 
note  made  to  her  during  coverture, 
(though  it  will  pass  by  the  indorsement 
of  the  husband  alone,  2  A  &  E.  SO. 
Mason  v.  Morgan.  4  Nev.  &  M.  46. 
S.  C)  and    qualify,  if   they  do  not 


overrule,  the  doctrine  laid  down  in 
M^Neilage  v.  Hoiioway,  that  a  pro- 
missory note  may  be  treated  as  a  chat- 
tel in  possession.] 

Stock  and  money  in  the  public  funds 
are  not  goods  and  chattels,  but  chases 
in  action,  and  do  not  pass  by  a  grant  of 
bona  et  caialla  felonum.  5  Price,  217. 
Rex  V.  Capper  and  others. 

Of  late,  other  mercantile  instruments 
have  been  held  to  be  transferable  by 
indorsement,  so  as  to  vest  the  property 
in  the  assignee,  and  toable  him  to  sue  in 
his  own  name :  as  bills  of  lading,  5  T.  R. 
683.  Liehbarrow  v.  Mason,  [Mood.  & 
M.  511.  Renteriay.Ruding,']  and  West 
India  Dock  warrants,  1  B.  Moore,  12. 
Zwinger  y.  Samuda.  7  Taunt  265.  S.C. 
7  Taunt.  278.  Lucas  v.  Dorrien.  1  B. 
Moore,  29.  S.C.  [See  further,  as  to 
foreign  government  securities,  3  B.  & 
C.  45.  Gorgier  v.  Mieville.  7  Bing. 
284.  Lang  v.  Smyth.  5  M.  &  P.  78. 
S.  C]  An  assignment  of  a  chose  in 
action  need  not  be  by  deed.  4T.R. 
690.  H&well  V.  M*Ivers.  Nor  indeed 
need  it  be  in  writing.  4  Taunt  326. 
Heat^i  y.  Hail. 

[There  is  an  exception  to  the  general 
rule  of  law,  that  a  chose  in  action  cannot 
be  assigned,  viz.  that  where  there  is'  a 
debt  due  from  A.  to  J9.,  and  a  debt  to 
the  same  or  a  larger  amount  due  from 
C.  to  A.y  and  the  three  agree  that  C 
shall  be  J9.'s  debtor  instead  of  ^.,  and 
C.  promises  to  pay  i?.,  the  latter  may 
maintain  an  action  against  C.  5B.  & 
A.  228.  Wilson  y.Coupland.  3B.&C. 
842.  Hodgson  v.  Anderson.      5  D.  & 


Hil.  20&21Car.IL  Regis. 


2106 


moyed  the  nrntter  in  law  upon  the  defendant's  special  plea, 
which  was  agreed  by  all  to  be  bad :  but  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel insisted,  that  the  declaration  was  insufficient,  because  here 
is  no  suffident  consideration  to  found  the  promise.    For  the 


Forth  v. 
Stanton, 


most  of  course  be  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration. 9  Rep.  9i.  a.  Bane^n  case. 
Cro.  Eliz.  644b    Qhambers  v.  Leversage^ 

1  RoL  Abr.  15.  pi.  3.  Ibid.  24.  pi.  33. 

2  Lev.  122.  Hawes  v.  Smith.  And  it  is 
not  necessary  in  the  case  of  forbearance, 
where  the  executor,  &c  is  charged  de 
bonis  propriiSf  to  aver  in  the  declaration 
that  defendant  had  assets.  9  Rep.  94. 
But  it  is  said  in  this  last  case,  tiiat  if 
there  be  no  assets,  t^  shall  be  given  in 
evidence.    This  opinion  has  been  over- 


ruled since.  1  RoL  Abr.  24.  pi.  33. 
2  Rol.  Abr.  684.  pi.  5.  Yelv.  11.  Go- 
ring  v.  Goring.  2  Lev.  3.  Davis  v.  Reg- 
ner.  1  Vent  [120.  Davis  v.  Wright 
But  in  an  action  against  him  in  the  cha- 
racter of  executor,  &c.  to  recover  a  de- 
mand out  of  the  testator's  estate,  a  pro- 
mbe  by  the  executor  is  a  mere  nudum 
pactum^  if  there  were  no  assets.  5  T. 
R.  8.  Pearson  v.  Henrg,  7  T.  R.  350. 
note  (a),  Bonn  v.  Hughes,  (b)  In 
1  Ves.  126.    Eeech  v.  Kennegaly  Lord 


R-7S5.  S.C.  8B.&C.S95.  FairUey. 
Denlon.  2  M.  &  R.  353.  S.C.  But  it 
is  a  necessary  ingredient  to  this  ex- 
ception, that  the    original   debt   from 

A.  to  D.  should  be  extinguished ;  for 

B.  cannot  sue  C,  if  he  retains  the 
right  to  sue  A.  3  B.  &  C.  591.  Cuxon 
v.  Chadleg.  5  D.  &  R.  417.  S.C.  4  B. 
*C.163.  Wharton  y.WaOer.  6D.& 
R.  288.  S.  C.  (See,  also,  6  M.  &  S. 
239.  Parher  v.  Wise.)  It  is  also  essen- 
tial, that  at  the  time  when  C.  promised 
to  pay  B.i  there  should  be  an  ascer- 
tained debt  due  from  A.  to  B.     8  B.  & 

C.  395.  And  in  the  action  brought 
against  C.  by  B.,  he  must  declare  spe- 
cially on  the  agreement ;  for  he  cannot 
recover  as  for  money  had  and  received 
to  his  use;  4B.&C.  163.;  unless  C 
were  originally  indebted  to  A.  for  money 
had  and  received.    5  B.  &  A.  228. 

So  if  a  debtor,  by  an  order  given  to 
his  agent,  appropriates  a  fund  in  his 
hands  to  the  discharge  of  the  debt,  and 
the  agent  pledges  himself  to  the  cre- 
ditor so  to  appropriate  the  fund,  the 
order  is  irrevocable ;  3  B.  &  C.  842. 
9Bing.372.  2  Russ.  &  M.  457.  Fitz- 
gerald V.  Stewart;    and  the  creditor 


may  sue  the  agent  5  A.  &  £.  548. 
Lilly  V.Hays.  IN.^P.26.  S.C.  And 
the  existence  of  the  debt,  though  not 
due  instanter^  is  a  good  consideration 
for  the  appropriation.  9M.&W.  411. 
Walher  v.  Rostron.  But  the  creditor 
cannot  sue  the  agent,  unless  the  latter 
has  assented  to  the  appropriation  so  as 
to  pledge  himself  to  the  creditor;  for 
ptherwise  the  debtor  may  countermand 
the  order,  and  there  is  no  privity  be- 
tween  the  creditor  and  the  agent  14 
East,  582.  Williams  v.  Everett.  3  B. 
&  A.  643.  Yates  v.  Bell.  4  B.  &  C. 
163.  1  C.  &  J.  83.  Wedlake  v.  Hur- 
ley. 3  Meriv.  652.  Scott  v.  Porcher. 
4  B.  &  Ad.  611.  Baron  v.  Husband. 
1  Nev.  &  M.  728.  S.  C.  5  B.  &  Ad. 
504.  Howell  v.  Batt.  2  Nev.  &  M.  381. 
S.  C.  1  M.  &  W.  365.  Brind  v.  Hamp- 
shire. 5  A.  &  E.  115.  116.  6  Nev.  & 
M.  807.  6  M.  &  W.  22.  SeweU  v. 
Bcdn/.-] 

(b)  [But  even  in  this  case  it  is  not 
necessary  to  aver  in  the  declaration 
that  the  defendant  had  assets.  7  Taunt. 
580.  Powell  V.  Graham.  1  B.  Moore, 
305.  S.  C.  3  Bing.  20.  Dowse  v.  Coxe. 
10  B.  Moore,  272.  S.  C] 
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210  c  Forth  versus  Stanton. 

Forth  v.     defendant  before  the  promise  did  not  owe  any  thing  to  the 
Stanton,     plaintiffs,  but  to  Neve  and  Ahapp :  and  by  their  assignment 
^  they  did  not  transfer  any  property  or  interest  in  the  debt, 

[211]  being  a  chose  in  action^  but  only  gave  an  authority  to  the  plain- 
tiffs to  receive  it,  if  the  defendant  would  pay  it.  But  if  the 
defendant  will  not  pay  it,  the  phdntifis  cannot  bring  any 
action  against  her,  but  Neve  and  Abopp  must  sue  for  it  It 
is  true,  indeed,  that  if  the  defendant  had  paid  the  602.  to  the 
plaintiff,  she  would  be  discharged  against  the  said  Neve  and 
Alsopp ;  but  in  this  case  the  defendant  refiised  to  pay ;  there- 
fore Neve  and  Alsopp  ought  to  bring  the  action  against  her, 
and  not  the  plaintiffs,  who  have  not  any  interest  in  the  debt. 
And  this  case  is  no  more,  than  if  I  promise  a  stranger,  to 
whom  I  do  not  owe  any  thing,  that  if  he  will  accept  me  to 

c.  24.  nudum  pactum^  because  I  was  not  indebted  to  him  before. 

And  my  promise  to  pay,  if  the  other  will  receive  it,  is  nothing 
but  a  mere  voluntary  promise,  which  does  not  bind  me  at  alL 
And  in  the  present  case,  if  the  promise  should  be  good,  the 
defendant  would  be  charged  de  bonis  propriis^  where  she  was 
chargeable  to  Neve  and  Abopp  only  de  bonis  testatoris  ;  and  yet 
here  is  no  consideration  at  all  so  to  charge  her :  and  of  this 
opinion  was  the  whole  court  And  judgment  at  the  prayer  of 
the  plaintiffs'  counsel  was  given  for  the  defendant,  that  pkin- 

HardtDtcke  observes,  that  if  an  executor  ance ;  or  if  admission  of  assets  is  implied 

promises  to  pay  a  debt  of  his  testator,  by  the  promise ;  otherwise  it  will  be 

a  consideration  must  be  alleged ;  as  of  but  nudum  pactum^  and  not  personally 

assets  come  to  his  hands ;  or  of  forbear*  binding  upon  the  executor,  (o) 


(c)  In  all  cases  of  forbearance  to  sue,  shaw.    And  it  is  not  necessary  to  state 

such  forbearance  must  be  either  ab-  the  precise  nature  of  the  debt  forborne, 

solute ;  Cro.  Jac.  683.  Mapes  v.  Sydney  ;  Cro.  Jac.  396.    Thame  v.  Fuller.  Cro. 

or  for  a   definite  time ;  Cro.  Jac.  47.  Jac.  548.  Austen  v.  Bewley.  So  desist- 

Fish  V.  Richardson  ;  or  for  a  reasonable  ing  from  a  complaint  before  a  justice  of 

time ;   1  Rol.  Abr.  24.  pi.  S3.  Johnson  the  peace,  Cro.  Eliz.  881.    Rippon  v 

V.  Whitcott   [see  7  B,  &  C.  423.  Payne  Norton^   is  a  sufficient  consideration ; 

v.  Wilson']  :   forbearance  for  a  little  ;  or  forbearing  to  proceed  upon  a  cap.  ui- 

1  Rol.  Abr.  23.  pi.  25. ;  or  for  some  lagatum.    Cro.  Eliz.  909L    Jennings  v. 

time ;  ibid.  pi.  26. ;  is  not  sufficient   It  Harley.    Yelv.  19.  S.  C.    See  Selwyn's 

must  be  shewn  in  the  declaration,  that  N.  P.  49.  tit.  Assumpsit^  wliere  all  the 

there  was  some  person  liable  to  be  cases  are  collected.     See  further,  as  to 

sued ;  4  East,  455.    Jones  v.  Ashbum"  forbearance  to  executors,  post,  2  Saund. 

ham  ;  but  the  omission  is  cured  by  ver-  137  &•    Barber  v.  FOX0 
diet   1 N.  R.  172.  Marshall  v.  Birken^ 
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tiffi  should  take  nothing  by  their  bill.    J(m£s  for  the  plaintiffs.     Forth  r. 
SauTuiers  for  the  defendant  (2)  Santon. 


(2)  It  appears  by  this  case,  that  be- 
ware the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2.  c.  3., 
a  promise  by  an  executor  or  adminisir-aF- 
tor  would  not  make  him  personally  lia- 
Ue,  unless  a  sufficient  consideration  were 
stated.  So  it  is  since  the  statute,  though 
such  promise  be  in  writing^  For  the 
statute  has  made  no  alteration  in  the 
mode  of  pleading,  and  consequently  it 
does  not  appear  upon  the  declaration, 
whether  there  was  a  promise  in  writing 
or  not.  It  is  matter  of  evidence  only ; 
2  Salk.  519.  Anon.  3  Burr.  1890.  WiU 
Hams  ▼•  Leper  per  Yates  justice.  It  is 
as  necessary,  therefore,  that  a  sufficient 
consideration  should  be  alleged  in  the 
declaration  since  the  statute,  as  it  was 
hrfore.  The  common  law  requires,  that 
there  should  be  a  sufficient  consideration 
to  support  the  promise,  and  the  statute 
adds  a  still  further  requisite,  namely, 
that  the  promise  should  be  in  writing. 
7  Brown,  P.  C.  B56.  JRann  v.  Hughes, 
S.C.    7  T.R.  35a  note  (a).     IVes. 


126.  Reech  v.  Kennegal  Cowp.  289. 
Hawhes  v.  Saunders.  The  fourth  sec- 
tion of  the  statute  enacts,  (Jntsr  aliay) 
'<  that  no  action  shall  be  brought,  where- 
*^  by  to  charge  an  executor  or  admini- 
*'  strator,  upon  any  special  promise  to 
"  answer  damages  out  of  hb  own  estate, 
**  or  whereby  to  charge  the  defendant 
"  upon  any  special  promise  to  answer 
<'  for  the  debt,  default,  or  mbcarriage 
«  of  another  person,  unless  the  agree- 
**  ment  upon  which  such  action  shall  be 
^<  brought,  or  some  memorandum  or 
<^  note  thereof  shall  be  in  writing^  and 
«  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged 
^^  therewith,  or  some  other  person  there- 
"unto  by  him  lawfully  authorised." 
The  word  *^  agreement/'  used  in  this 
section,  means  the  consideration  of  the 
promise;  and  therefore  the  co^i^uiera^on 
of  the  promise  must  be  in  writing  as  well 
as  the  promise  itself,  otherwise  it  is  void. 
5  East,  10.  Wain  v.  Warlters.  (d)  We 
have  already  seen,  that  a  promise  by  an 


(d)  The  doctrine  here  laid  down  was 
very  much  doubted  in  several  subse- 
quent cases,  but  was  fully  established 
in  the  case  of  Saunders  v.  Wakefield^ 
4  B.  &  A.  595.,  where  all  the  previous 
authorities  upon  the  subject  are  col- 
lected. See  also  3  Brod.  &  Bing.  14<. 
Jenkins  v.  Reynolds.  It  is  however 
sufficient,  if  the  consideration  can  be 
gathered  from  the  whole  tenor  of  the 
writing,  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  it 
should  be  stated  on  the  face  of  it  in 
express  terms.  9  East,  348.  Stadt  v. 
LilL  1  Camp.  242.  S.  C.  15  East, 
272.  JBateman  v.  Phillips.  Holt's 
Ni.  Pri.  Cas.  153.  Morris  v.  Stacg.  3 
Brod.  &  Bing.  211.  Russell  v.  Moseleg. 
[1  Bing.  196.  Stead  v.  Liddard.    8  B. 


Moore,  2.  S«  C.  4  Bing.  455.  Benson 
V.  Hippius.  1  M.  &  P.  246.  S.  C.  M. 
h  Malk.  389.  Newbury  v.  Armstrong. 
6;Bing.  201.  S.  C.  5  Bligh,  N.  S.  1. 
Lysaght  v.  Walker.  1  A.  &  E.  57. 
Shortrede  v.  Cheek.  3  Nev.  &  M.  866. 
S.  C.  5  Bing.  N.  C.  559.  Bmmett  v. 
Keams.  7  Scott,  687.  S.  C.  5  Bing. 
N.  C.  577.  Dutchman  v.  Tooth.  7  Scott, 
710.  S.  C.  5  M.  &  W.  498.  Kennaway 
V.  Treleavan.  7  M.  &  W.  410.  Jarvis 
V.  Wilkins.  But  the  rule  is  perfectly 
settled,  that  the  consideration  must  ap- 
pear upon  the  face  of  the  instrument 
itself,  either  in  express  terms,  or  by  ne- 
cessary implication.  3  Bing.  107.  JMhr- 
ley  V.  Boothby.  10  B.  Moore,  395.  S.  C. 
5  Bing.  34.  Lees  v.  Whitcomb.  2  M.  & 
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executor,  &c.  in  wrUing  will  not  bind 
him,  without  a  sufficient  consideration. 
So  with  respect  to  promises  to  answer 
for  the  debt,  &c.  of  another,  or  colla- 
teral promises  as  they  are  generally  call- 
ed, there  must  be  a  sufficient  consider- 
ation, such  as  forbearance,  &c.  alleged  in 
the  declaration,  otherwise  they  also  are 
not  binding,  though  reduced  into  writ* 
ing:  as,  where  A.  has  sold  and  delivered 
goods  to  B.y  and  afterwards  C,  promises 
A.  in  writing  to  pay  for  them,  this  pro- 
mise is  a  mere  nudum  pactumy  and  void, 
because  it  was  so  at  the  common  law, 
and  the  statute,  as  we  have  seen,  makes 
no  alteration.  1  Rol.  Abr.  27.  pi.  4*9.  (e) 
But  if  C.  had  requested  A.  to  forbear 


to  sue  B.  for  the  debt,  and  A  had  for- 
borne accordingly,  that  was  a  good  con* 
sideration  at  the  common  law  to  support 
such  promise.  Ibid.  And  is  good  since 
the  statute,  if  the  promise  be  in  writing. 
2  Str.  87S.  King  v.  WiUon.  Bull.  N.P. 
281.  2  Wils.  94.  Fish  v.  Hutchinson. 
So  if  A.  promises  P.  in  writing,  that  in 
consideration  he  will  sell  goods,  &c.  to 
C  if  he  does  not  pay  for  them  in  a  given 
time,  A.  will ;  this  is  a  good  promise 
since  the  statute,  because  it  was  a  suffl* 
cient  consideration  before.  1  Rol.  Abr. 
20.  pi.  14.  Turner  v.  Phillips.  1  Salk. 
28.  Sirkmyrv,  Darnell.  But  where  the 
promise  is  founded  upon  some  new  con-^ 
sideration,  sufficient  in  law  to  support 


P.  86.  S.  C.  1  Cr.  &  Jerv.  461.  Cole 
V.  Bger,  5  B.  &  Ad.  1109.  James  v. 
WiUiams.  3  Nev.  k  M.  196.  S.  C. 
1  Bing.  N.  C.  103.  Bushell  v.  Beamn, 
4M.&S.  622.  S.  C.  2A.  &E.  473. 
Clancg  y.  PiggoU.  4  Nev.  k  M.  496. 
S.  C.  1  Bing.  N.  C.  761.  Hawes  v. 
Armstrong.  1  Scott,  661.  S.  C.  8  A. 
k  £.  846.  Raikes  v.  Todd.  1  Perr. 
k  D.  138.  S.  C.  9  A.  &  E.  693. 
Sgkes  V.  Dixon.  1  N.  &  P.  463.  S.  C. 
5  Mees.  k  W.  621.  Bentham  v*  Cooper. 
7  Mees.  k  W.  412.  The  proper 
course  is  to  look  at  the  instrument^ 
and  see  whether  the  consideration  stated 
in  it  be  the  same  with  that  alleged  in 
the  declaration  and  no  other.  5  M.  & 
W.  500.  The  statute  however  is  satis* 
fied,  if  the  writing  states  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  contract  and  the  consider- 
ation, and  is  signed  bg  the  party  to  be 
charged.  It  need  not  be  signed  by  both 
parties.  2  Bing.  N.  C.  735.  Lagihoarp 
v.  Bryant.  1  Scott,  327.  S.C.  Where  a 
contract  in  writing  or  note  exists^  which 
binds  one  party,  any  subsequent  note  in 
writing,  signed  by  the  other,  is  snffl*- 
cient  to  bind  him,  provided  it  either 
contains  in  itself  the  terms  of  the  con* 


tract,  or  refers  to  any  writing  which 
contains  them.  3  A.  &  E.  355.  Dobetl 
V.  Hutchinson.  5  Nev.  St  M.  251.  8.  C. 
Though  the  signature  be  in  the  begin*^ 
ning  or  middle  of  the  instrument,  It  is 
as  binding  as  if  at  the  foot  of  It ;  the 
question  being  open  to  the  Jury,  whe- 
ther the  party,  not  having  signed  it  re- 
gularly at  the  foot,  meant  to  be  bound 
by  it  as  it  stood,  or  whether  it  was  left 
so  unsigned  because  he  refused  to  com- 
plete it.  2  Mees.  Se  W.  653.  Johnson 
v.  Dodgson.  Secusy  where  the  Instru- 
ment  concludes  «  as  witness  my  hand," 
and  no  signature  follows.  4  Scott,  N.  R. 
486.  Hubert  v.  7\tmer.  A  memorandum 
in  writing  made  after  action  brought, 
is  not  sufficient.  9  Mees.  8t  W.  36. 
Bill  V.  Bament.  See  1  M.  &  Or.  773, 
774.  Fricherv.  TonUinsony  jierMauieJ.^ 
(e)  4  Taunt.  117.  Barrellv.  TtussetL 
8.  P.  [2  Mann  &  Gr.  644.  French  v. 
French.  It  was  held,  before  the  stat. 
9  Geo.4.  c.  14.,  that]  if  the  statute  were 
once  satisfied  by  the  original  promise 
being  in  writing,  a  terbal  acknowledg- 
ment would  be  sufficient  to  t&ke  the 
case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
IB.&A.690.   Gibbons  yf.M'Castand. 
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it,  and  is  not  merely  for  the  debt, 
&c.  of  another,  such  an  undertaking, 
though  in  effect  it  be  to  answer  for  an- 
other person,  is  considered  as  an  original 
promise,  and  not  within  the  statute : 
as  where  A,  promises  B.  to  pay  him  a 
sum  of  money,  in  case  he  will  withdraw 
his  record  in  an  action  of  assault  and 
battery.  1  Wils.  305.  Read  v.  Nash. 
S.P.  5  Mod.  205.  Stephens  V.  Squire. 
8  Burr.  1886.  Williams  y.  Leper.(f)  A 
distinction  was  formerly  taken  between 
a  promise  for  the  payment  of  goods,  &c. 
for  another  before  and  after  the  delivery. 
The  former  was  held  to^be  an  original 
undertaking,  and  so  not  within  the  sta- 
tute, but  the  latter  a  collateral  under- 
taking, and  therefore  within  the  statute. 


Cowp.  228.  Jones  v.  Cooper.  But  this 
distinction  has  been  since  overruled, 
and  the  construction  now  is,  that  if  the 
person  for  whose  use  the  goods  are 
furnished  is  liable  at  ally  any  promise 
by  a  third  person,  upon  sufficient  con- 
sideration, to  pay  that  debt,  must  be 
in  writing.  2  T.  R.  8a  Matson  v. 
Wharam.  1  H.  Black.  12a  Anderson 
V.  Hayman.  1  Salk.  27*  Birhmyr  v. 
DamelL  2  Ld.  Raym.  1085.  S.  C.  {g) 
It  is  very  often  the  subject  of  inquiry 
at  Nisi  Prius  to  whom  the  credit  was 
given,  and  such  nice  distinctions  have 
been  taken  on  the  wording  of  the  pro- 
mise, as  to  make  it  impossible  to  lay 
down  any  precise  rule  of  construction, 
but  the  jury  must  determine  to  whom 


(/)  1 B.  &  A.  297-  Goodman  Y.Chase, 
where  the  defendant,  in  consideration 
that  the  plaintiff  would  discharge  out  of 
custody  a  person  taken  on  a  co.  mi.  at 
the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  promised  to  pay 
the  debt  on  a  certain  day,  or  render  that 
person ;  and  the  court  held,  that  the  pro- 
mise was  not  within  the  statute,  because 
the  debt  was  gone  by  the  discharge  of 
the  debtor  out  of  custody.  See  also 
5  Taunt.  450.  Browning  v.  StaUard. 
[1  Q.;B.  933.  Lane  v.  Burghart.  So 
where  the  plaintiff  had  issued  execu- 
tion against  one  lAoydy  and  afterwards, 
with  the  assent  of  all  parties,  Lloyd  con- 
veyed all  his  property  to  the  defendant, 
he  undertaking  to  satisfy  Lhytts  cre- 
ditors; and  thereupon  it  was  agreed 
between  the  plaintiff  Lloyd  and  the  de- 
fendant, that  the  plaintiff  should  relin- 
quish his  execution  against  Lloyd 
(which  he  did)  and  should  look  to  the 
defendant  as  his  debtor  instead  of 
Lloyd;  it  was  held  that  the  defendant's 
undertaking  to  pay  the  plaintiff  was  not 
a  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt  of  a 
third  person,  within  the  statute ;  for 
that  Lloyd  was  discharged  from  the 


debt,  and  would  have  had  a  good  an- 
swer by  plea  if  the  plaintiff  had  sued 
him,  or  by  auditd  quereld  if  the  plaintiff 
had  issued  execution.  3  Bing.  N.  C.  883. 
Bird  V.  Gammon.  S  Scott,  213.  S.  C. 
But  where  one  Buxton  had  commenced 
a  chancery  suit  by  the  plaintiff  as  his 
attorney  against  the  defendant,  and  it 
was  agreed  that  the  suit  should  be  dis- 
continued, and  that  the  defendant  should 
pay  the  plaintiff  the  costs  which  were 
due  from  Buxton,  it  was  held  that  this 
was  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  another 
within  the  statute.  6  A  &  £.  564. 
Tomlinson  v.  GeU.  1  Nev.  &  P.  588. 
S.C. 

For  other  decisions  as  to  what  shall 
be  deemed  the  *<  debt,  default,  or  mis- 
carriage of  another,"  see  3  B.  8k  C. 
842.  Bodgson  v.  Anderson^  5  D.  &  R. 
735.  S.  C.  6  Bing.  506.  Adams  v. 
Dansey.  4  Moo.  &  P.  245.  S.  C.  R.  & 
Moo.  348.  Jarmain  v.  Algar.  2  C.  & 
P.  249.  S.C.  1  Bing.  N.  C.  103. 
Bushell  V.  Beavan.  4  Moo.  &  8c.  622. 
S.  C] 

(g)  2  Stark.  62.  Colman  v.  Byks. 
[3  Dougl.  13.  Peekham  v.  Faria^. 
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the  credit  was  given.  BuU."  N.  P. 
281.  (h)  If  it  appears  that  the  credit 
was  given  to  the  defendant^  that  is^  if 
the  goods,  &c.  were  really  sold  to  him, 
though  delivered  to  another,  the  statute 
is  then  out  of  the  case,  (t)  But  if  it  ap- 
pears that  the  person,  for  whose  use  the 
goods  were  furnished,  is  liable,  and  a 
sufficient  promise  in  writing  by  defend- 
ant to  pay  the  debt  is  produced,  though 
the  plaintiff  will  then  be  entitled  to  re- 
cover, yet  it  can  only  be  upon  a  spe- 
cial action  of  assumpsUy  stating  the  par- 
ticular circumstances  of  the  promise, 
and  not  upon  a  general  indebitatus  as^ 
mmpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to 


defendant,  or  for  goods  sold  to  defend- 
ant and  delivered  to  another  at  defend- 
ant's request,  or  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  to  another  person  at  the  de- 
fendant's request.  2  Vent  36.  Rozer 
V.  Rozer.  Carth.  446.  1  Salk.'  23. 
Butcher  v.  Andrews.  2  Wils.  141. 
Marriot  v.  Lister.  1  Burr.  373.  Harris 
V.  Huntbach.  1  Bac.  Abr.  163.  Lib. 
Plac  19.  pi.  17.  Clift  59-  contra.  1 
Vent  311.  Kent  \.  Derby.  But  contra- 
dicted by  all  the  later  authorities.  (Jk) 
Therefore  care  must  be  taken  in  such 
case  to  frame  the  declaration  accord- 
ingly. (/)  What  shall  be  a  sufficient 
consideration  to  support  a  promise,  is 


(A)  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  158.  KeaU  v.  Tem- 
ple ;  and  see  Phillipps  on  Evidence,  5th 
edit.  p.  72,  et  seq. 

(t)  [2  Bing.  439.  Dixon  v.  Hat- 
field. 10  Moo.  42.  S.  C.  2C.  &P.  82. 
Darnell  v.  TraU.  2  Cr.  &  M.  430. 
Simpson  v.  Penton.  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  741. 
Taylor  v.  Hilary.  5  Tyrw.  373.  S.  C. 
2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  627.  Andrews  v.  Smith. 
7  M.  &  W.  165.  Sweeting  v.  Asplin. 
Accord.'] 

(k)  2  Camp.  215.  JUines  v.  Soul- 
tliorpe.  [The  defendant  may,  under 
the  general  issue,  raise  the  objection 
that  there  was  no  memorandum  or  note 
in  writing,  &c.  of  the  contract  to  satisfy 
the  statute.  5M.&W.456.  Buttemere 
V.  Hayes.  1 1  A  &  £.  438.  Eastwood 
y.Kenyon.  3  P.  &  D.  276.  S.  C.  And 
a  plea  setting  up  this  defence  specially 
is  bad  on  special  demurrer,  as  being 
nothing  but  an  argumentative  denial  of 
the  contract  10  M.  &  W.  393.  Lecf 
y.  Tuton.  See  also  11  Price,  500.  per 
Wood  B.,  and  5  Bligh,  N.  S.  25.  Lysaght 
V.  Walker,  per  Lord  Tenterden.  If  the 
plaintiff  replies  to  such  a  plea,  instead 
of  demurring,  he  may  plead  that  there 
was  such  a  memorandum,  &c.,  without 
setting  it  out    5  Bligh,  N.  S.  1.    2  A. 


&  £.  78.  Waheman  v.  Sutton.    4  Nev. 
&M.  114.  S.C.] 

(/)  Though  in  a  declaration  it  be  not 
necessary  to  state  the  promise  to  have 
been  in  writing,  yet  if  the  defendant 
plead  in  bar  any  agreement  which  is 
required  by  the  statute  to  be  in  writing, 
he  must  state  it  to  be  so.  Com  Dig, 
Action  of  Assumpsit  (F.  3.),  post,  276  a. 
note  (2)  ad  fin.  The  clause  of  the  Sta- 
tute of  Frauds,  as  to  charging  the  de- 
fendant on  any  special  promise  to  an- 
swer for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage 
of  another  person,  applies  to  promises  to 
answer,  for  the  tortious  default  or  mis- 
carriage of  another,  as  well  as  for  his 
breach  o{  contract ;  therefore,  where  A. 
had  ridden  the  plaintiff's  horse  without 
his  leave,  and  thereby  caused  his  death, 
it  was  held,  that  a  promise  by  the  de- 
fendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  damage 
he  had  sustained,  in  consideration  of 
the  plaintiff  forbearing  to  sue  A^  was 
void,  not  being  in  writing.  2  B.  &  A. 
613.  Kirkham  v.  Marter.  Lord  C.  J. 
Abbotty  in  delivering  his  judgment  in 
this  case,  distinguished  it  from  Head  v. 
Nash  above  cited ;  but  with  all  submis- 
sion, it  seems  that  Kirkham  v.  Marter 
has  in  effect  overruled  Bead  v.  Nask. 
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a  subject  of  frequent  discussion  in  our    auy  datnagcy  or  any  suspension^  or  /or. 
books.     Perhaps  the  best  rule  is,  that    bearance  of  his  rights  or  any  possibilily 


The  principle  of  that  decbion  vas>  tliat 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  third  person 
was  liable  for  the  alleged  assault ;  nei- 
ther does  it  appear  in  this  case,  that 
A.  was  liable  for  the  death  of  the 
horse,  except  indeed  by  the  admission 
of  the  defendant  to  that  effect,  contained 
in  hb  request  to  the  plaintiff  to  forbear 
from  suing  A. ;  and  in  Read  v.  Nash 
the  admission  of  the  defendant,  that 
the  third  person  was  liable  for  the 
alleged  assault,  contained  in  his  request 
to  the  plaintiff  not  to  continue  hb  suit, 
b  equally  strong.  If  it  be  said  that  in 
Rtad  y.  Nashy  the  defendant  in  the 
original  action  might' have  obtained  a 
Terdict,  so  in  Eirkham  v.  Martery  if  an 
action  had  been  brought,  nan  constat, 
that  A,  might  not  have  proved  the  horse 
to  have  died  from  some  other  cause 
than  that  which  was  alleged.  The 
ground  taken  in  Read  v.  Nash^  that  the 
promise  was  an  original  promise,  founded 
on  a  new  consideration,  seems  equally 
to  extend  to  all  cases  of  prombes  to 
answer  for  the  debt,  default,  or  mis- 
carriage of  another ;  for  it  is  clear  that 
the  mere  existence  of  the'debt,  default, 
or  mbcarriage,  is  not  sufficient  to  sup* 
port  the  prombe :  thero  must  be  some 
consideration  for  it ;  and  therefore  the 
promise  must  in  all  cases  be  founded 
on  a  new  consideration.  The  question 
indeed  is.  What  is  the  prombe  ?  whe- 
ther it  be  a  promise  to  answer  for  the 
debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  another 
for 'which  that  other  remains  liable, 
not  what  the  consideration  for  that  pro* 
mise  is ;  for  it  b  plain,  that  the  nature 
of  the  consideration  cannot  effect  the 
terms  of  the  promise  itself,  unless,  as 
in  the  case  of  Goodman  v.  Chase,  it  be 
an  extingubhment  of  the  liability  of  the 
original  party.    The  case  of  Williams 


V.  Lepery  above  cited,  was  different : 
there  A.y  being  indebted  for  rent,  as- 
signed his  effects  to  the  defendant  in 
trust  for  his  creditors;  the  defendant 
advertised  a  sale,  and  on  the  landlord's 
threatening  to  distrain  the  effects,  pro- 
mised that  if  he  would  not  dbtrain,  he, 
the  defendant  would'  pay  the  rent. 
Aston  J.  considered  the  goods  as  the 
debtor,  and  therefore  that  the  promise 
was  not  to  pay  the  debt  of  another,  but 
the  debt  for  which  the  goods  were 
liable,  of  which  goods  the  defendant 
was  the  owner:  and  it  is  submitted 
that  this  is  the  true  ground  of  the  de- 
cision, and  that  if  the  defendant  had 
not  been  the  owner  of  the  goods,  the 
promise  must  have  been  in  writing.  The 
case  of  Houlditch  v.  Milncy  3  £sp.  86. 
is,  perhaps,  the  most  difficult  to  be  re- 
conciled with  the  view  of  the  subject 
hero  taken:  thero  the  defendant  sent 
the  carriages  of  a  third  person  to  the 
plaintiff  to  be  repaired ;  they  were  re- 
paired, and  sent  on  board  a  ship  by  the 
defendant's  order,  and  on  his  saying 
that  he  would  pay  for  the  repairs ;  but 
the  bill  was  headed  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  third  person.  Lord  Eldon  C.  J.  b 
reported  to  have  held,  that  the  case 
was  not  within  the  statute,  because  the 
plaintiff  had  a  lien  on  the  carriages, 
with  which  he  had  parted  at  the  de- 
fendant's request.  If  this  were  the 
true  ground  of  the  defendant's  liability, 
the  arguments  now  suggested  fall  to 
the  ground ;  but  it  is  submitted,  with  all 
due  deference  to  so  hi^h  an  authority, 
that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  shew 
the  credit  to  have  been  given  to  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  real  owner  of 
the  carriages  was  not  at  all  liable ;  and 
that,  on  this  ground,  the  case  was  clearly 
not  within  the  statute.    The  cases  of 
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of  a  loss  occasioned  to  the  plaintiff  by 
the  promise  of  another,  is  a  sufficient 
consideration  for  such  promise,  and  will 
make  it  binding,  although  no  actttal  be' 
nefit  accrues  to  the  party  undertaking. 


3  Burr.  1678.    8  T.  R.  24^  Nerot  v. 

Wallace.     2  H.  Black.  312.  PuUin  v. 

Stipes.    See  2  Saund.  136.  Barber  v. 
Fox.  (m) 


Castling  v.  Aubert  (2  East,  325.)  and 
Anstey  v.  Marden  (1  N.  R.  124.)  were 
decided  not  to  be  within  the  statute, 
on  the  ground,  that  there  was  in 
both  cases  a  purchase  of  an  interest, 
not  a  mere  undertaking  to  pay  the  debt 
of  another.  The  above  observations 
are  hazarded  with  great  diffidence,  as 
they  apparently  militate  against  great 
audiorities.  There  is  considerable  dif- 
ficulty in  the  subject,  occasioned  per- 
haps by  unguarded  expressions  in  the 
reports  of  the  different  cases ;  but  the 
fair  result  seems  to  be,  that  the  ques- 
tion, whether  each  particular  case 
comes  within  this  clause  of  the  statute 
or  not,  depends  not  on  the  consider- 
ation for  the  promise,  but  on  the  fact  of 
the  original  party  remaining  liable,  cou- 
pled with  the  absence  of  any  liability 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  or  his  pro- 
perty, except  such  as  arises  from  his 
express  promise. 

[The  test  just  above  laid  down  was 
adopted  by  the  court  in  10  A.  &  £.  453. 
Green y.Cresswell.  2P.&D.430.  S.C.\ 
where  it  was  held,  that  if  the  plaintiff 
becomes  bail  to  a  stranger,  in  consider- 
ation of  the  defendant's  request  and  of 
the  defendant's  promising  him  to  indem- 
nify him,  the  plaintiff,  against  the  con- 
sequences, no  action  lies  upon  such  pro- 
mise, unless  it  be  in  writing ;  and  the 
court  refused  to  assent  to  the  doctrine 
laid  down  in  8  B.  &  C.  728.  Thomas 
v.  Cook.  3  Mann.  &  R.  444.  S.  C,  that 
a  promise  to  indemnify  does  not  fall 
within  the  words  or  policy  of  the  sta- 
tute. However,  the  statute  applies 
only  to  promises  made  to  the  person 
to  whom  another  is  answerable ;  there- 
fore, a  promise  by  defendant  to  plaintiff 


to  pay  A.  JB.  a  debt  due  from  plain- 
tiff to  A.  B.  is  not  within  the  statute. 
1 1  A.  &  E.  438.  Eastwood  v.  Kenyan. 
3  Perr.  &  D.  276.  S.  C. 

The  case  of  Williams  v.  Leper  before 
stated  was  recognised  and  acted  upon 
in  4  Bing.  264.  Bampton  v.  Paulin^  12 
Moore,  497.  S.  C.  and  in  6  M.  &  S.  204. 
Edwards  v.  KeUy  ;  in  which  latter  case, 
however,  the  landlord,  to  whom  the 
promise  was  made,  had  actually  dis- 
trained the  goods  of  his  tenant,  and  de- 
livered them  to  the  defendant  to  be  sold 
in  consideration  of  his  promise  to  pay 
the  rent  for  which  the  distress  had  been 
taken.  In  Williams  v.  Lq>er  the  court 
must  be  understood  as  having  consi- 
dered the  power  of  immediate  distress 
and  the  intention  to  enforce  it,  as  equi- 
valent to  an  actual  distress.  (See  10  B. 

6  C.  670.)  But  where,  under  similar 
circumstances,  the  promise  was  to  pay 
not  only  the  arrears  of  rent  then  due*  but 
also  the  accruing  rent  up  to  the  Mich- 
aelmas then  next,  it  was  held  that  the 
part  of  the  promise  which  related  to  the 
accruing  rent  was  within  the  statute, 
and  void  for  want  of  writing.  10  B.  & 
C.  664.  Thomas  v.  Williams.  5  M.  & 
R.  625.  S.  C.  And  further,  that  the 
promise  being  entire,  and  this  part  of 
it  being  void,  it  was  void  altogether. 
Ibid,  and  Accord.  6  A  &  £.  459. 
Bead  V.  Baldrey.  2  N.  &  P.  217.  S.  C. 

7  A  &  E.  49.  Mechelen  v.  Wallace. 
2  N.  &  P.  224.  S.  C.  (See,  however, 
2  Cr.  &  J.  94.  Wood  v.  Benson  ;  and 
also  1  Cr.  &  M.  101.  Lord  Falmouth 
V.  T/iamaSf  per  Bayley  B.]    . 

(m)  For  the  modern  cases  on  this 
subject  see  the  notes  to  Barber  v.  Foxt 
post,  2  Saund.  136. 
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/^»<*»».1."¥^E  it  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the 
^  ^  -*-'  term  of  St  Michael  last  past,  before  our  lord  the 
king  at  fVestminster,  came  William  Doughty  gent,  by  John 
Warter  his  attorney,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our 
6ud  lord  the  king  then  there  his  certain  bill  against  Simon 
Neal,  otherwise  called  Simon  Neal  of  the  parish  of  St  Clement 
DaneSy  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  gent.,  in  the  custody  of  the 
marshal,  &c  of  a  plea  of  debt ;  and  there  are  pledges  of  pro- 
secution, to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe;  which  said  bill  Declaration  on 
follows  in  these  words,  to  wit:  London,  to  wit,  William  ^^^ 
Doughty  gent,  complains  of  Simon  Neal,  otherwise  called  Simon 
Neal,  of  the  parish  of  St  Clement  Danes,  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  gent.,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the 
marshalsea  of  our  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  of  a 
plea  that  he  render  to  him  1700/.  of  lawful  money  of  England, 
which  he  owes  to,  and  unjustly  detains  from,  him ;  for  this, 
to  wit,  that  whereas  the  said  Simon,  on  the  27th  day  of  Sep^ 
temher,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1656,  at  London,  to  wit,  in 
the  parish  of  St  Dunstan  in  the  West,  in  the  ward  of  Farring- 
don-without,  London,  by  his  certain  writing  obligatory,  sealed  [  212  ] 
with  the  seal  of  him  the  said  Simon,  and  to  the  court  of  our 
said  lord  the  king  now  here  shewn,  the  date  whereof  id  the 
same  day  and  year,  acknowledged  himself  to  be  held  and 
firmly  bound  in  the  said  1700/.  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Wil- 
liam when  he  should  be  thereunto  requested :  yet  the  said 
Simon,  although  often  requested,  has  not  yet  paid  the  said 
1700£  to  the  said  William,  but  to  pay  the  same  to  him  has 
hitherto  altogether  refused,  and  still  refuses,  to  the  damage  of 
the  said  William  of  1000/. ;  and  therefore  he  brings  suit,  &c. 
And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Saturday  next  after  the  oc^  Imparlance, 
tave  of  St.  Hilary  In  this  same  term,  until  which  day  the  said 
Simon  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then  to  answer, 
&C.  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  comes  as  well 
the  said  William  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  said  Simon  by 
Ffandi  Check  his  attorney ;  and  the  said  Simon  Neal  defends  Pie*, 
the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.  and  prays  oyer  of  the  said 
Writi&g  obligatory,  and  it  is  read  to  him,  &C  ;  he  also  prays  Oyer  of  the 
oyer  of  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  it  is  **"  *^"' 
read  to  him  in  these  words,  to  wit :  *'  The  condition  of  the 
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Doughty     ''  above-written  obligation  is  such^  that  whereas  in  a  suit 
V,  Neal.      «  ktdy  depending  in  the  high  court  of  chancery,  wherein 
»  "  Elizabeth^  Alexander^  Priscillay  Mary^  and  Charles  Fraiser, 

"  children  of  Elizabeth  Fraiser  deceased,  by  Simon  Neal  gent. 
*^  their  guardian  and  administrator  of  all  and  singular  the 
''  goods,  chattels,  and  debts  of  their  deceased  mother,  for  their 
**  use,  during  their  minorities,  were  plaintiffs,  and  the  above- 
"  named  William  Doughty  gent.,  J.  F.  gent  and  L.  his  wife, 
'^  and  C,  J.  gent.,  executors  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
"  W.  D.  late  of  E.  D.  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county  of  iVI, 
^'  gent,  deceased,  father  of  the  said  deceased  Elizabeth  Fraiser, 
*^  and  grandfather  to  the  said  complainants,  were  defendants, 
"  it  was  on  the  23d  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  God 
"  1655,  ordered  and  decreed,  that  the  swd  W.  D.  the  de- 
**  fendant  should  pay  unto  the  said  plaintiffi,  or  to  thdr  said 
"  guardian,  for  their  use,  the  simi  of  S50L  with  interest  in- 
^^  curred  from  the  times  the  same  was  to  be  paid  by  agree- 
^'  ment  mentioned  in  the  said  decree,  in  full  satisfaction  of, 
<'  and  for  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  that  the  said  plain- 
"  tifis,  or  any  for  their  said  use,  should  or  might  chum,  chal- 
^<  lenge,  or  demand  in  and  unto  a  lease  of  the  manor  of  Mart' 
'^  ley^hally  and  other  lands  in  the  county  of  S.  heretofore  made 
"  by  Sir  A.  W,  bart  deceased,  to  his  sister  E.  W.^  afterward 
[  213  ]  **  married  to  Sir  D.  D.  knight,  deceased,  and  by  the  said  Sir 
'^  D.  D.  and  the  said  dame  E.  his  wife  assigned  to  the  sdd 
^^  deceased  W.  D.  by  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said 
**  deceased  W.  D. ;  and  the  said  plaintiffs,  when  they  shall  at- 
'^  tain  their  several  ages  of  21  years,  shall  release  all  their 
*^  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  unto  the  said  lease  of  the  said 
*^  manor  and  premises,  to  the  said  defendants,  their  executors, 
*^  administrators,  and  assigns :  if  therefore  the  above  bounden 
<^  Simon  Neal,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  do  and 
**  shall  procure  Dr.  Alexander  Fraiser^  father  of  the  said  plain- 
**  tiffs,  his  executors,  or  administrators,  and  the  said  plaintiffs, 
^'  when  they  shall  come  to  their  several  and  respective  ages  of 
^'21  years,  or  the  plaintiffs  Elizabeth  and  PriscUla  Fraiser, 
*^  at  their  respective  times  of  marriage,  which  shall  first  hap- 
*^  pen,  (the  plaintiff  Mary  Fraiser  beiog  lately  deceased,)  in 
<'  all  things  in  their  behalfs,  to  perform  the  said  decree,  and 
**  that  he  and  they  shall,  at  their  several  and  respective  ages 
*'  of  21  years,  or  times  of  marriage,  release  all  the  right, 
"  title,  estate,  interest,  and  claim  that  he,  they,  or  either  of 
<^  them  have  or  hath,  or  can  or  may  pretend  to  have,  in  and 
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'^  to  the  said  lease  of  the  manor  of  MariUy-hall  and  lands  in     Douohtt 
"  8.  by  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  W.  />.  deceased,     ^^  Neal. 
"  or  otherwise,  and  to  all  the  rents  and  profits  due  for  the  ' 
**  same,  and  had  and  received,  or  not  received,  by  him  tlie 
^'  said  W.  D.  the  defendant,  since  the  decease  of  the  said 
*^  fFI  2?.  his  father,  then  the  above-mentioned  obligation  to 
**  to  be  void  and  of  none  effect,  or  else  to  stand  and  be  in  full 
*^  force/'    Which  being  read  and  heard,  he  the  said  Simoti 
says,  that  the  said  WilUam  Doughty  ought  not  to  have  or  main- 
tain his  said  action  thereof  against  him,  because  he  says  that 
the  said  Alexander  Fraiser  the  father,  above  named  in  the  said  A.F.  the>ther 
condition,  is  yet  living  and  in  full  life,  to  wit,  at  London  afore-  h^ "or  title  to 
said,  in  the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid ;  and  that  he  the  said  the  said  pre- 
Alexander  Fraiser  the  father,  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  "****" 
writing  obligatory,  or  at  any  time  after  hitherto,  had  not,  nOr 
pretended  to  have,  nor  yet  has,  nor  pretends  to  have,  or  can 
pretend  to  have  any  right,  title,  estate,  interest,  or  claim  what- 
soever in  and  to  the  said  lease  of  the  said  manor  of  Martley- 
kail,  and  the  other  premises  above  mentioned  in  the  said  con-    * 
dition,  or  in  or  to  any  parcel  thereof,  or  in  or  to  any  rents  or 
profits  due  for  the  same.     And  the  said  Simon  further  says, 
that  the  said  E.  and  P.  Fraiser  are  not  married ;  and  that  the  ' 

said  E.  F.,  A.  F,  and  P.  F,  children  of  the  said  F.  F.  de- 
ceased, above  likewise  named  in  the  said  condition,  and  each     [  214  ] 
of  them  respectively,  upon  the  first  day  of  May,  in  the  20th 
year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  to  wit,  at  ion- 
dan  aforesidd,  in  the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid,  did  attain  the 
lull  age  of  21  years.  But  the  said  Simon  further  says,  that  the  Some  of  the 
said  F.  jP.,  a.  and  P.  P.,  children  of  the  said  F.  F.  deceased,  ^*tJI^nty-one " 
at  the  time  of  making  the  said  writing  obligatory,  or  ever  after-  y«'«» 
wards  hitherto,  had  not,  nor  pretended  to  have,  nor  had  any 
of  them,  or  pretended  to  have,  nor  yet  have  or  pretend,  or  but  had  no  right 
can  pretend  to  have  any  right,  title,  interest,  or  claim  whatso-  ^a  premises 
ever  in  and  to  the  said  lease  of  the  sfdd  manor  of  MartleT/'hall, 
and  the  other  premises  in  the  said  condition  above  mentioned, 
or  in  or  to  any  parcel  thereof,  or  in  or  to  any  rents  or  profits 
due  for  the  same.     And  the  said  Simon  further  says,  that  the 
aud  (7.  F.  in  the  said  condition  above  likewise  named,  yet  is  CF.  one  of  the 
within  the  age  of  21  years,  to  wit,  of  the  age  of  20  years  and  ^ndCTT;inty*!" 
one  half  of  a  year,  and  no  more,  to  wit,  at  London  aforesaid,  one. 
in  the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid;  and  this  he  is  ready  to 
verify:  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said  William 
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Curia  athisare 
vult. 


Judgment  for 
the  plaintiff. 


Doughty  ought  to  have  or  nuiuntaiTi  his  iaid  action  thereof 
against  him^  &c. 

General  demurrer^  and  joinder  in  demurrer* 
But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  is 
not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  pre- 
mises, a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our  lord 
the  king  at  Westminster  until  Monday  next  after  the  morrow  of 
the  Purification  qf  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  to  hear  their 
judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  because  the  court  of  our 
said  lord  the  king  here  is  thereof  not  yet,  ^c  At  which  day, 
before  our  lord  the  king  at  fFestminster,  comes  as  well  the  siud 
William  Doughty  as  the  said  Simony  by  their  said  attomies ; 
whereupon  all  and  singular  the  premises  being  seen,  and  by 
the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here  more  fully  understood, 
and  mature  deliberation  being  thereof  had,  it  seems  to  the 
court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here,  that  the  said  plea  by  the 
said  Simon  in  manner  and  fonn  aforesaid  above  pleaded,  and 
the  matter  in  the  same  contained,  are  not  sufficient  in  law  to 
bar  the  said  William  from  having  his  said  action  against  the 
said  Simon :  therefore  it  is  considered  that  the  said  William 
should  recover  against  the  said  Simon  his  said  debt,  and  also 
SOs.  for  his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that 
behalf  expended,  adjudged  to  the  said  William  by  the  court 
of  our  lord  the  now  king  here,  with  his  assent.  And  the  said 
Simon  in  mercy,  &c. 


Case  31. 

S.C.  2Keb. 
471.     Ifthe 
condition  of  a 
bond  be,  that 
the  obligor  shall 
procure  a 
Btranger  to 
release  all  the 
right  which  he 
has  or  pretends 
to  have  in  cer- 
tain lands,  the 
obligor  must  at 
bis  peril  pro« 
cure  such 
stranger  to 
make  a  release 
Je^do,  though 
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T\EBT  on  bond,  the  defendant  prayed  oyer  of  the  condi- 
-■^  tion,  which  is,  "  That  in  a  suit  depending  in  chancery 
"  between  Elizabeth,  Alexander,  PriscUla,  Mary,  and  Charles 
"  Fraiser,  children  of  Elizabeth  Fraiser  deceased,  by  the 
"  defendant,  their  guardian  and  administrator  during  their 
"  minority,  to  the  use  of  the  infants,  J^laintiffs,  and  the  said 
"  Doughty  the  now  plaintiff,  and  others,  defendants,  it  was 
"  decreed  that  the  swd  DouglUy,  the  now  plaintiff,  should 
"  pay  to  the  said  infants,  or  to  their  guardian  for  their  use, 
"  the  sum  of  850/.  in  satisfaction  of  all  their  right,  title,  and 
**  interest  to  a  lease  of  the  manor  of  Martley,  and  other 
"  lands,  in  the  county  of  Suffolk :  if  therefore  the  defendant 
"  shall  procure  Doctor  Alexander  Fraiser,  or  the  plaintiffs 
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'*  Elizabeth  and  PrUcilla  Fraiser,  to  perform  the  decree,  and     Doughty 
"  that  he  and  they  shall  at  their  several  and  respective .  ages     *•  Neal. 
"  of  one-and-twenty  years  release  the  right,  title,  estate,  in-  ,         ' 
"  terest,  and  daun  which  he  or  they,  or  either  of  them,  have,  right,  (i) 
**  hath,  or  may  pretend  to  have,  inand  to  the  said  lease  of      [  216  ] 
'^  the  said  manor  and  lands,  and  to  all  the  rents  and  profits 
"  due  for  the  same,  and  had  and  received,  or  not  received,by 
^^  the  said  now  plaintiff,  then  the  obligation  shall  be  void," 
&C.     Upon  which  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  the  said  Akx- 
under  Fraiser,  and  the  said  infants  Elizabeth  and  Priscillay 
never  had,  nor  ever  pretended  to  have,  any  right,  title,  in- 
terest, estate,  or  claim  to  the  said  manor  and  lands  which  they 
could  release ;  and  this,  &c. :  wherefore,  &c.     To  which  plea 
the  plaintiff  demurred. 

And  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff  by  the  whole 
court,  because  the  defendant  at  his  peril  ought  to  have  pro- 
cured them  to  make  a  release  defactOy  although  they  had  not 
any  right,  &C.* ;  and  the  rather,  becauSie  it  appears  by  the  •  See  post, 
condition,  that  they  had  a  pretence  in  equity,  although  they  ^^^'  "^®  ^^' 
had  no  right,  title,  or  interest  at  law.  (2)  Saunders  of  counsel 
with  the  defendant,  Winnington  with  the  plaintiff. 


(1)  So  1  Rol.  Abr.  452.  (L.),  pi.  6, 7. 
5  Rep.  23.  b.  Lamb^s  case.  Cro.  £liz. 
716-  S.C.  Ibid.  864.  Mores.Morecomb. 
3  Bulst  SO.    Quick  v.  Ludborrow.  (a) 

(2)  And  besides,  as  it  is  recited  in 
the  condition,  that  the  plaintiff  was  de- 
creed to  pay  money  to  the  infants  in 
mtisfactian  of  their  right,  Sfc»  to  the  lands, 
which  is  an  implied  admission  that  they 
had  some  right,  the  defendant  the  ob- 
ligor shall  not  afterwards  be  permitted 


to  say  they  had  no  right,  but  shall  be 
estopped  by  such  admission.  Willes's 
Rep.  163.  Acherley  v.  Vernon,  2  Bos. 
&  Pull.  299.  Hosier  y.  Searle.  So 
2Keb.47l.  Doughty  y.NeaU.  All.  IS. 
Pain  V.  SheUroppe.  Ibid.  52.  Hart  v. 
Buckminster.  Cro.Eliz.756.  Willoughby 
\,  Brook.  Dy.l96.a.  Eainsfordv,  Smi^ 
and  the  authorities  cited  in  the  mar- 
gin {b) ;  and  a  difference  is  there  taken 
between  where  the  thing  is  recited  in 


(a)  See  abo  Co.  Litt.  208.  b.  209.  a. 
6  T.  R.  710.  Worsleg  wlWood.  1  H. 
Black.  254.  Boutkdge  v.  BurrelL  2  H. 
Black.  577- note  (a).  Oldhamv.  Bewicks. 
[6B.&C.686.  Hughes  Y.Humphreys, 
per  Bayley  J.] 

(b)  [2  B.  &  Ad.  544.  Hill  v.  Man- 
Chester  Water  Works.  That  an  estoppel 
may  be  by  matter  of  recital,  see  1  A. 
&  £.  792.  Lainson  v«  Tretnere.  3  Nev. 


&  M.  603.  S.  C.  2  A.  &  E.  278. 
Bowman  v.  Taylor.  4  Nev.  &  M.  264. 
S.C.  8  M.  &  W.j209.  Carpenter  v. 
Buller.  3  Y.  &  JetY.  423.  Edwards  v. 
Brown.  But  an  estoppel  must  be  cer- 
tain to  every  intent ;  and  therefore,  if 
the  thing  be  not  precisely  and  directly 
alleged,  or  be  mere  matter  of  supposal, 
it  shall  not  be  an  estoppel.  Accord- 
ingly a  recital  in  a  release,  that  A.  was 
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the  condition  in  general  vords,  and 
where  in  particular :  as  where  the  con- 
dition of  a  bond  was  to  pay  cUl  the 
legacies  which  J.  S.  had  devised  by  his 
willy  the  obligor  cannot  plead  that  J.  S. 
had  not  devised  any  legaeiesy  because 
that  would  be  contrary  to  the  admis- 
sion in  the  recital;  but  it  would  be 
otherwise  if  the  condition  had  been  to 
pay  all  the  legacies  which  J.  S.  should 
devise  by  hid  will,  for  then  the  recital 
admits  nothing.  And  the  same  dis- 
tinction is  taken  in  2  Rep.  S3,  b.  Dod' 
dington's  case.  All.  13.  1  Rol.  Abr. 
872,  873.  Cro.  Eliz.  362.  Strowd  v. 
Willis.  Moor,  23.  pi.  79.  1  Mod.  113. 
Backtoellv.Bardue.  iShow.Z^Q.  Salter 
V.  Kidley.  10  Vin.  468,  469,  470.  tit. 
Estoppel,  (c)  So  where  a  person  under- 
takes by  bond  to  do  an  act,  it  is  not 
sufficient  for  him  to  shew  that  he  has 
done  all  in  his  power ;  for  the  condition 
is  for  his  benefit,  and  if  not  performed 
he  is  subject  to  the  penalty.  This  rule 
is,  however,  subject  to  this  exception, 
viz.  where  the  condition  is  prevented 
being  performed  by  the  act  ofGody  as  by 
the  death  of  the  party  before  the  day ; 
or  by  the  act  oftlte  lawy  as  if  a  bond  be 
given  conditioned  to  do  an  act,  and  a 


statute  afterwards  makes  it  unlawful ; 
or  by  ^  oc^  of  Ae  obligee  himsdfy  for  it 
would  be  unjust  that  he  should  take 
advantage  of  his  own  wrong.  BulL  N. 
P.  164,  165.  (d)  But  there  are  some 
cases  of  conditions,  where  the  law  does 
not  require  a  strict  performance  accord- 
ing to  the  letter  of  the  condition,  pro- 
vided the  substance  and  intent  of  the 
condition  is  performed;  as  where  the 
condition  is  to  make  a  feoffmenty  if  the 
obligor  makes  a  lease  and  release  to  the 
obligee  and  his  heirs,  it  is  held  to  be  a 
performance,  because  it  amounts  in  law 
to  a  feoffment.  Co.  Litt  207.  a.  Plow. 
156.  b.  Throckmoiion  v.  Tracy.  1  Rol. 
Abr.  426.  So,  where  the  condition  of  a 
recognisance  in  the  Palace  Courty  was 
to  surrender  the  principal  to  the  gaoler 
of  that  courty  if  he  should  be  condemned : 
error  of  that  judgment  and  affirmance, 
and  upon  that  the  bail  rendered  the 
principal  to  t/te  King*s  Bettchy  the  whole 
proceedings  being  removed  thither: 
the  court  of  K.  B.  held  the  render  a 
good  performance  of  the  condition ;  for 
the  intent  of  the  condition  was  answered 
by  the  defendant's  being  in  prison  to 
answer  the  plaintiff's  demand.  I  Str.  49., 
Freshwater  v.  Eaton. 


latrfuUy  or  equitably  entitled,  is  no 
estoppel  for  want  of  certainty  of  alle- 
gation. 2  B.  &  Ad.  278.  Right  v. 
BuchneU.  Again,  an  allegation  in  the 
instrument  of  matter  immaterial  to  the 
contract  therein  contained,  works  no 
estoppel.  8  M.  &  W.  209.  Nor  would 
the  one  party  be  estopped,  in  an  action 
by  the  other,  not  founded  on  the  deed, 
and  wholly  collateral  to  it,  to  dispute 
the  facts  admitted  in  it.    Ibid.] 

(c)  [1  A.  &  E.  801,  802.  Lainsony. 


Tremere.  3  Nev.  &  M.  608,  609.  2  B. 
&  Ad.  278.  281.     EiglU  v.  Bucknell.^ 

(d)  But  if  the  obligor  might  have 
performed  the  condition,  he  shall  not 
avail  himself  of  its  having  become  im- 
possible by  his  own  laches.  12  East,  436. 
Bigland  v.  SheUon.  [So  when  a  con- 
dition becomes  impossible  by  any  act 
of  the  obligor,  such  impossibility  forma 
no  answer  to  an  action  on  the  bond. 
SA.  &E.883.  Beswich  v.  Surinddls, 
per  Cur.    5  Nev.  &  M.  382.  S.  C] 
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Case  32. 


DEBT  in  the  debet  and  detinet  —  The  phuntiff  declared, 
that  he  had  recovered  a  judgment  in  debt  in  this  court 
against  the  defendant  as  executor ;  and  that  after  the  judg- 
ment, the  defendant  had  wasted  the  goods  of  the  testator,  to 
the  value  of  the  debt  recovered,  whereby  an  action  had 
accrued  to  the  plaintiff,  to  demand  and  have  of  the  defendant 
the  said  debt ;  yet  the  said,  &c.  And  upon  this  declaration 
it  was  demurred,  and  the  sole  question  was,  whether  such  an 
action  lies  upon  a  bare  suggestion  of  a  devastavit  or  not. 

And  it  was  argued  by  Pemberton  of  counsel  with  the  de- 
fendant, that  this  action  was  not  maintainable,  because  it  is  an 
action  founded  upon  a  tort ;  and  at  the  common  law  no  action 
of  debt  lies  for  a  tort,  but  an  action  of  trespass,  or  on  the  case 
only,  but  not  debt.  And  he  said,  that  an  action  of  trover  and 
conversion  of  goods  or  money  sounds  in  the  right,  and  yet 
debt  does  not  lie  for  such  goods  or  money  converted.  And 
there  is  a  maxim  in  law,  that  actio  personalis  moritur  cum  per- 
sond.  (1)    And  in  this  case  the  devastavit  is  a  personal  wrong 


&C.   ILev. 
255.   1  Sid.  397. 
2  Keb.  431. 
448.  455. 
Debt  in  the 
debet  and  detinet, 
lies  on  a  judg- 
ment had 
against  an 
executor  upon  a 
bare  suggestion 
of  a  devastavit. 


(1)  It  was  a  principle  of  the  com- 
mon ]aw,  that  if  an  injury  were  done 
either  to  the  person  or  property  of  an- 
other, for  which  damages  only  could 
be  recovered  in  satisfaction,  the  action 
died  with  the  person  to  whom,  or  by 
whom,  the  wrong  was  done.  And 
from  a  misconception  or  misapplication 
of  this  principle,  it  was  formerly  doubt- 
ed, whether  assumpsit  would  lie  either 
for  or  against  an  executor;  because  the 
action,  it  was  said,  was  in  form  trespass 
upon  the  case,  and  therefore  supposed 
a  wrong,  and  in  substance  to  recover  da- 
mages  only  in  satisfaction  of  the  wrong. 
Plow.  180.  Norwood  v.  Read,  Dy.  I*, 
pi.  69.  in  margine.  9  Rep.  86  b.  89  a. 
Pinchon'B  case.  Cro.  Jac  294.  S.  C. 
10  Rep.  77  a.  the  case  of  the  Marshal- 
sea,  Yelv.20.  Sladev.Morleg.  1  Lev. 
200,  201.  Palmer  v.  Lawson,  2  Ld. 
Ray m.  974.   Berwick  v.  Andrews.    But 

VOL.  I. 


where  the  cause  of  action  was  founded 
upon  any  malfeasance  or  misfeasance, 
was  a  torty  or  arose  ex  delicto,  such 
as  trespass  for  taking  goods,  &c.  trover, 
false  imprisonment,  assault,  and  bat- 
tery, slander^  deceit,  diverting  a  water- 
course, obstructing  lights,  escape,  and 
many  other  cases  of  the  like  kind, 
where  the  declaration  imputes  a  tort 
done  either  to  the  person  or  property  of 
another,  and  the  plea  must  be  not  guilty, 
the  rule  was,  actio  personalis  moritur 
cum  persond  ;  and  this  rule  still  holds 
with  respect  to  the  person  by  whom  the 
injury  is  committed  ;  for  if  he  dies,  no 
action  of  this  kind  can  be  brought 
against  his  executor  or  administrator, 
though  in  some  of  these  cases,  such  as 
taking  away  goods,  &c.  a  remedy  may 
be  had  against  the  executor  in  another 
form.  Sir  W.  Jones,  174.  Le  Mason  v. 
Dixon.  Latch.  167, 168.  S.  C.  Sir  T. 
B  B 
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Wheatlet   in  the  defendant ;  jet  if  he  dies^  this  action  of  debt,  supposing 
V,  Lane,      it  be  maintainable,  may  be  brought  against  his  exeentor  or 
administrator,  and  so  in  ir\finitum^  which  would  entirely  subvert 
the  ancient  rule  of  law.     And  if  such  action  of  debt  upon  a 


Raym.  57.  Hole  v.  Bradford,  Palm. 
SSO.  Carter  v.  FossetL  Cro.  Car.  540. 
Perkinson  v.  Gilford,  1  Ld.  Raym.  433, 
434.  Kinsey  v.  Hey  ward.  Cowp.  375. 
Hambly  v.  TroU.  2  Bac.  Abr.  445. 
But  this  rule  was   never  extended  to 


such  personal  actions  as  were  founded 
upon  any  obligation,  contract,  debt, 
covenant,  or  any  other  duty  to  be  per- 
formed ;  for  there  the  action  survived. 
Latch,  168.  Cro.  Car.  540.  Cowp. 
375.  (a)    It  is  true,  that  no  action  of 


(a)  An  action  on  the  case  lies,  by 
the  custom  of  England^  against  the  ex- 
ecutors of  a  deceased  rector,  &c.  for 
dilapidations.  The  reason  given  by  Lord 
Chief  Justice  WUlesy  in  SoUers  v.  Law- 
rcnce,  Willes,  421.,  is  the  following: 
**  Because  it  is  not  considered  as  a  tort 
*<  in  the  testator,  but  as  a  duty  which  he 
"  ought  to  have  performed  ;  and  there- 
*'  fore  his  representatives,  so  far  as  he 
"  left  assets,  shall  be  equally  liable  as 
"  himself.  And,  for  this  reason,  it  is 
**  not  contrary  to  the  rule,  that  actio  . 
*^  personalis  (which  is  always  under* 
"  stood  of  &tort)  moritur  cumpersond" 
It  is  observable,  however,  that  this 
actioa  is  in  form  an  action  on  the  case 
in  tort :  and  that  it  could  not  possibly 
be  framed  in  assumpsit,  as  on  a  con- 
tract ;  for  the  plaintiff  must  be  the  suc- 
ceeding rector,  &c.  who  cannot  be 
known  until  after  the  death  of  the 
{predecessor,  and  of  course  could  not 
contract  with  him.  Formerly  it  was 
doubted,  whether  any  action  at  law 
would  lie  for  dilapidations,  even  by  a 
succeeding  rector,  &c.  against  his  pre- 
decessor, who  had  vacated  by  cession 
or  otherwise  ;  but  this  point  was  deter- 
mined in  3  Lev.  268.  Jones  v.  Hill  (see 
also  2  T.  R.  630.  Radcliffe  v.  D*  Oyley) ; 
and  the  temporal  courts  having  once 
taken  cognisance  of  such  matters,  it 
should  seem  that  the  action  was  con- 
sidered to  lie  against  the  executors  of 


,a  deceased  rector,  &c.  from  the  ne- 
cessity of  the  thing,  and  it  is  at  this  day 
of  common  occurrence.    4  M.  &  S.  183. 

Young  v.  Munby.     [10  B.  &  C.  299. 

Wisew.Metcalf.  5Mann.&R.235.  S.C. 
2  Carr.  &  P.  460.  Percival  v.  Cooke.  4  B. 
&  Ad.  826.  Bird  v.  Relph.  1  N.  &  M. 
415.  S.C.  2  A.  &  E.  773.  Birdv.Refyh. 
4  N.  &  M.  878.  S.  C]  It  is  clearly  an 
exceptioii  to  the  general  rule,  that  no 
action  will  lie  against  an  executor  to 
which  his  testator  was  not  liable ;  for 
the  testator  never  can  be  liable,  inas- 
much as  during  his  life  there  is  no  per- 
son who  can  sue.  For  the  same  reason 
this  action,  however  anomalous  in  other 
respects,  is  not  contrary  to  the  rule, 
that  actio  personalis  moritur  cum  per- 
sond  :  an  action  cannot  be  said  to  die, 
which  never  had  nor  could  have  had 
existence. 

It  seems,  therefore,  not  to  be  quite 
correctly  stated,  that,  **  the  executor 
shall  be  equally  liable  as  the  testa- 
tor." The  observation  abo,  that  actio 
personalis  is  always  understood  of  a  lorl, 
seems  not  to  be  strictly  accurate;  at 
least  not  where  it  is  applied  to  actions 
brought  by  an  executor.  Some  con- 
fusion seems  to  have  arisen  from  a  sup- 
position, that  an  action  will  lie  for  the 
executor  whenever  it  is  founded  on  a 
personal  contract  made  with  his  testa- 
tor. Thus  in  Com.  Dig.  Admin.  (B.  13.) 
it  is  said,  <<  he  shall  have  covenant, 
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devastavit  be  brought  against  two  executors  who  plead  to  issue, 
and  one  is  acquitted,  and  a  verdict  be  found  against  the  other, 
what  judgment  shall  be  given  ?  Shall  it  be  given  quad  qiierens 
7ul  capiai  per  breve^  sive  billam,  because  a  joint  defendant  is 


Wheatley 
V.  Lane. 


account  lay  either  for  or  against  an  ex- 
ecator;  not  upon  the  principle  before 
mentioned,  but  because  the  account 
rested  in  the  privity  and  knowledge  of 
the  testator  only.  Co.  Litt  89.  b.  2. 
InBt.404w  But  this  action  b  since  given 
lo  executors  by  the  statute  of  W.  2. 
IS  Edw.  1.  Stat  1.  c  23.;  and  against 
executors  by  statute  4  &  5  Anne,  c.  16. 
8.27.  Nor  did  an  action  of  debt  lie 
against   an    executor    upon  a  simple 


contract,  when  the  testator  could  have 
waged  his  law;  not  because  such  ac- 
tion died  with  the  person,  but  because 
the  executor  would  lose  the  benefit  of 
waging  law.  9  Rep.  87.  b.  Pinchon's 
case.  Cro.  Eliz.  600.  Bowyer  v.  Gar- 
land.  Cow.  375.  {b) ;  for  where  the  tes- 
tator himself  could  not  have  waged  his 
law,  debt  lay  against  his  executor,  as 
debt  for  rent  upon  a  parol  lease  made 
to  the  testator,  or  by  a  gaolor  for  diet 


**  upon  a  covenant  made  to  his  testator 
^  for  a  personal  thing.  So  upon  any 
^  contract  made  to  the  testator."  And 
in  March.  pL  13.  there  cited,  Janes  J. 
said,  *'And  so  it  was  agreed  by  the 
*'  court,  in  what  case  soever  there  is  a 
*'  contract  made  to  the  testator  or  in- 
''  testate,  or  any  thing  which  ariseth  by 
^  contract,  there  an  action  will  lie  for 
^  the  executor,"  &c  But  the  better 
opinion  is,  that  an  action  will  not  lie 
except  in  cases  where  the  breach  of  con- 
tract is  of  such  a  nature  as  appears  by 
the  record  to  render  the  personal  estate 
less  beneficial  to  the  executor ;  and  ac- 
cordingly, in  2M.  &*S.  408.  Chamber- 
lain  V.  Williamson^  it  was  held,  that  an 
administrator  cannot  have  an  action  for 
breach  of  promise  of  marriage  to  his 
intestate  where  no  special  damage  is 
alleged.  The  same  rule,  as  it  should 
seem  from  the  judgment  of  Lord  EUen- 
borough  C.  J.  in  the  above  case,  applies 
to  actions  for  negligence  or  want  of 
skill. 

[It  was  decided,  however,  in  2  Cr. 
M.  &  R.  588.  Eagmond  v.  Fitch.  5 
Tyrw.  985.  S.C.  that  an  executor  could 
sue  the  lessee  of  his  testator  on  a  breach 


of  covenant  not  to  fell,  stub  up,  head, 
lop,  or  top  timber  trees,  excepted  out 
of  the  demise,  such  breach  having 
been  committed  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  and  no  part  of  the  timber,  lop- 
pings or  toppings  appearing  to  have 
been  removed  by  the  defendant  Hence 
it  appears  to  follow,  that  the  case  of 
Chamberlain  v.  Williamson  does  not 
wholly  justify  an  inference,  that  the 
right  of  an  executor  to  sue  on  a  breach 
of  contract  made  with  the  deceased  is 
confined  to  cases  in  which  such  breach 
can  be  stated  as  a  damage  to  the  per- 
sonal estate.  As  to  actions  by  execu- 
tors for  breaches  of  contracts  relating 
to  the  freehold,  see  post.  Vol.  II.  p. 
181  b.  note  (c)  to  WoUon  v.  Hele.'] 

(b)  And  so  the  law  continued;  1  N.R. 
293.  Barry  v.  Robinson  ;  but  the  ob- 
jection could  be  taken  on  demurrer 
only.  5  Taunt  665.  Prince  v.  Nichol- 
son. 1  Marsh.  280.  S.C.  [But  now  by 
Stat  3  &  4  W.4.  C.42.  s.  13.  "No  wager 
"  of  law  shall  be  hereafter  allowed." 
And  by  sect.  14.  "  An  action  of  debt  on 
"  simple  contract  shall  be  maintainable 
**  in  any  court  of  common  law  against 
"  any  executor  or  administrator."] 
B  B  2 
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WnEATLEY    acquitted,  as  in  all  actions  of  debt  it  ought  to  be  ?   Or  shall  it 

r.  L  ANE.      be  quod  querens  recuperet  f  as  in  action  of  trespass  against  two, 

'  and  one  is  acquitted,  yet  the  plaintiff  shall  have  judgment 

against  the  other ;  and  these  absurdities^  and  many  other  diffi- 


provided  for  him  while  in  prison.  9  Rep, 
87.  b.  (c)  But  assumpsit  always  lay 
against  an  executor  upon  the  simple 
contract  of  his  testator,  notwithstand- 
ing what  is  said  to  the  contrary  in 
Yelv.20.  Sladev.Morley.  Plow.  180. 
9  Rep.  87.  b.  So  if  the  goods,  &c. 
taken  away,  continued  still  in  specie,  in 
the  hands  of  the  wrong-doer,  or  of  his 
executor,  replevin  or  detinue  would  lie 
for  or  against  the  executor  to  recover 
back  the  specific  goods ;  Sir  W.  Jones, 
173,  174-.;  or  in  case  they  were  con- 
sumed, an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 


ceived to  recover  the  value.  Cow.  377.  (^ 
The  rule  of  actio  personalis  moritur  cum 
persondy  has  received  considerable  alter- 
ation by  the  statute  4  Edw.  3.  c.  7*  I>e 
bonis  asportatis  in  vitd  testatoris,  which 
reciting,  that  in  times  past  executors 
have  not  had  actions  for  a  trespass  done 
to  their  testators,  as  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  said  testators  carried 
away  in  their  life,  and  so  as  such  tres- 
passes have  remained  unpunished,  en- 
acts, '*  that  the  executors  in  such  cases 
*^  shall  have  an  action  against  the  tres- 
« passers,  and   recover  their  damages 


(c)  For  the  same  reason,  debt  on 
simple  contract  always  lay  against  an 
executor  in  the  Exchequer.  [9  Rep. 
88.  a.  Pinchon's  case.] 

(d)  So  although  an  action  on  the  case 
is  not  maintainable  against  the  executor 
of  a  carrier,  yet  an  action  of  assump- 
sit  is.      Cowp.  375.  per  Lord  Mans- 

field  C.  J.  2  N.  R.  370.  PotcellY.  Lay- 
tony  per  Sir  J.  Mansfield  C.  J.  [Again, 
at  the  common  law,  an  action  of  tres- 
pass for  mesne  profits  cannot  be  main- 
tained against  an  executor  or  adminis- 
trator ;  yet  he  is  liable  in  an  action  for 
use  and  occupation  by  his  testator  up  to 
the  day  of  the  demise  in  the  ejectment. 
6Ves.  87.  Pulteney  y.  Warren,  2  Russ. 
&  M.  1 17.  Monypenny  v.Bristow.  But 
see  1 T.  R.  378.  Birch  v.  Wright.  5  Bing. 
410.  Bridges  V,  Smith.  2  Moo.  &  P.  740. 
S.C.  2  Camp.  14.  Cobb  v.  Carpenter, 
note  to  Balls  v.  Westwood.  So  an  execu- 
tor is  liable  to  an  action  for  money  had 
and  received  by  his  testator,  for  coal  tor- 
tiously  taken  by  him  from  the  plaintiff's 
land,  if  the  testator  has  sold  it  and  re- 
ceived  the   money.     7  A.  &   E.  426. 


Powell  v.  Bees.  2  Nev.  &  P.  571.  S.C. 
So  the  lord  of  a  manor  may  bring  a  bill 
in  equity  for  an  account  of  ore  dug  or 
timber  cut  by  the  defendant's  testator. 
1  P.  Wms.  406.  Bishop  of  Winchester 
V.  Knight.  And  now  by  stat  3  &  4  W. 
4.  c  42.  s.  2.  ''  An  action  of  trespass  or 
*'  trespass  on  the  case,  as  the  case  may 
<<  be,  may  be  maintained  against  the 
*^  executors  or  administrators  of  any 
<<  person  deceased  for  any  wrong  com- 
*'  mitted  by  him  in  his  lifetime  to  ano- 
"  ther  in  respect  of  his  property  real  or 
''  personal,  so  as  such  injury  shaJlhave 
"  been  committed  within  six  cakndar 
*^  months  before  such  person's  death,  and 
*'  so  as  such  action  shall  be  brought 
*'  within  six  calendar  months  after  such 
*'  executors  or  administrators  shall  have 
^*  taken  upon  themselves  the  administra- 
"  tion  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  such 
**  person  ;  and  the  dams^es  to  be  reco- 
**  vered  in  such  action  shall  be  payable 
*'  in  like  order  of  administration  as  the 
**  simple  contract  debts  of  such  person.'* 
See  7  A.  &  E.  426.  2  Nev.  &  P.  571. 
8  Scott,  134.   Richmond  v.  NiehohonJ\ 
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cult  questions  and  inconveniences  will  arise^  if  such  a  new  Wheatley 
invention  as  this  should  be  suffered.     For  by  the  same  reason      ^'  Lane. 

that  the  plaintiff  has  in  this  case  brought  his  action  upon  a  '         *^ 
judgment  against  the  executor  himself^  by  the  like  reason  he 


"  in  like  manner  as  they  whose  execu- 
"  tors  they  be  should  have  had  if  they 
"  were  living."  And  this  remedy  is 
further  extended  to  executors  of  ex- 
ecutors by  Stat  25  Edw.  3.  c.  5.,  and 
to  administrators  by  stat.  31  Edw.  3. 
c  1 1 .  (e)  The  statute  of  4  Edw.  3.  being 
a  remedial  law,  has  always  been  ex- 
pounded largely ;  and  though  it  makes 
use  of  the  word  trespasses  only,  has  been 
extended  to  other  cases  within  the 
meaning  and  intent  of  the  statute. 
1  Vent  187.  Emerson  v.  Emerson,  Sir 
W.  Jones,  174.  2  Ld.  Raym.  974.  Ber- 
wick V.  Andrews.  Therefore  by  an 
equitable  construction  of  the  statute, 
an  executor  or  administrator  shall  now 
have  the  same  actions  for  any  injury 
done  to  the  persoficd  estate  of  the  tes- 
tator in  his  lifetime,  whereby  it  is  be- 
come less  beneficial  to  the  executor,  as 
the  testator  himself  might  have  had, 
whatever  the  form  of  the  action  may 
be.  Latch.  168.  So  that  he  may  now 
have  trespass  or  trover,  5  Rep.  27.  a. 
Russell's  case.  Sir  W.Jones,  174.;  ac- 


tion for  a  false  return,  4  Mod.  403. 
Williams  v.  Cary  ;  for  an  escape,  2  Ld. 
Raym.  973.  Berwick  v.  Andrews  ;  debt 
on  a  judgment  against  an  executor  sug- 
gesting a  devastavit,  1  Salk.  314. ;  ac- 
tion for  removing  goods  taken  in  exe- 
cution before  the  testator  (the  landlord) 
was  paid  a  year's  rent,  1  Str.  212.  Pal- 
grave  v.  Windham  ;  and  other  actions 
of  the  like  kind,  for  injuries  done  to  the 
personal  estate  of  the  testator  in  his 
lifetime :  see  also  2  Bac.  Abr.  445.  Cro. 
Eliz.  377.  Rutland  v.  RuOand,  1  Vent. 
187.  Emerson  v.  Emerson.  But  the 
statute  of  Edw.  3.  does  not  ex^nd  to 
injuries  done  to  the  person,  or  to  the 
freehold  of  the  testator ;  therefore  an 
executor  or  administrator  shall  not  have 
actions  of  assault  and  battery,  false  im- 
prisonment, slander,  deceit,  diverting  a 
watercourse,  obstructing  lights,  cutting 
trees,  and  other  actions  of  the  like  kind ; 
for  such  causes  of  action  still  die  witli 
the  person.  Sir  W.  Jones,  174.  Latch. 
168.     1  Vent  187.  (/) 


(e)  [Or  rather  by  an  equitable  con- 
struction of  the  Stat  4  Edw.  3.  Cro. 
Eliz.  384.  Smith  v.  Vanger  Colgay. 
The  stat  31  Edw.  3.  only  gives  an  action 
to  the  administrator  to  recover,  as  ex- 
ecutor, the  debts  due  to  the  deceased. 
See  Eraser's  note  to  Pinchon's  case. 
9  Co.  89-  a.] 

(/)  [But,  as  to  injuries  done  to  the 
freehold,  by  stat  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  42.  s.  2. 
**  An  action  of  trespass  or  trespass  on 
*'  the  case,  as  the  case  may  be,  may  be 
*'  maintained  by  the  executors  or  ad- 
«'  ministrators  of  any  person  deceased. 


"  for  any  injury  to  the  real  estate  of  such 
"  person,  committed  in  his  lifetime,  for 
''  which  an  action  might  have  been 
*>  maintained  by  such  person,  so  as  such 
"  injury  shall  have  been  committed 
"  within  six  calendar  months  before  the 
"  death  of  such  deceased  person,  and 
^'  provided  such  action  shall  be  brought 
^*  within  one  year  after  the  death  of 
'*  such  person.  And  the  damages  when 
*'  recovered  shall  be  part  of  the  per- 
**  sonal  estate  of  such  person."  It  seems 
doubtful  whether  the  words  "  real  es- 
"  tate  *'  in  this  statute,  apply  to  injuries 
BBS 
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Wheatley  may  bring  Buch  action  against  the  executor,  upon  a  judgment 
V.  Lanb.  obtained  against  the  testator,  or  upon  a  band  entered  into  by 
the  testator  in  his  life-time;  and  so  upon  the  first  process 
compel  the  executor  to  find  sufiicient  bail,  which  perhaps  he 
cannot  do,  or  otherwise  to  be  imprisoned  for  a  long  time  upon 
a  naked  suggestion  of  a  devastavity  which  may  be  altogether 
false.  And  it  will  discourage  every  man  from  taking  upon 
himself  the  oflice  of  an  executor,  if,  when  he  has  duly  admi- 
nistered, he  shall  be  troubled,  molested,  and  put  to  expence 
by  such  vexatious  process  and  imprisonment.  And  he  then 
took  an  exception  to  the  declaration,  because,  although  it 
supposes  that  the  defendant  hath  wasted  the  goods  of  the  tes- 
tator, yet  it  is  not  averred  that  the  defendant  has  not  assets  in 
his  hands ;  for  if  he  has  wasted  goods  to  the  value  of  the  debt 
in  demand,  yet  if  he  have  other  assets  in  his  hands  to  the 
value  of  the  same  debt,  he  ought  not  to  be  charged  in  this 
action ;  for  if  an  action  of  debt  is  brought  against  an  executor, 
and  he  pleads  ne  unques  execvtor,  and  it  be  found  agunst  him, 
yet  the  judgment  is  de  bonis  testatoris,  if  he  have  so  much  in 
his  hands,  before  he  is  chaiged  de  bonis  propriis,  (2)  And  so 
in  this  case  the  defendant  ought  to  be  charged  de  bonis  testa- 
torisy  if  he  had  &>  much  in  his  hands,  although  he  has  wasted 
other  goods  to  the  value  of  the  debt ;  and  therefore  it  seemed 
to  him  that  the  declaration  was  bad  for  want  of  such  averment, 
that  the  defendant  had  no  other  assets  in  his  hands  ;  and  as 
to  the  objection  that  might  be  made,  that  the  defendant  was 
not  prejudiced  by  this  action,  he  answered,  that  it  might  be 
very  prejudicial  to  the  defendant,  if  this  action  should  be 

(2)  Bro.  Executor,  108.  S.  P.    1  RoL    263.  Towd.  Judg.57.  71.     See  postea, 
Abr.  930.  pi.  8.  933.  pi.  15.    Offi.  Exec     336.  note  (1). 


to  chattel  interests  in  land,  or  whether  tort;  as  assumpsit  agidnst  an  attorney 

a  remedy  is  given  by  the  stat.  4  Edw.  for  negligence  in  investigating  a  title 

3.  c-  6.      2  A.  &  E.  389.  Adam  v.  In-  about  to  be  conveyed  to  the  deceased  ; 

habitants  of  Bristol.   4  Nev.  &  M.  144.  or  against  a  coach  proprietor,  upon  a 

S.  C.   nomine    Till-Adam  v..  In^iodit"  breach  of  contract  for  a  safe  convey- 

ants  of  Bristol    Wentw.  Off.  Ex.  69.  ance  by  a  coach,  where  the  deceased 

If  the  executor  can  shew  that  damage  sustained  an  injury  by  a  fall,  by  which 

has  accrued  to  the  personal  estate  of  his  means  of  improving  his  personal  es- 

the  testator  by  the  breach  of  an  express  tate  were  destroyed.     S  B.  &  B.  102. 

or  implied  contract,  he  may  sustain  an  Knights  v.  Quarles.    3  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 

action  to  recover  such  damage,  though  154.    Wilson  v.  Tncher.   1  Dow.  &  Kyi. 

the  action  is  in  some  sort  founded  on  a  N,  P.  C.  30.  S.C.^ 
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maintained ;  for  he  put  this  case :  An  executor  has  assets  to   Wheatley 
the  yalue  of  40i  and  he  pays  20/.  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  upon      *'•  Lane. 
simple  contract,  and  afterwards  a  bond  creditor  of  20/.  brings  * 

such  an  action  as  this,  upon  a  suggestion  (3),  that  the  executor 
has  wasted  the  goods  of  the  testator  in  payment  of  the  20/. 
upon  simple  contract,  and  recovers  thereon  and  has  execution ; 
now  has  the  executor  paid  all  his  assets,  yet  another  who  has 
a  debt  of  20L  on  simple  contract,  may  also  recover  20/. 
more,  which  is  left  in  the  hands  of  the  executor,  because  the 
creditor  by  bond  recovered  only  the  20L  which  was  before 
paid  to  the  first  creditor  by  simple  contract;  and  by  such  [  218  ] 
means  the  executor  would  be  doubly  charged  without  any 
reasonable  cause,  and  yet  he  cannot  in  any  way  help  himself. 
And  he  further  said,  that  although  it  may  be  objected,  that 
if  the  defendant  has  assets  in  his  hands,  yet,  if  he  has  pud 
money  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  of  an  inferior  nature  to  the 
value  of  such  assets,  it  is  a  devastaviiy  although  he  always  re- 
tained the  assets  in  his  hands ;  this  he  denied ;  and  said,  that 
if  the  executor  pay  debts  of  an  inferior  nature  to  the  value  of 
the  assets,  yet  it  will  not  change  the  property  of  the  assets, 
but  they  remain,  as  against  a  creditor  of  a  debt  of  a  superior 
degree,  in  the  same  plight  as  they  were  before,  and  may  be 
seized  in  execution  in  specie  at  such  creditor's  suit  as  the  goods 
of  the  testator,  notwithstanding  such  payment  of  a  debt  of  an 
inferior  degree.  And  he  pointed  out  many  inconveniences 
which  would  arise,  if  this  action  should  be  maintained,  namely, 
executors  would  always  be  held  to  special  bail :  this  action 
would  survive  against  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the 
defendants,  and  then  it  would  be  very  doubtful,  whether  it 
should  be  construed  a  debt  upon  a  judgment,  or  a  debt  upon 
a  devastavity  which  is  a  mere  naked  matter  of  fact ;  and  so 
doubtful  in  what  degree  it  should  be  paid  by  the  executor  or 
administrator,  namely,  whether  as  a  debt  upon  a  judgment, 
or  a  debt  on  simple  contract  founded  upon  the  devastavit  (4)  •  P»^-  B' »ef, 
And  he  cited  the  book  11  H.  4.  56.  a.*  as  an  express  judg-  Dette,'229. 
ment  in  point,  that  this  action  lies  not,  and  therefore  he  prayed  ^■"*'  La*>nf » 
judgment  for  the  defendant.  tratow,  17. 


(3)  Bat  DO  action  will  lie  against  an        (4)  It  has  been   since  held  to  be 

executor  upon  a  bond  of  his  testator  only  in  the  nature  of  a  debt  by  simple 

suggesting  a  devastavit^  see  post,  p.  21 9.  contract.    2  Vent.  40.  Bathurs£s  case, 

note  (8);  and  therefore  the  inconveni-  See  post,  219.  note  (8). 
ence  now  pointed  out  cannot  possibly 
happen.  B  B  4 
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Wheatley  verms  Lane- 


Wheatley 
V,  Lane. 


•  45  Edw.  3. 
9.  b.     Bro. 
Dette,  40. 
Moigxie,  2. 
Fits.  Dctte, 
130.  (5) 


f  Perklnson  ▼. 
GiUbrd. 
X  Bro.  Escsape, 
28.  Bro.  Ex- 
ecutors, 100. 
Executions,  86. 
Parliament,  80. 


[  219  ] 


Lemnz  for  the  plaintiff  argued,  that  although  this  action 
was  founded  upon  a  tort,  yet  it  well  lies ;  for  an  action  of 
debt  well  lies  at  common  law  against  an  executor  of  his  own 
wrong,  and  yet  the  wrong  is  the  very  foundation  of  this  action. 
And  in  Mich.  46  Edw.  3.  pL  1.  *  an  action  of  debt  lay  at 
common  law  agunst  a  goaler,  for  suffering  one  to  escape  out 
of  execution,  which  is  merely  a  tort ;  and  therefore  he  said, 
the  action  may  well  lie,  notwithstanding  this  exception :  but 
whether  such  action  will  survive  or  not,  was  not  now  the 
question ;  for  it  does  not  follow  that  it  will  survive  ag^nst  his 
executors  or  administrators,  because  it  is  maintainable  agunst 
him ;  for  he  said  an  action  of  debt  is  maintainable  against  a 
goaler  for  the  escape  of  one  in  execution,  and  yet  does  not 
lie  against  his  executors  or  administrators:  see  for  this, 
Dy.  271.  322.  Cro.  Car.  539.  f,  41  Ass.  pi.  16.  J  And  as  to 
the  objection  of  the  want  of  an  averment  that  the  defendant 
had  not  any  more  assets,  he  said  that  if  the  defendant  had 
more  assets,  yet  the  plaintiff  has  an  election  to  bring  this 
action  upon  the  devastavit  against  him,  or  to  proceed  against 
him  for  the  other  assets  at  his  pleasure.  But  he  said  that  in 
this  case  the  negative,  that  the  defendant  hath  not  any  more 
assets,  need  not  be  averred,  because  it  shall  not  be  intended ; 
but  if  the  truth  were  so,  the  defendant  himself  might  have 
pleaded  it,  and  so  drawn  the  matter  into  question  if  he  would. 
But  he  has  now  waived  such  advantage  by  his  demurrer :  and 
as  to  the  inconvenience  which  has  been  objected,  that  exe- 
cutors in  all  cases  shall  be  held  to  bail,  he  said  it  was  reason- 
able it  should  be  so :  but  it  was  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 
whether  they  should  be  held  to  bail  or  not.  (6)  And  the  court 
is  to  be  presumed  to  be  indifferent,  and  to  administer  justice 
impartially ;  and  therefore  there  is  no  greater  mischief  in  this 


(5)  This  authority  does  not  seem  to 
prove  this  position ;  and  in  2  Inst  382. 
Dy.  322.  b.  it  is  said,  that  no  action  of 
debt  lay  against  a  gaoler  at  common 
law  for  an  escape,  but  only  an  action 
upon  the  case  ;  and  that  the  action  of 
debt  was  given  by  tlie  statutes  of 
Westminster  2.  13  Edw.  1.  ell.  and 
1  Rich.  2.  c  12.  See  antd,  37,  38. 
Jones  v.  Pope. 


(6)  If  the  8henf[ returns  a  devastavit^ 
the  executor  in  an  action  of  debt  may 
be  held  to  bail  by  a  judge's  order  with- 
out any  affidavit,  (ff)  But  if  the  action 
be  brought  on  the  judgment  upon  a  sug- 
gestion only  of  a  devastavit,  an  affidavit 
is  necessary  to  hold  the  executor  to  bail 
as  in  ordinary  cases.  Carth.  264%  Du- 
pratt  V.  Testard. 


(g)  [But  see  slat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10.  s.  3.] 
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than  in  all  other  cases.  And  as  to  the  pleading  he  said^  that 
the  defendant  may  plead  the  general  issue,  nil  debet  (7),  and 
give  all  matters  in  evidence  for  his  discharge,  as  he  may  do 
on  a  trial  of  a  devastavit  upon  a  scire  facias^  and  so  no  mis- 
chief iQ  done  to  hun :  and  he  cited  judgments  upon  the  point, 
Mich.  1655.  BolL  711.  in  C.  B.  Cory  v.  TTiinne*,  where  such 
an  action  as  this  was  brought,  and  the  plaintiff  recovered  by 
judgment :  and  East  15  Car.  2.  BolL  546.  in  K.  B.  Harwell 
V.  ElUs,  the  same  case  and  judgment.!  He  also  cited  a  roU 
in  Mich.  12  H.  8.  BolL  40.  to  the  same  effect;  and  the  book 
of  11  H.  6.  foL  7,  8.  16.  35,  36.  J,  was  cited  on  both  sides. 

But  the  court  upon  the  two  former  cases  of  Cory  v.  Thinne, 
and  Harwell  v.  ElliSy  which  Twysden  justice  said  he  remem- 
bered, delivered  their  opinion  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  action 
was  well  brought,  and  gave  judgment  accordingly  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Note :  It  was  argued  twice,  and  much  debated,  and  I  be- 
lieve is  now  settled :  but  the  conveniences  or  inconveniences 
which  may  follow  are  not  yet  known.  (8) 


Wheatley 
V.  Lane. 

« . ^ 


*  And  aflBnned 
in  K.B.  on 
error.   1  Lev, 
147.  2  Sid. 
102. 

t  1  Lev.  147. 

\  Bro  Dette, 
178. 


(7)  So  2  Ld.  Raym.  1502.  Warren 
V.  Consett ;  or  he  may  give  the  whole  in 
evidence  on  not  guilty, (h)  1  T.R.  462. 
Coppin  V.  Carter  ;  see  next  note. 

(8)  Anciently,  if  the  sheriff  returned 
nulla  bonoy  and  also  a  devastavit  to  a 
fieri  facias  de  bonis  testatoris  sued  out  on 
a  judgment  obtained  against  an  executor^ 
it  was  sometimes  the  practice  to  sue  out 
a  capias  cut  satisfaciendum  against  the 
executor.  2  H.  6.  12.  Bro.  Executors,  8. 
Dy.  210.  a.  in  margin.  Or  d^  fieri  facias 
de  bonis  propriis.  Doc  Plac.  169.  Bro. 
Exec.  18.;  and  an  entry  was  made  on  the 
roily  of  the  sheriff's  return,  and  of  the 

fieri  facias  thereon  to  levy  the  debt  and 
costs  de  bonis propriis,  Rast.  Ent  323.  b. 
326.  a.  pi.  6.  And  in  the  case  of  Head 
V.  Binghamy  C.  B.  Mich.  8  Ann.  Vin. 
Abr.  Executors,  397.  pi.  17.  a  MS. 
case,  it  is  said  to  have  been  decided  by 
the  court,  that  the  plaintiff  may  still 
•ue  out  a  fieri  facias  de  bonis  propriis 


upon  the  return  of  a  devastavit  by  the 
sheriff  to  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  de  bonis 
testatorisy  without  any  previous  inqui- 
sition finding  a  devastavit  and  a  scire 
facias.  However,  the  better  and  more 
frequent  method  undoubtedly  was,  to 
sue  out  a  scire  faciasy  and  obtain  an 
award  of  execution,  before  the  issuing  of 
the  fieri  facias  de  bonis  propriis.  Hetl. 
110.  Thompson  v.  Tfiompson,  Dy.210.  a. 
But  the  most  usual  practice  upon  the 
8herifi**s  return  of  nulla  bona  to  a  fieri 
facias  de  bonis  testatoris^  was  to  sue  out  a 
special  writ  of  fieri  facias  de  bonis  testa-- 
toriSi  with  a  clause  therein  ^*et  si  tibi  con- 
"  stare  poterity"  that  the  executor  had 
wasted  the  goods,  then  to  levy  //e  bonis 
propriis.  9  H.6.9.  Bro.  Executors,  11. 
Hetl.  110.  And  this  continued  to  be 
the  practice  of  the  King  s  Bench  until 
the  time  of  Charles  the  First ;  but  in 
the  Common  Pleas,  a  practice  had  pre- 
vailed in  early  times,  upon  a  suggestion 


(h)  [But  see  ante,  p.  38  a.  note  (o).] 
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in  the  special  writ  of  fieri  factM  of  a 
devastavit  by  the  executor,  to  direct  the 
sheriff  to  inquire  hy  ajury^  whether  the 
executor  had  wajsted  the  goods;  and 
if  the  jury  found  he  had,  then  a 
scire  facias  was  sued  out  against  him, 
and  unless  he  made  a  good  defence 
thereto,  execution  was  awarded  de  bonis 
propriis.  The  practice  of  the  two 
courts  thus  differing,  a  judgment  given 
in  the  Common  Pleas  against  an  execu- 
tor on  a  scire  facias  awarded  upon  the 
return  of  a  devastavit  found  by  the 
inquisition  according  to  the  practice  of 
that  court,  was  reversed  in  the  King's 
Bench  in  Pettifer'a  case,  5  Rep.  32. ; 
and  the  principal  reason  assigned  was, 
because  no  action  would  lie  against  the 
sheriff  if  the  return  found  by  the  inqui- 
sition was  false ;  whereas  according  to 
the  practice  of  the  King's  Bench,  an 
action  would  lie  against  him  for  a  false 
return.  The  same  point  however  came 
again  before  the  court  of  King's  Bench 
in  the  case  of  Mounson  v.  Bourn,  here- 
after cited,  in  error  from  the  Common 
Pleas;  and  though  Pettifer*s  case  was 
cited  and  relied  upon,  yet  the  judgment 
was  affirmed,  and  the  court  recommend- 
ed the  practice  of  the  Common  Pleas  to 
be  adopted  in  the  King's  Bench  in  fu- 
ture. Sir  W.  Jones,  il?.  Cro.  Car. 
518. 527.  Mounson  v.  Bourn,  It  after- 
wards became  the  practice  of  both 
courts,  for  the  sake  of  expedition,  to 
incorporate  the  fieri  facias,  inquiry,  and 
scire  facias  into  one  writ,  thence  called  a 
scire  fieri  inquiry;  a  name  compounded  , 
of  the  first  words  of  the  two  writs  of 
scire  facias,  fieri  facias,  and  that  of  in- 
quiry, of  which  it  consists.  This  writ 
recites  ^e  fieri  facias  de  bonis  testatoris 
sued  out  on  the  judgment  against  the 


executor,  the  return  of  nulla  bona  by 
the  sheriff;  and  then  suggesting  that  the 
executor  had  sold  and  converted  the 
goods  of  the  testator  to  the  value  of  the 
debt  and  damages  recovered,  commands 
the  sheriff  to  levy  the  said  debt  and  da- 
mages of  the  goods  of  the  testator  in  the 
hands  of  the  executor  if  they  could  be 
levied  thereof;  but  if  it  should  appear  to 
him  by  the  inquisition  of  a  jury  that  the 
executor  had  wasted  the  goods  of  the 
testator,  then  the  sheriff  is  to  warn  the 
executor  to  appear,  &c  If  the  judg- 
ment had  been  either  by  or  against  the 
testator  or  intestate,  or  both,  the  writ 
of  fieri  facias  recites  that  fact,  and  also 
that  the  court  had  adjudged  (upon  a 
writ  of  scire  facias  to  revive  the  judg- 
ment) that  the  executor  or  administra- 
tor should  have  execution  for  the  debt, 
&c. :  see  the  form  of  this  writ,  post, 
303.  Merchant  v.  Driver.  CUft's  En- 
tries, 659—671.  Lilly's  Entries,  664 — 
666.  2  Rich.  Pract  K.  B.  523. ;  and 
this  practice  is  still  frequently  adopted. 
But  the  most  usual  mode  of  proceeding 
is  by  action  of  debt  on  the  judgment 
suggesting  A  devastavit ;  because  in  the 
proceeding  by  scire  fieri  inquiry  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  costs,  unless 
the  executor  appears  and  pleads  to  the 
scire  facias.  For  the  statute  of  8  &  9 
W.  3.  c.  11.  6.3.,  which  gives  costs  to 
plaintiffs  in  suits  upon  scire  facias,  limits 
them  to  those  cases  only  where  the 
plaintiff  obtains  judgment,  or  award  of 
execution  upon  a  plea  pleaded,  or  de- 
murrer joined  thereon,  (i)  The  action 
of  debt  on  the  judgment  suggesting  a 
devastavit  was  substituted  in  lieu  of  the 
proceeding  by  scire  fieri  inquiry.  2  Ld. 
Raym.  974.  Berwich  v.  Andrews.  It  is 
said,  that  the  first  case  in  which  it  was 


(i)  [Butnow  by  Stat.  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.42. 
6. 34.,  in  all  writs  of  scire  facias,  the 
plaintiff  obtaining  judgment  on  an  award 
of  execution,  shall  recover  his  costs  of 


suit  upon  a  judgment  by  default,  as  well 
as  upon  a  judgment  after  plea  pleaded 
or  demurrer  joined.] 
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decided  that  such  an  action  would  He  is 
the  above-mentioned  one  of  Cory  v. 
ITtinne*  Lord  HaUy  who  was  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  in  that  case,  is  reported  to 
have  said,  that  he  succeeded  for  his  client 
beyond  his  expectation.  1  Lutw.  674. 
Saron  v.  Berkely.  2  Ld.  Raym.  973. 
It  may  perhaps  be  true,  that  Cory 
V.  Thinne  was  the  first  case  in  which 
that  point  received  a  direct  and  tm« 
mediate  decision;  but  it  appears  by 
the  above-mentioned  case  in  the  Year 
Book,  11  H*  6,  7«  that  such  an  action 
bad  been  brought  at  that  early  period ; 
and  though  indeed  the  question  was  not 
decided,  for  the  case  went  off  upon  a 
(collateral  point,  yet  the  better  opinion 
was,  that  the  action  was  maintainable ; 
see  1  Lev.  256.  The  foundation  of  this 
action  is  the  judgment  obtained  against 
the  executor.  A  judgment  against  an 
executor  or  administrator,  whether  by 
default  or  upon  demurrer ;  1  Salk.  310. 
Bot^  V.  LeighUm,  S.  P.  admitted  3  T. 
R.  686.  Ertnng  v.  Peters  ;  or  upon  a 
verdict  on  any  plea  pleaded  by  the  exe- 
cutor, ence^i  jdene  administravitj  or  ad- 
mitting assets  to  such  a  sum,  et  riens 
fdtroj  &c ;  1  Atk.  292.  Ramsden  v. 
Jackson.  3  T.  R.  685. ;  is  conclusive 
upon  him,  that  he  has  assets  to  satisfy 
such  judgment*  Indeed,  if  the  execu- 
tor or  administrator  plead  either  a  ge- 
neral or  special  pkne  administravity  it  is 
now  held  that  he  is  only  liable  to  the 
amount  of  the  assets  proved  to  be  in  his 
hands;  though  the  case  was  formerly 
taken  to  be,  that  if  any  assets,  however 
small,  were  proved  to  be  unadministered, 
the  plaintiff  was  entitied  to  recover  his 
whole  demand  from  the  executor.  Har^ 
rison  v.  Beccles^  cited  in  3  T.  R.  688. 
See  post,  Hancoche  v.  Proud^  336.  n.  ( 1 ). 
So  that  now  a  judgment  against  an 
executor  on  a  verdict  upon  plene  ad- 
ministravit,  is  only  an  admission  of 
assets  to  the  extent  of  the  assets  proved 
to  be  in  his  hands.     If,  therefore,  upon 


a  Jieri  facias  de  bonis  testatoris  on  a 
judgment  obtained  against  an  exe- 
cutor by  either  of  the  ways  above-men- 
tioned, either  no  goods  can  be  found 
which  were  the  testator's,  or  not  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  the  demand ;  or,  which  is 
the  same  thing,  if  the  executor  will  not 
expose  them  to  the  execution,  that  is 
evidence  of  a  devastavit ;  and  therefore 
it  is  very  reasonable  that  the  executor 
should  become  personally  liable  and 
chargeable  de  bonis  propriis.  2  Saund. 
403.  Blackmor  v.  Mercer.  3  T.  R.  692. 
4  T.  R.  637.  Farr  v.  Newman.  And 
the  mode  of  proceeding  is  immaterial, 
because  the  executor  is  entitled  to 
the  same  defence  in  debt  upon  the 
judgment  suggesting  a  devastavit,  as 
in  the  proceeding  by  a  scire  Jieri  in- 
quiry. The  judgment  against  the  exe- 
cuter  being  thus  the  foundation  of  the 
action,  it  follows,  that  no  action  of  debt 
suggesting  a  devastavit  by  the  executor 
lies  against  him  upon  a  judgment  ob- 
tained against  his  testator,  because  that 
is  no  confession  of  assets  by  the  execu- 
tor, and  therefore  in  such  cases  it  is  ne- 
cessary to  sue  out  a  writ  of  scire  facias 
against  the  executor,  to  make  him  a 
party  to  the  judgment ;  Crosby  v.  Geer- 
ing,  cited  in  2  Ld.  Raym.  972.  Ber- 
wick V.  Andrews;  to  which  writ  the 
executor  may  plead  a  want  of  assets, 
or  other  plea,  which  shews  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  execution 
against  him  upon  the  judgments.  Co. 
Ent  617.  2  Saund.  220.  Noel  v.  NeL 
son.  1  Ld.  Raym.  3.  1  Salk.  296. 
Richarde  v.  Newton.  Cro.  Eliz.  575. 
Ordwey  v.  Godfrey.  793.  Littleton  v, 
Hibbins.  887-  Gibson  v.  Brook.  3  Lev. 
273.  Knight  v.  Cole.  All.  47.  Petc/iet 
y.WoolsUm.  Wentw.  138.  And  still  less 
will  such  action  lie  against  an  executor 
upon  a  bond  of  his  testator,  suggesting 
a  devastavit  in  the  executor;  2  Lev. 
209.  Euty.  Withens.  1  Vent  315.321. 
S.  C.     2  Lev.  145.  Horsey  v.  Daniel, 
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S.  P.  But  if  a  man  obtains  judgment 
against  an  executor,  and  dies,  his  exe- 
cutor may,  without  first  suing  out  a 
scire  facicu^  bring  an  action  of  debt, 
upon  the  judgment  against  the  executor^ 
suggesting  a  devastavit;  for  the  action 
is  brought  against  the  same  person 
against  whom  the  judgment  was  had, 
and  by  that  judgment  assets  were  ad- 
mitted. 2  Ld.  Raym.  971.  Berwick  v. 
Andrews.  S.  C.  6  Mod.  125.  1  Salk.. 
314<.  This  action  may  be  brought 
upon  the  judgment,  upon  a  bare  sug- 
gestion of  a  devastavit,  without  any 
writ  oi fieri  facias  first  taken  out  upon 
the  judgment,  as  was  done  in  this  case 
of  Wheatly  v.  Lane,  1  Sid.  397.  But 
the  usual  course  is,  first  to  sue  out  a 
fieri  facias  upon  the  judgment,  and, 
upon  the  sheriff's  return  o^  nulla  bona,  to 
bring  the  action  and  state  the  judgment, 
the  writ  and  return  in  the  declar- 
ation, and  on  the  trial,  the  record  of 
the  judgment,  the  fieri  facias^  and  the 
return,  will  be  sufiDcient  evidence  to 
prove  the  case.  Challoner  v.  Challonery 
cited  in  1  Wils.  259.  Skelton  v.  Haw^ 
ling.  3  T.  R.  685.  Erving  v.  Peters.{k) 
If  the  sheriff  cannot  find  any  assets, 
he  may,  if  he  pleases,  return  a  devas^ 
tavitj  as  well  as  nulla  bona,  to  the  writ 
of  fieri  facias  de  bonis  testatoris  ;  for 
the  fieri  inquiry  is  only  for  his  security. 
1  Salk.  310.  1  Ld.  Raym.  590.  Rock 
V.  Layton.  Com.  Rep.  87.  S.  C.  And 
he  seems  to  run  no  great  risk  by  so 
doing  ;  for  the  judgment,  and  no  assets 
to  be  found,  will  be  sufficient  evidence 
of  a  devastavit  in  an  action  against  him 
for  a  false  return.  Rock  v.  Leighton, 
cited  in  3  T.  R.  692.  and  1  Salk.  310. 
S.  C. 


There  are  certain  rules  equally  appli- 
cable to  the  proceeding  by  scire  fieri 
inquiry,  and  to  that  by  action  of  debt 
on  a  devastavit  1.  The  return  of  a 
devastavit  is  not  conclusive,  and  there- 
fore the  executor  may  traverse  the  de- 
vastavit, whether  it  be  found  by  the  in- 
quisition, or  returned  by  the  sheriff'. 
Cro.  Eliz.  859.  Gibson  v.  Brook.  S.  C. 
cited  in  3  T.  R.  687.  Sir  W.  Jones, 
418.  Mounson  v.  Bourne.  (I)  As,  if 
the  sheriff  should  return  that  there 
were  no  goods^  the  executor  may  prove 
that  there  were,  and  that  he  shewed 
them  to  the  sheriff.  The  form  of  the 
traverse  is  indeed  different.  In  the 
scire  fieri  inquiry  the  executor  precisely 
and  expressly  denies  tlie  devastcmii 
found  by  the  inquisition,  and  takes  issue 
upon  it.  See  the  form,  post,  306.  Lib. 
Plac.  289.  pi.  21.  290.  pL  26.  Clift, 
659.  pi.  1 .  663.  Lilly,  666, 667.  2  Saund. 
402.  Blackmor  v.  Mercer.  But  in  an 
action  of  debt,  the  whole  may  be  given 
in  evidence  on  nil  debet;  see  supra, 
219.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1502.  Warren  v. 
Consett;  or  on  not  guilty,  (m)  1  T.  R. 
462.  Coppin  v.  Carter.  2.  The  exe- 
cutor cannot  in  either  case  plead  plene 
administravit,  or  any  other  plea  of  the 
same  nature,  which  puts  his  defence 
upon  toant  of  assets.  For  such  plea 
would  be  contrary  to  what  is  admitted 
by  the  judgment  And  if  the  truth 
were  that  he  had  no  assets,  he  should 
have  set  it  up  as  a  defence  to  the  ori- 
ginal action,  and  having  neglected  to 
do  so,  he  shall  not  be  permitted  to  say 
so  afterwards.  For  it  is  a  general  rule, 
that  if  a  party  do  not  avail  himself  of 
the  opportunity  of  pleading  matter  in 
bar  to  the  original  action,  he  cannot 


{k)  [2  Bing.  N.C.  176.  Leonard  y. 
Simpson.  2  Scott,  335.  S.C.  S.P.  where 
an  irregular  testatum  fi.  fa.  had  been  is- 
sued, and  returned  nulla  bona.'] 


(I)   [1    M.  &  W.  68a     Palmer  X. 
Waller.] 
(m)  QSee  ante,  p.  38  a.  note  (o).] 
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afterwards  plead  it,  either  in  another 
action  founded  on  it,  or  in  a  scire  fcudas. 
1  Salk.  310.  Mock  v.  Leighton.  1  Atk. 
292.  Bamsden  v.  Jackson.  2Str.7S'2. 
Earle  v.  Hinton.  1  Wils.  258.  Skelton 
V.  Bawling.  S  T.  R.  689.  And  if 
he  has  pleaded  pUne  administravit  to 
the  original  action,  and  the  judgment 
was  had  iipon  a  verdict,  finding  that  he 
had  assets,  he  is  of  course  equally  con- 
cluded from  saying  that  he  had  no  as- 
sets. 3  T.  R.  693.  And  for  the  same 
reason  he  cannot  give  in  evidence  the 
want  of  assets,  on  the  trial  of  the  devas- 
tavity  either  in  the  scire  Jieri  inquiry,  or 
in  the  action  on  the  devastavit;  1  Salk. 
310.(«) ;  nor  upon  a  writ  of  inquiry  after 
judgment  by  default  in  the  original  ac- 
tion. 6  Mod.  308.  Treil  v.  Edwards  ; 
see  also  Wharton  v.  Richardson^  2  Str. 
1075.  and  cited  in  1  Wils.  258.  3.  No 
proceeding  can  be  had  either  by  action 
of  debt  on  a  devastavit,  or  by  a  scire 
fieri  inquiry  against  the  husband  of  an 
executrix,  if  she  dies  after  judgment 
had  against  her  and  her  husband  de 
bonis  testaioris.  But  if  a  general  judg- 
ment be  had  against  husband  and  wife 
executrix,  either  upon  the  scire  fieri 
inquiry^  or  in  the  action  of  debt,  and 
afterwards  the  wife  dies,  the  husband 
shall  be  charged.  Cro.  Car.  519. 
Mounson  v.  Bourn.  1  Lutw.  670. 
Baron  v.  Berkley,  (o) 

No  executor  was  answerable  for  a  de- 
vastavit by  his  testator  upon  the  prin- 
ciple above  mentioned  (p),  3  Leon.  24 1 . 
Sir  Brian  Tuckers  case.  1  Vent.  292. 
Anon.  But  by  the  statute  30  Car.  2. 
c.  7.)  explained  and  made  perpetual  by 
4  &  5  W.  &  M .  c.  24.  s.  12.,  the  execu- 


tors or  administrators  of  any  executor 
or  administrator,  whether  rightful  or  of 
his  own  wrong,  who  shall  waste  or  con- 
vert to  his  own  use  the  estate  of  his 
testator  or  intestate,  shall  be  liable  and 
chargeable  in  the  same  manner  as  their 
testator  or  intestate  would  have  been 
if  they  had  been  living.  So  that  sijice 
these  statutes,  if  a  judgment  be  had 
against  an  executor,  who  afterwards 
dies,  an  action  may  now  be  brought 
against  his  executor  or  administrator 
upon  the  judgment,  suggesting  a  devas- 
tavit by  the  first  executor;  and  the 
judgment  is' as  conclusive  upon  the  re- 
presentative of  the  executor,  that  he 
(the  executor)  had  assets  to  satisfy 
the  judgment  obtained  against  him  as 
it  is  upon  the  executor  himself.  There- 
fore, if  an  action  of  debt,  suggesting 
a  devastavit  by  the  first  executor  in  his 
lifetime,  be  brought  against  his  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator,  he  cannot  plead 
that  the  first  executor  fully  adminis- 
tered the  goods  of  the  first  testator,  or 
any  other  plea,  purporting  that  he 
(that  is,  the  first  executor)  had  no 
assets  to  satisfy  the  judgment,  any  more 
than  the  executor  himself  could  have 
done.  1  Wils.  258.  Skelton  v.  Bawling. 
For  whatever  act  of  the  executor  would 
have  made  him  personally  liable  and 
chargeable  with  the  payment  of  the 
demand  de  bonis  propriis^  will  now, 
by  virtue  of  these  statutes,  make  his 
personal  estate  liable  in  the  hands  of 
his  executor  or  administrator.  The 
case  of  Skelton  v.  Bawling  is  upon 
the  whole  tolerably  well  reported  by 
Mr.  Serjeant  IVilsony  though  some  part 
of  it  is  not  very  intelligible.     His  re- 


(«)  [2  Bing.  N.  C.  179,  180.  1  M. 
h  W.  689.] 

{6)  And  it  should  seem  that  the  hus- 
band shall  be  charged,  if  the  wife  does 
not  die  till  after  a  fieri  facias  de  bonis 


testatorisi   and    return   of   nulla  bona 
thereon. 

(p)  Viz.  that  it  is  a  personal  tort 
in  the  testator,  which  dies  with  the 
person. 
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port  is  this:  ^  Shdion  brought  debt 
^<  upon  a  bond  against  Elizabeih  Mad- 
^'  dhXf  as  administratrix,  who  suffered 
"  judgment  to  go  against  her  bj  default; 
"  she  makes  her  will,  and  the  defendant 
"  Howling  executor  thereof,  and  dies ; 
"  and  this  action  upon  the  judgment  is 
<<  brought  against  Hawling  suggesting 
<<  a  devastaviU  HawUng  pleads  that 
<<  he  has  fully  administered  the  goods 
<<  and  effects  oi  Elizabeth  Maddox;  and 
<*  to  prove  a  devastavit,  the  judgment 
"  bj  default  was  given  in  evidence  at 
"  the  trial,  and  whether  a  judgment  by 
"  defavUj  against  the  defendant's  tes- 
<<  tatrix,  who  was  an  administratrix,  is 
<<  an  evidence  of  a  devastavit,  was  re- 
<<  served  for  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
<<  The  court  gave  judgment,  that  if  an 
<'  executor  or  administrator  suffer  judg- 
''  ment  to  go  by  default  or  confession, 
*<  and  an  action  be  brought  against  him 
<'  on  that  judgment,  suggesting  a  de- 
"  vastavitf  he  cannot  plead  plene  admi- 
"  nistravii;  for  by  the  confession  of  the 
<<  judgment,  or  letting  it  go  by  default, 
'<  he  has  admitted  assets  to  the  amount 
"  of  the  demand ;  and  it  is  the  same, 
<<  if  the  action  on  the  judgment  be 
"  against  the  executor  or  administrator 
<*  of  an  executor  or  administrator." 
That  part  of  the  judgment  which  re- 
lates  to  an  action  against  the  executor 
or  administrator  himself  is  clear  and  in- 
telligible. But  my  difficulty  was  to 
discover  upon  what  principle  it  was 
held,  that  the  executor  or  administrator 
of  such  executor  or  administrator  could 
not  plead  pkne  administravit.  It  is  true 
that  the  executor  could  not  plead  that 
the  administratrix  had  fully  adminis- 
tered the  effects  of  her  intestate^  for  the 
same  reason  that  the  administratrix  her- 
self could  not  But  if  the  executor  had 
in  truth  fully  administered  the  effects  of 
his  testator,  (the  administratrix,)  it 
seemed  hard  to  say  that  he  could  not 
avail  himself  of  it.  Therefore,  to  re- 
move all  difficulty,  and  as  this  case  is 


considered  as  a  leading  one,  I  searched 
the  roll.  It  is  Trin.  23  Geo.  2.  K.B. 
RolL2S8.  I  think  by  comparing  the 
printed  report  with  the  roll,  the  case 
will  appear  plain  enough.  The  case 
was  this :  "  Debt  in  the  detinet  against 
"  Francis  Hawling,  executor,  &c.  of 
<<  Elizabeth  Maddoeks  deceased,  who 
^  was  administratrix,  &c.  of  George 
**  Maddoeks,  her  late  husband  deceased, 
**  upon  a  judgment  recovered  by  the 
<<  plaintiff  against  the  said  Elizabeth 
**  Maddoeks  administratrix  as  aforesaid, 
^'  which  judgment  remained  unsatisfied, 
**  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  received 
^  any  satisfaction ;  that  divers  goods 
**  and  chattels  of  the  said  George  had 
^'  come  to  the  hands  of  the  said  Eliza- 
'*  beth  to  be  administered,  which  said 
^^  goods  the  said  Elizabeth  kad  wasted, 
'*  &c.  Pleas,  1.  Non  detinet  and  issue 
«  thereon.  2.  That  he  the  said  Francis 
*'  Hawling  had  fully  administered  the 
«  goods  and  effects  of  the  said  Eliza^ 
'<  beth  Maddoeks.  Replication,  that  the 
**  defendant  had  goods  and  chattels  of 
«Uhe  said  Elizabeth  Maddoeks,  suffi- 
*'  cient  to  satisfy,  Ac.  and  issue.  Ver- 
«  diet  for  the  plaintiff  on  both  pleas.** 
Hence  it  appears  that  the  defendant 
did  plead  plene  administravit,  and  the 
question  was  respecting  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  a^ets  of  Elizabeth  Mad- 
docks,  In  the  investigation  of- which 
it  was  held,  that  the  defendant  could 
not)  any  more  than  his  testatrix  could 
have  done,  allege  that  she  had  not  assets 
of  her  intestate  to  satisfy  the  judgment 
obtained  against  her,  because  she  had 
admitted  the  contrary  by  suffering 
judgment  to  go  by  default.  And  there- 
fore if  she  left  no  assets  of  her  intestate 
to  satisfy  that  judgment,  it  was  evi- 
dence of  a  devastavit  by  her,  for  which 
an  action  would  lie  against  the  defend- 
ant by  virtue  of  the  statutes  30  Car.  2. 
c.  7.  and  4  &  5  W.  &  M.  c.  24.  That 
as  the  devastavit  was  only  a  simple 
contract  debt,  he  was  at  liberty  to  shew 
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that  be  bad  fully  administered  ber  ef- 
fects; but  as  in  the  present  case  he 
failed  to  prove  it,  therefore  there  must 
be  a  verdict  against  him  on  that  issue. 
In  this  view  of  the  case,  it  seems  plain 
and  intelligible.  See  Hope  v.  Bague^ 
3  East,  5. 

By  what  has  been  said  it  appears, 
that  there  are  these  distinctions  between 
an  action  against  the  executor  himself 
upon  a  judgment  suggesting  a  dewuia- 
vii  by  him,  and  one  against  the  execu- 
tor of  such  executor  suggesting  a  de- 
vaslavit  by  the  former  executor.  1.  In 
the  former  case  the  action  is  in  the  debet 
and  detinetf  and  the  judgment  is  de 
bonis  propriis;  but  in  the  other  the 
action  is  in  the  deHnei  only,  and  the 
judgment  is  de  bonis  teOatoris,  2.  The 
former  action  can  only  be  brought 
opon  a  judgment  previously  obtained 
against  the  executor  de  bonis  testatoriSf 
or  where  he  is  made  a  party  to  a  judg- 
ment against  a  testator  by  scire  facias; 
but  in  the  other  an  action  may  be 
brought  in  every  case  where  the  exe- 
cutor in  his  lifetime  was  in  any  way 
guilty  of  any  act  which  amounts  in  law 
to  a  devastavit^  such  as  exhausting  the 
assets  by  payment  of  debts  of  an  infe- 
rior degree  before  those  of  a  superior, 
and  the  like.  And  lastly,  in  the  former 
case  the  executor  cannot  plead  pkne 
administratnt,  but  in  the  latter  case 
such  plea  is  proper,  (q) 

In  some  cases  a  creditor  may  take 
the  testator's  goods  in  execution  in 
the  hands  of   the  executor.     For  if 


there  be  a  judgment  against  the  testa- 
tor at  the  time  of  his  death,  the  creditor 
may  take  his  goods  in  execution  in  the 
hands  of  the  executor,  if  the  judgment 
was  recovered  within  a  year  before  his 
death.  2  Ld.  Raym.  850.  Odes  v. 
Woodward*  So  if  the  testator  died  in 
term  time,  or  the  subsequent  vacation, 
before  judgment  was  signed,  it  may  be 
signed  after,  and  execution  taken  out 
against  his  goods  in  the  hands  of  his 
executor  tested  the  first  day  of  the 
term ;  for  they  relate  to,  and  are  con- 
sidered as,  a  judgment  and  execution  of 
the  first  day  of  the  term,  at  which  time 
the  testator  was  alive.  7  T.  R.  20. 
Bragner  v.  Langmead*  See  Willes's 
Rep.  427.  Fann  v.  Atkinson,  (r)  So  if 
the  testator  gave  a  warrant  of  attorney 
to  confess  judgment,  and  died  within  a 
year  after,  so  that  judgment  can  be 
entered  up  without  leave  of  the  court, 
it  may  be  entered  up  after  his  death, 
and  will  relate  to  the  first  day  of  the 
term  when  he  was  living,  and  an  exe- 
cution may  be  levied  on  his  goods  in 
the  hands  of  his  executor.  2  Ld.  Raym. 
766.  Odes  Y.Woodward.  S.C.  7  Mod. 
2.  93.  1  Salk.  87.  3  P.  Will.  397. 
Robinson  v.  Tonge^  and  Finch  v.  Earl 
of  Winchelsea,  note  (E).  6  T.  R.  369. 
Heapy  v.  Parris,{s)  For  the  judg- 
ment and  execution  will  bind  the  goods 
from  the  day  of  the  signing  of  the 
judgment,  and  the  teste  of  the  writ  of 
the  execution,  against  the  party  himself, 
and  all  other  persons,  but  purchasers^ 
notwithstanding  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 


{q)  In  any  action  brought  against  the 
executor  of  an  executor,  it  is  not  suf- 
ficient for  the  defendant  to  plead  that 
he  has  fully  administered  all  the  goods 
of  the  original  testator  which  have  come 
to  his  hands:  he  must  also  plead, 
either  that  the  first  executor  fully  ad- 
ministered, or  that  he  the  defendant  has 
no  assets  of  the  first  executor  out  of 


which  he  can  satisfy  any  devastavit 
committed  by  the  first  executor.  10 
East,  315.   Wells  s.Flydel.  ^ 

(r)  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  571.  Wagltome 
V.  Langmead.  S.  P. 

(s)  [But  now  by  Reg.  Gen.  4  W.  4. 
(Pleading,  No.  3.)  all  judgments,  whe- 
ther interlocutory  or  final,  shall  be  en- 
tered of  record  of  the  day  of  the  month 
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29  Car.  2.  c  3.|  which  statute  has  been 
construed  to  extend  only  to  protect 
purchasers.  Ibid.  (^)  But  in  all  the 
cases  above  mentioned,  care  must  be 


taken  that  the  writ  of  execution  be 
tested  on  a  day  previous  to  the  testa- 
tor's death ;  for  if  it  be  tested  on  a  sub- 
sequent day,  it  will  be  an  irregularity : 


and  year,  whether  in  term  or  vacation, 
when  signed,  and  shall  not  have  rela- 
tion to  any  other  day.] 

{t)  At  common  law  the  defendant's 
goods  were  bound  from  the  teste  of  the 
fieri  faciaSf  and  might  be  taken  in  exe- 
cution by  the  sheriff,  in  the  hands  even 
of  a  person  who  had  btrnd  fide  pur- 
chased them  since  the  teste  of  the 
writ.  Cro.  Eliz.  174.  .^Inon.  Ibid.  440. 
Boucher  v.  Wiseman^  and  other  cases. 
But  in  1  Lev.  174.  Bayly  v.  Bunning^ 
where  the  defendant  became  bankrupt 
after  the  teste  of  the  fieri  facias^  but 
before  it  was  actually  sued  out,  the 
court  seemed  to  think  that  the  goods 
were  not  liable  to  be  taken,  on  account 
of  their  being  vested  in  the  assignees  of 
the  bankrupt,  by  relation  to  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  under  the  1 3  Eliz.  c.  7.  s.  2. 
And  by  the  stat  29  Car.  2.  c  3.  s.  16. 
it  is  enacted,  "that  no  writ  of  fieri 
^^  facias,  or  other  writ  of  execution, 
"  shall  bind  the  property  of  the  goods 
«  of  the  party  against  whom,  &c.  but 
"  from  the  time  that  such  writ  shall 
"  be  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  &c.  to  be 
''  executed ;  and  for  the  better  mani- 
"  festation  of  the  said  time,  the  sheriff, 
"  &c.  shall  on  the  receipt  of  such  writ 
*<  (without  fee)  indorse  on  the  back 
<<  thereof  the  day  of  the  mouth  and 
<<  year  whereon  he  received  the  same." 
The  meaning  of  the  expression,  that  the 
property  of  the  goods  is  hound  is,  not 
that  the  property  in  them  is  altered,  for 
such  alteration  does  not,  nor  ever  did, 
take  place  until  actual  sale  of  the  goods 
under  the  writ ;  but  that  the  defendant, 
from  the  time  that  they  are  bound,  can- 
not dispose  of  them,  unless  in  market 
overt,  so  as  to  prevent  their  being  taken 
in  execution.  4  East,  539.  Payne  v. 
Dretce.   [9  Bing.  128.    Giles  v.  G rover. 


2  M.  &  Sc.  197.  S.C.  10 Bing.  182.  Lu-^ 
cos  V.  Nochells,  per  LitUedale  J.  3  M.  & 
W.  622.  Samuel  v.  Duke.  1 1  A.  &  E. 
859.  Woodland  v.  Fuller.  3  Perr.  &  D. 
570.  S.  C]  This  time,  since  the  above 
statute,  is  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to 
the  sheriff.  Therefore,  where  two  writs 
of  fieri  facias  against  the  same  defend- 
ant, at  the  suit  of  different  persons,  are 
delivered  to  the  sheriff,  he  ought  to 
execute  that  first  which  was  first  de- 
livered. 1  T.  R.  729.  Hutchinson  r. 
Johnson.  And  although  he  should  in 
fact  seize  the  goods  under,  the  second 
writ,  and  not  under  the  first,  yet  the 
plaintiff  in  the  first  writ  must  be  first 
satisfied.  Ibid.  But  if  the  sheriff  sell 
under  the  second  writ,  the  purchaser 
is  protected,  and  the  plaintiff  under  the 
first  writ  must  take  his  remedy  against 
the  sheriff.  1  Ld.  Raym.  252.  Small- 
comb  V.  Buckingham.  I  Salk.  320.  S.  C. 
4  East,  523.  Payne  v.  Drewe.  If  the 
second  writ  be  delivered  to  the  sherifiT 
after  he  has  seized  the  goods  under  the 
first,  the  goods  are  bound  by  the  se- 
cond subject  to  the  first,  even  without 
a  warrant,  and  although  the  first  writ 
be  afterwards  set  aside.  7  Taunt  56. 
Jones  V.  Atherton.  2  Marsh,  375.  S«  C. 

3  B.  &  A.  95.  Saunders  v.  Bridges. 
[See,  also,  5  B.  &  C.  66a  WarmoU  v. 
Young.  8  D.  &  R.  442.  S.  C.  8  B.  & 
C.  132.  Lovick  V.  Crowder*  2  Mann.  & 
R.  84.  S.  C]  The  king  is  not  named 
in  the  stat.  29  Car.  2.  c.  3.  s.  16.; 
therefore  his  extent  binds  the  goods 
from  the  teste.  And  if  the  extent  be 
tested  before  or  on  the  day  of  the  de- 
livery to  the  sheriff  of  a  writ  of  fieri 

facias,  the  extent  shall  have  the  pre- 
ference, although  it  be  not  delivered  to 
the  sheriff  until  after  the  fieri  fadasy 
provided    it  be  delivered    before  the 
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6  T.  R.  369.  Heapy  v.  Parris  (u) ;  and    judgment  is  actually  signed.    Parsons 
that  it  is  not  taken  out  tested  before  the    v.  Gehj  7  T.  K.  21.  note  (c). 


goods  are  actually  sold  under  the  Jieri 
facias,  and  not  otherwise,  for  by  the 
sale  the  property  is  altered.  1  Brod.  & 
Bing.  370.  Swain  v.  Morland.  If  a 
Jieri  facias  be  delivered  to  the  sheriff, 
and  afterwards  Tind  before  any  sale 
under  the  fieri  facias^  an  extent  at  the 
suit  of  the  king  tested  subsequently' to 
the  delivery  of  the  fori  facias,  be  de- 
livered to  the  sheriffi  whether  the  extent 
shall  have  the  preference,  or  not,  seems 
to  be  very  doubtful.  [But  see  infra.] 
The  court  of  Common  Pleas  in  2  Black. 
1251.  Uppom  V,  Sumner,  and  the  court 
of  King's  Bench  in  4  T.  R.  402.  Eorke 
y.DayreU,  hold  that  the  extent  shall  not 
be  preferred.  But  the  court  of  Ex- 
chequer in  16  East,  278.  in  not  Eex  v. 
Wells  and  AUnutL  6  Price,  114.  Rex 
y.  Sloper,  holds  that  the  extent  shall  be 
preferred.  The  point  was  raised  in 
16  East,  260.  Thurston  v.  Mills,  and 
it  was  there  argued  at  great  length, 
but  the  case  went  off  on  another  ground. 
See  West  on  Extents,  99,  et  seq.  The 
chief  ground  of  Lord  Kenyan* %  opinion 
in  4  T.  R.  402.  viz.  that  the  property 
in  the  goods  is  altered  by  the  delivery 
of  the  fieri  facias  to  the  sheriff,  is  now 
abandoned ;  and  if  the  extent  has  pre« 
cedence  it  must  be,  as  it  should  seem, 
under]  the  provisions  of  33  H.  8.  c.  39. 
s.  74.,  which  gives  the  king's  suit  pre- 
cedence; ''so  always  that  the  king's 
**  said  suit  be  taken  and  commenced, 
**  or  process  awarded  for  the  said  debt 
**  at  the  suit  of  our  said  sovereign  lord 
''  the  king,  his  heirs  or  successors,  be- 
"  fore  judgment  given  for  the  said  other 
'<  person  or  persons.**  1  East,  338. 
Butler  V.  Butler.  Ibid.  341.  Attorney- 
General  ▼•  Aldersey.  Independently 
of  that  statute,  it  appears  that  the%x- 
tent  must  prevail ;  because,  the  property 
in  the  goods  remaining  in  the  debtor, 
TOL.  I. 


the  king's  writ  and  the  subjects'  are  in 
force  at  the  same  time,  and  the  king's 
prerogative  must  prevail :  quando  Jus 
domini  regis  et  subditi  insimul  concur- 
runt.  Jus  regis  praferri  debet.  9  Co. 
129-  b.  Quick's  case.  The  case  of 
goods  distrained  for  rent,  which  may  be 
taken  under  an  extent,  Parker,  121. 
Rex  v.  Cotton,  seems  to  stand  upon 
much  the  same  ground;  for  since  the 
2  W.  &  M.  sess.  1.  c5.  s.2.  the  goods 
are  not  a  mere  pledge,  but  may  be  sold 
after  the  five  days :  it  is  however  clear, 
that  the  33  H.  8.  does  not  apply  to 
such  a  case.  Rex  v.  Cotton  has  been 
recognised  and  confirmed  by  the  Ex- 
chequer in  Rex  v.  ff.T.2&S 
Geo.  4.,  in  which  the  court  held  that 
goods  pawned  might  be  taken  under  an 
extent,  because  the  pawnee  has  no  pro- 
perty or  interest  in  them.  [This  ques- 
tion was  finally  settled  in  the  affirmative 
in  9  Bing.  128.  Giles  y.  Graver.  2M.& 
Sc.  197.  S.  C,  where  it  was  decided  by 
the  House  of  Lords,  that  goods  already 
seized  under  Vifi.  fa.  but  not  sold,  may 
be  seized  and  sold  under  an  extent, 
whether  in  chief  or  in  aid,  tested  after 
the  seizure  under  the  fieri  facias.'] 

(u)  [Where  a  defendant  died  between 
eleven  and  twelve  o'clock  in  the  morn- 
ing, and  a  writ  of  ^.  fa.  was  sued  out 
against  his  goods  between  two  and 
three  in  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day, 
the  writ  was  set  aside  as  irregular. 
8  Dowl.  337.  Chick  v.  Smith,  coram 
Patteson  J.  But  it  should  seem  that 
the  execution  creditor  may  still  avail 
himself  of  his  common  law  right,  men- 
tioned in  the  note  above,  of  issuing  the 
Ji.fa.  after  the  death,  but  tested  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  defendant,  notwith- 
standing the  statute  3  &  4  W.  4.  c  67. 
8.  2.  2  DowL  472.  Brocher  y.Pand. 
coram  Parhe  J,] 
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Buch,  ITT^E  it  remembered  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the 
-*-*  term  of  iSf.JlficAae/la8t  past,  before  our  lord  the 
king  at  Westminster ,  came  fVtUiam  Stennel  hj  Thomas  Sturmy 
hiB  attorney^  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our  aaid  lord 
the  king  then  there  his  certain  bill  against  JoknHogg  in  the 
custody  of  the  marshal,  &c.  of  a  plea  of  trespass ;  acnd  these 
are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Rhhard  Roe  ; 
which  said  bill  follows  in  these  words,  to  wit :  Bucks,  to  wit, 
William  Stennel  complains  of  John  Hogg  being  in  the  custody 
of  the  marshal  of  the  marshalsea  of  our  lord  the  king  before 
the  king  himself,  for  that  he  on  the  10th  day  of  December^  in 
the  18  th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second, 
now  king  of  England^  &c  with  force  and  anus,  &c.  drove 
and  chased  the  cattle  of  him  the  said  WUHam,  to  wit,  60  sheep 
of  the  said  William,  at  Braighton  Parsloe,  in  the  said  county, 
found ;  so  that  by  such  driving  and  chasing,  the  said  cattle 
were  very  much  the  worse ;  and  other  wrongs  to  him  did, 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  &c.  to  the 
damage  of  him  the  said  William  of  4021;  and  therefore  he 
brings  suit,  &c. 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Saturday  next  after  the 
octave  of  St  Hilary  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  the 
said  John  Hogg  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill  and  ihea 
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to  answer^  &c.  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster  comes  Stennel 
as  well  the  said  WiUiam  Stennel  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  ^*  Hogg. 
said  John  Hogg  by  John  Marsh  his  attorney :  and  the  said  ^ 

John  Hogg  defends  the  force  and  injury  when^  &c.  and  as 
to  the  coining  with  force  and  arms,  or  whatever  else  that  is 
against  the  peace  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  he  the  said 
•/oAfi  says  that  lie  is  zkot  thereof  guilty,  and  of  this  he  puts 
himself  upon  the  country ;  and  the  said  WUKam  thereof  like- 
wise, &C.     And  as  to  the  residue  of  >  the  said  trespass  above 
mqiposed  to  be  done,  he  the  said  John  says  that  the  said  William 
ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof  against  Actio  lum, 
him*  because  he  says  that  the  place  (1)  in  which  the  said 
trespass  is  supposed  to  be  done,  was  and  is  a  certain  piece  of 
land  with  the  appurtenances   called  Chnrchleys,    lying  in  because  foctw  w 
Braighton  Parsloe  aforesaid ;  which  said  piece  of  land  called 
Churchleys,  at  the  said  time  in  which  the  said  trespass  is  above 
supposed  to  be  done,  and  before,  was  the  proper  soil  and  free*  was  the  freehold 
hold  of  one  John  Theade;  and  because  the  said  cattle,  at  the  ^    *  ' 
sud  time  when,  &c  were,  in  and  upon  the  said  land  called 
Churchleys,  eating  up  the  grass  then  growing  in  the  same,  alid 
doing  damage  there,  he  the  said  John  Hogg,  as  the  servant  of 
the  esidJohn  Theade^  and  by  his  command,  at  the  time  when.  The  defendant 
&C.  gently  drove  and  chased  the  said  cattle  eating  up  the  said  ^^^^^e 
grass  then  there  growing,  and  so  then  doing  damage  there,  as  said  J.T. 
he  lawfully  might ;  which  is  the  same  residue  of  the  said  tres-  ^tt/°dama^* 
pass  in  the  said  declaration  above  specified,,  whereof  the  said  feasant  there. 
WUUam  Stennel  now  complains  above  against  him  ;  and  this 
he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said 
WiMam  Stennel  ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action 
thereof  against  him,  &c 

And  the  said  William  says  that  he,  by  any  thing  by  the  said  Replication. 
John  above  in  pleading  allied,  ought  not  to  be  barred  firom 
having  his  said  action  against  the  said  John^  because  he  says 

(1)  This  does  not  seem  to  be  cor-  possession  is   a  suiHcient  justiiication. 

rectly  pleaded.     There    is    no    place  2  Salk.  643.  Anon.    The  more  proper 

alleged    in  the  declaration,  where  the  mode  of  pleading  seems  to  be,  "  that 

sheep  were  taken,  for  Braighton  Parsloe  <<  J.  T,  was  lawfully  possessed  of  and  iu 

is  only  laid  for  a  venue ;  neither  does  it  *'  a  certain  close  csdled  C  lying  in  B,  P. 

seem  neeessary  to  say,  that  the  place  "  aforesaid,"  and   then  justifying   the 

was  the  freehold  of  J,  T. ;  for  this  is  chasing  of  the  cattle  as  the  servant  of 

not  a  local  action  like  trespass  clausum  J,  T.  damage  feasant  in  the  said  close 

fregit^  but  a  transitory  action  for  chas-  as  in  the  above  plea. 
ing  the  plaintiff's  cattle,  in  which  action 
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that  long  before  the  said  time  when^  &c.  he  the  said  William 
was  seised  of  and  in  one  messuage  and  two  rods  of  land  in 
StewkUy^  in  the  said  county  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  [a] ;  and 
the  said  William,  and  all  those  whose  estate  he  the  said  ^Z- 
liam  has  of  and  in  the  said  messuage  and  two  rods  of  land» 
with  the  appurtenances,  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of 
man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  have  had,  and  been  accustomed  to 
have,  for  themselves,  their  farmers  and  tenants  of  the  said 
tenements  with  the  appurtenances,  common  of  pasture  in  a 
certain  field  called  Clackhill,  containing  by  estimation  100 
acres  of  land,  meadow  and  pasture,  be  it  more  or  less,  in 
Braiffhton  Parsloe  aforesaid,  whereof  the  said  piece  of  land, 
called  Churchkys,  above  specified  in  the  said  bar  of  the  said 
John,  is,  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c  and  also  from  time 
whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  was  parcel, 
in  every  part  of  the  said  field  called  ClackhiUy  except  in  one 
acre  thereof,  of  which  he  the  said  William  is,  and  at  the  said 
time  when,  8fc.  was  seized  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  other  than 
the  said  piece  of  land  called  Churchleys,  in  manner  and  form 
following,  that  is  to  say ;  in  a  certain  place  in  the  sidd  fields 
called  Upper  Clackclose,  for  twelve  great  cattle,  to  wit,  horses 
and  marcs,  bulls,  cows,  and  heifers,  and  for  60  sheep  levant 
and  couchant  in  and  upon  the  said  messuage  and  two  rods  of 
land  with  the  appurtenances,  in  every  year,  in  and  upon 
the  first  day  of  August,  and  from  the  said  first  day  of  August 
imtil  the  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary 
then  next  following,  as  belonging  and  appertwiing  to  the 
said  tenements  with  the  appurtenances ;  and  in  the  residue  of 
the  said  field  called  Clackhill,  except  one  (xcre  cts  aforesaid,  of 
which  residue  the  said  piece  of  land  called  Churchleys,  is,  and 
at  the  said  time  when,  &c.  and  also  from  time  whereof  the 
memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  was  parcel^  in  manner 
and  form  following,  that  is  to  say ;  for  twelve  great  cattle, 
to  wit,  horses  and  mares,  bulls,  cows,  and  sheep  levant  and 
couchant  in  and  upon  the  said  messuage  and  two  rods  of 
land  with  the  appurtenances,  every  two  years  successively^ 
when  the  said  field  should  be  sown  with  any  kind  of  grain. 


(a)  Some  of  the  modern  precedents, 
after  stating  the  defendant's  seisin,  al- 
lege that  he  was  in  the  occupation  of 
the  land;  but  this  is  clearly  unnecessary; 
for  the  allegation  of  a  seisin  in  fee 


virtually  includes  an  occupation  until 
the  contrary  be  shewn.  4  M.  &  S.  392. 
Bullard  v.  Harrison.  See  also  Sioit  v 
Sum,  16  East,  343. 
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in  a  certain  part  of  the  said  fields  being  pasture,  called  the  Steknel 
Sword-ffroundy  which  used  to  be  depastured  by  the  cattle  of  ^'  Hogg. 
the  inhabitants  of  Braighton  Parsloe  aforesaid,  in  the  same  ' 

years,  from  the  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin 
Mary  next  preceding,  until  the  first  day  of  August  next  fol- 
lowing, in  and  upon  the  said  first  day  of  August,  and  from 
the  said  first  day  of  August  imtil  the  25th  day  of  March  then 
next  following ;  and  for  the  said  12  great  cattle  and  60  sheep 
levant  and  couchant  in  and  upon  the  said  messuage  and  two 
rods  of  land,  with  the  appurtenances,  from  and  after  the 
reaping,  cutting,  and  carrying  away  of  the  respective  grass 
and  com  in  the  said  years,  imtil  the  25th  day  of  March  then 
next  following,  in  and  through  the  said  whole  residue  of  the 
said  field,  and  in  every  third  year  when  the  said  field,  called 
ClackhiUy  lies  fresh  and  fallow,  for  the  said  12  great  cattle  and 
60  sheep  for  the  whole  year,  to  wit,  upon  the  feast  of  the  An"  • 

nunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  and  from  the  said  feast 
until  the  feast   of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin 
Mary  next  following,  in  and  through  the  said  whole  residue 
of  the  said  field  called  Clackhill,  except  in  that  part  of  the 
arable  land  which  should  be  sown  with  any  grain  on  or  before 
the  said  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary, 
and  in  that  part  so  sown,  from  the  said  feast  of  the  Annun- 
ciation of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  until  the  time  of  the  said 
sowing,   as  to  the  said  tenements  with  the   appurtenances 
belonging  and  appertaining.     And  the  said  William  further  aaekhill  was 
says,  that  the  said  field  called  Clachhill,  on  the  1st  day  of  J^J"*^ 
April,  in  the  said  18th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the 
now  king,  was  sown  with  wheat,  and  afterwards,  and  before 
the  said  time  when,  &c  the  crop  of  wheat  and  the  grass  in 
that  year  lately  growing  and  sown,  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of      [  223  ] 
November,  in  the  said  18th  year,  were  reaped,  cut,  bound, 
and  carried  away  from  thence ;  and  that  he  the  said  WilUam, 
after  the  reaping,  cutting,  and  carrying  away  of  the  said  crop 
of  wheat  and  grass  in  that  year  growing  and  sown  in  and  upon 
the  said  field,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c  put  the  said  60  Plaintiff  put 
sheep  of  him  the  said  William  into  the  said  piece  of  land  intone  «?* 
called  Churchleys,  to  depasture  the  grass  there  then  growing,  l«nd  called  C. 
uring  his  said  common  m  form  aforesaid  as  he  well  might ; 
and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore,  since  the  said  John 
hath  above  acknowledged  the  said  trespass,  and  the  driving 
and  chasing  of  the  said  sheep  of  the  said  William,  he  the  said 
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IVilliam  prays  judgment,  and  his  damages^  on  occasion  of  the 
said  trespass,  to  be  adjudged  to  him,  &c 

And  the  said  John  Hoggy  as  before,  says,  that  the  said  piece 
of  land  with  the  appurtenances,  called  Churchleys,  in  which 
&c  is,  and  at  the  same  time  when,  &c.  was  the  proper  soil  and 
freehold  of  the  said  John  ;  and  because  the  cattle  at  the  said 
time  when,  &c,  were  upon  the  said  land  called  Churchl^Sy 
in  which,  &c.  eating  up  the  said  grass  there  then  growing, 
and  doing  damage  there,  he  the  said  John  H&gg^  as  servant  of 
the  said  John  Theadey  and  by  his  command,  at  the  same  time 
when,  &c.  gently  drove  and  chased  the  said  cattle  eating  up 
the  said  grass  there  growing,  and  doing  damage  there,  as  he 
well  might,  in  manner  and  form  as  he  the  said  JohnHogg  has 
above  thereof  in  pleading  alleged ;  without  this,  that  the  said 
WilKam  Stennel  and  all  those  whose  estate  he  the  said  WUUam 
now  has,  of  and  in  the  said  messuage  and  two  rods  of  land 
with  ihe  appurtenances,  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of 
man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  have  had,  and  been  aocnstomed 
to  have,  for  themselyes,  their  fanners  and  tenants  of  the  said 
tenements  with  the  appurtenances,  common  of  pasture  in  the 
said  field  called  Oackhilly  whereof,  &c  in  ev^  part  of  the 
said  field  called  ClackhiUy  except  in  one  acre  thereof,  of  which 
the  said  William  is,  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c  was  seised 
in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  other  than  the  said  piece  of  land 
called  Churchleysy  in  manner  and  form  following  $  that  is  to 
say,  in  a  certain  part  of  the  said  field  called  Upper  Clackdose, 
for  12  great  cattle,  to  wit,  horses^and  mares,  buUs^  cows,  and 
heifers,  and  for  60  sheep,  levant  and  oouchant  in  and  upon 
the  said  messuage  and  two  rods  of  land  with  the  appurte- 
nances, eveiy  year,  in  and  upon  the  first  day  of  August,  and 
from  the  said  first  day  oi  August  until  the  feast  of  tfae^xntcn- 
ciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary  then  next  following,  as  to 
the  said  tenements  with  the  appurtenances  belonging  and  ap- 
pertaining':  and  in  the  residue  of  the  said  field,  except  one  acre 
as  aforesaid,  of  which  residue  the  said  piece  of  land  caUed 
Churchleys  is,  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &o.  and  also  from 
time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contnuy,  was 
parcel,  in  manner  and  form  following,  that  is  to  say,  for  12 
great  cattle,  to  wit,  horses  and  mares,  bulk,  cows,  and  sheep, 
levant  and  oouchant  in  and  upon  the  said  messuage  and  two 
rods  of  land  with  the  appurtenances,  eveiy  two  years  saoees^ 
sively,  when  the  said  field  should  be  sown  ^th  any  kind  of 
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grain,  in  a  certain  parcel  thereof  being  pasture,  called  Sword-  Stbnnbl 
ground,  which  used  to  be  depastured  by  the  cattle  of  the  in-  ••  Hooo.  i 
habitants  of  Braighton  Parsloe  aforesaid,  in  the  same  years, 
from  the  feast  of  the  Anntmciaium  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary 
next  preceding,  until  the  first  day  of  August  next  following, 
in  and  upon  the  said  first  day  of  August,  and  from  the  said 
first  day  of  August  until  the  2dth  day  oi  March  then  next  fol- 
lowing,  and  for  the  said  12  great  cattle  and  60  sheep,  levant 
and  couchant  in  and  upon  the  said  messuage  and  two  rods  of 
knd  with  the  appurtenances,  from  and  after  the  reaping,  out- 
ting,  and  carrying  away  of  the  respective  grass  and  com  in  the 
said  years,  until  the  25th  day  of  Mareh\  then  next  following^ 
m  and  through  the  said  whole  residue  of  the  said  field;  andin 
every  third  year  when  the  said  field  called  Clachhitt  lies  fresh 
and  fidlow,  for  the  said  12  great  cattle  and  60  sheep  for  the 
whole  year,  to  wit,  on  the  feast  of  the  Annunciaiion  of  Ike 
Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  and  from  the  said  feast  until  the  feast  of 
the  Annuneiation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary  next  following, 
m  and  through  the  said  whole  residue  of  the  said  field  called 
ClaekhUly  except  in  that  part  of  the  arable  land  which  should 
be  sown  with  any  grain  on  or  before  the  said  feast  of  the^- 
nunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  and  in  that  part  so 
sown  from  the  said  |feast  of  the  AnnundaUon  of  the  Blessed 
Virgin  Mary  imtil  the  said  sowing,  as  to  the  said  tenements 
with  the  appurtenances  belonging  and  appertaining,  in  man- 
ner and  form  as  the  said  WUliam  Stennel  hath  above  thereof 
m  replying  alleged ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify:  wherefore, 
as  before,  he  prays  judgment,  and  that  the  said  WxWam  Stennel 
may  be  barred  from  having  his  said  action  thereof  against 
him,  &C. 

And  the  said  WUKam  Stennel,  as  before,  says,  that  he  the  Surr^ioder    * 
sud  ffUHam,  and  all  those  whose  estate  he  the  said  William  ^^'t!^  "^ 
now  has,  of  and  in  the  said  messuage  and  two  rods  of  land 
with  the  appurtenances,  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of 
man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  have  had,  and  been  accustomed  to 
have,  for  themselves,  their  farmers  and  tenants  of  the  said 
tenements  with  the  appurtenances,  common  of  pasture  in  the 
said  field  called  Clackhill,  whereof,  &c  in  every  part  of  the 
said  field  called  Clackhill^  except  in  one  acre  thereof,  of  which 
he  the  sud  fVilHam  is,  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.  was       [  225  ] 
seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  other  than  the  said  piece  of 
land  called  Churchbys,  in  manner  and  form  following ;  that 
is  tosaj)  inacertaai  port  of  the  snd  field  called  Upper  Clacks 
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Stbnnbl  ehse,  for  12  great  cattle,  to  wit,  horses  and  mares,  bulls,  cows, 
V.  Hogg,  ^n^  heifers,  and  for  60  sheep,  levant  and  couchant  in  and 
'  .  upon  the  said  messuage  and  two  rods  of  land  with  the  appur- 
tenances, every  year,  in  and  upon  the  first  day  o{  August,  and 
from  the  said  first  day  of  August  until  the  feast  of  the  Annun-' 
ciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary  then  next  following,  as  to 
the  said  tenements  with  the  appurtenances  belonging  and  ap- 
pertaining ;  and  in  the  residue  of  the  said  field  called  Claehhill, 
except  one  acre  as  aforesaid,  of  which  residue  the  said  piece  of 
land  called  CJiurckleys  is,  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.  and 
also  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  con- 
trary, was  parcel,  in  manner  and  form  following,  that  is  to 
say,  for  12  great  cattle,  to  wit,  horses  and  mares,  bulls,  cows^ 
and  sheep,  levant  and  couchant  in  and  upon  the  said  messuage 
and  two  rods  of  land  with  the  appurtenances,  every  two  years 
successively,  when  the  said  field  should  be  sown  with  any  kind 
of  grain,  in  a  certain  parcel  thereof,  being  pasture,  called 
Sword-groundy  which  used  to  be  depastured  by  the  cattle  of 
the  inhabitants  of  Braigkton  Parsloe  aforesaid  in  the  same 
years  from  the  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin 
Mary  next  preceding,  until  the  first  day  of  August  follow- 
ing, in  and  upon  the  said  first  day  of  August,  and  from  the  said 
first  dsLyot  August  until  the  25th  day  ot  March  then  next  fol- 
lowing ;  and  for  the  said  12  great  cattle  and  60  sheep,  levant 
and  couchant  in  and  upon  the  said  messuage,  and  two  rods  of 
land  with  the  appurtenances,  from  and  after  the  reaping, 
cutting,  and  carrying  away  of  the  respective  grass  and  com  in 
the  said  years,  until  the  25th  day  of  March  then  next  follow- 
ing, in  and  through  the  said  residue  of  the  said  field,  and  in 
every  third  year  when  the  said  field  called  Clackhill  lies  fresh 
and  fallow  for  the  said  12  great  cattle  and  60  sheep  for  the 
whole  year,  to  wit,  on  the  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the 
Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  and  from  the  said  feast  until  the  feast  of 
the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary  next  following, 
in  and  through  all  the  said  residue  of  the  said  field  called 
Clackhill,  except  in  that  part  of  the  arable  land  which  should 
be  sown  with  any  gndn  on  or  before  the  said  feast  of  the  An- 
nunciation of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  and  in  that  part  so 
sown  from  the  said  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed 
Virgin  Mary  until  the  said  sowing,  as  to  the  said  tenements 
with  the  appurtenances  belonging  and  appertaining,  in  man- 
ner and  form  as  he  the  said  William  has  above  thereof  in  re- 
plying alleged.     And  this  he  prays  may  be  inquired  of  by  the 
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country.     And  the  said  John  Hogg  thereof  likewise^   &c.  Stbmnel 

Therefore  let  a  jury  thereof  come  before  our  lord  the  king  at  ^'  Hogg. 
Westminster y  on  Monday  next  after  fifteen  days  of  St.  Hilary;  ' 

and  who  neither,  &c.  to  recognise,  &c.  because  as  well,  &c. 
the  same  day  is  given  to  the  said  parties  there,  &c 


Stennel  versus  Hogg.  Case  83. 

[  226  ] 
rpRESPASS.  — The  plaintiff  declares  that  the  defendant,  where  a  pi^ 

-■-    on  the  10th  of  December,  in  the  18th  year  of  the  reign  "T^P^^^^  "«!>' 

,  •'  ^      of  cominon  is 

of  the  now  king,  at  Braighton  Parsloe,  in  the  county  of  Bucks,  pleaded  and  put 
droye  and  chased  sixty  sheep  of  the  plaintiff,  whereby  they  ^^^^*^^^ . 
were  very  much  hurt,  and  other  wrongs,  &c.     The  defendant  diet  in  faTour 
justified  the  chasing  in  a  place  called  Churchleys,  in  Braighton  ^Y^^  ^J^fot 
Parsloe  aforesaid,  which  was  the  freehold  of  one  John  Theed.  aTemng  that 
The  plaintiff  replied,  and  made  title  to  common,  and  said  cattl^  were  in 
that  he  himself  was  seised  of  a  messuage  and  two  rods  of  ti>*t  pan  of  the 
land  with  the  appurtenances,  in  Stewkley,  in  the  same  county,  the  common  is 
in  his  demesne  as  of  fee;   and  that  the  said  plaintiff,  and  «ia»med» or  that 

,  *  '  the  cattle  were 

all  these,  &c  have  common  of  pasture  in  a  certain  field  called  levant  and 
Clackhill,  containing  one  hundred  acres  of  meadow  and  pas-  ^e*'*i^J£?'* 
tnre,  in  Braighton  Parsloe  aforesaid,  whereof  the  said  piece  of  land,  is  aided 
land  called  Churchleys  is,  and  from  time  whereof,  &c.  was  of  j^^fii^"*" 
parcel^  in  every  part  of  the  said  field  called  Clackhill,  (except 
in  one  acre  of  the  same,  whereof  the  plaintiff  was  seised  in 
fee,)  other  than  in  the  said  piece  of  land  called  Churchleysy  in 
manner  and  form  following:  that  is  to  say,  in  a  place  called 
Upper  Clackclose,  for  twelye  great  cattle,  to  wit,  horses,  mares, 
bulls,  cows,  and  heifers,  and  for  sixty  sheep  levant  and  couch- 
ant  upon  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff,  in  every  year,  on  the  first 
day  of  August,  and  from  thence  to  Lady-day  then  next  fol- 
lowing, as  to  the  said  lands  with  the  appurtenances  belonging 
and  appertaining;  and  in  the  residue  of  the  said  field  called 
Claekhill,  (except  the  said  one  acre,)  of  which  residue  the  said 
piece  of  land  called  Churchleys  is,  and  from  time  whereof,  &c« 
was  parcel,  in  manner  and  form  following;  that  is  to  say,  for 
twelve  great  cattie,  to  wit,  horses,  mares,  bulls,  cows,  and 
sheep,  levant  and  couchant  upon  the  tenements,  for  two  years 
together  successively,  when  the  said  field  should  be  sown  with 
any  kind  of  gndn,  in  a  certain  parcel  thereof,  being  pasture, 
called  the  Sward-ground^  (which  was  used  to  be  depastured  by 


fi26  Stmnol  versm  Hogg. 

8t£knel     the  catde  of  the  inhabitants  of  Braigktan  Farsloe  aforesaid, 
^.  HoGO.     in  j;iie  same  years,  from  the  feast  of  the  Annunciaiian  of  Hije 
'  Blessed  Virffin  Mary  next  preceding,  until  the  first  day  of 

August  next  following,)  in  and  upon  the  said  first  day  of 
Augusty  and  from  thence  until  Ladtf'^ay  fc^owing^^  and  &r  the 
said  twelve  great  cattle  and  sixty  sheep  levant  and  couchant 
upon  the  tenements  from  and  after  the  cutting  and  carrying 
away  of  the  respective  grass  and  com  in  the  said  years,  until 
the  25th  day  of  March  then  next  following,  in  and  through- 
'  out  the  whole  residue  of  the  said  field,  and  in  every  third  year 

when  the  said  field  called  ClackhiU  lies  firesh  and  fallow,  fer 
twelve  great  cattle  and  sixty  sheep  throughout  the  whole  year, 
[  227  ]  to  wit,  on  the  feast  of  the  Anfmneiaiion  of  the  Blessed  Virgin 
Marj/y  and  from  the  said  feast  until  Lady^day  next  follow- 
ing, in  and  throughout  the  whole  residue  of  the  said  field 
called  ClackkiUi  except  in  that  part  of  the  arable  land  which 
should  be  sown  with  any  grain  at  or  before  the  said  feast  of 
the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary^  and  in  that  part 
so  sown  from  the  said  feast  of  the  Annunciation  ofihe  Blessed 
Virgin  Mary,  until  the  said  time  of  sowing,  as  to  the  tene* 
ments  of  the  plaintifi^  belonging  and  appertaining.  And  the 
plaintiff  further  averred,  that  the  said  field  called  ClaekhiU^ 
on  the  Ist  of  Aprils  in  the  18th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  now 
king,  was  sown  with  wheat ;  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  Ist  day  of  Novembery  in  the  same  year,  the  com  was  cut 
and  carried  away :  wherefore  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  to  wit^ 
*  at  the  said  time,  when,  &c.  put  in  the  sixty  sheep  into  the  said 
piece  of  land  called  Churchleys^  to  eat  the  grass  there  growing, 
using  his  said  common  in  form  aforesaid;  and  diis,  &c.:  and 
wherefore,  &c.  The  defendant  rejoined  and  traversed  the 
prescription,  upon  whicL  issue  was  joined,  and  a  verdict  found 
for  the  plaintiff.  And  now  this  term  it  was  moved  in  arrest 
of  judgment,  and  divers  exceptions  were  taken.  1.  The 
plaintiff  prescribes  for  common  for  great  cattle,  to  wit,  for 
sheep,  whereas  sheep  are  not  great  cattle,  and  so  the  prescrip- 
*  S.P.  s  RdL*  tion  not  good.*  2.  It  is  not  shewn  whether  the  place  where, 
lUp.  173.  .^^^  ^,e  sward-ground  or  arable,  as  it  ought ;  for  the  plaintiff 
has  made  the  same  prescription  for  common  in  the  sward- 
groimd,  namely,  for  great  cattle;  and  another  in  the  arable, 
namely,  for  the  twelve  great  cattle  and  sixty  sheep.  3.  It  is 
not  averred  that  the  cattle  of  Braighton  Par  sloe  depastured  the 
place  wherC)  &c.  if  it  was  the  sward-^ground ;  fi>r  the  pkuntaff 
by  his  prescription  has-  not  entitled  himself  \o  comftioa in  aU 
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the  Bward-ground,  but  in  that  part  only  which  tras  depastured     ^TSKmst 
by  the  cattle  oiBraigktan  Farslocy  which  ought  to  be  averred ;      t^-Hooo.^ 
and  for  want  whereof  the  replication  was  bad,  and  the  plaintiff  ' 

cannot  have  judgment.  4.  It  is  not  ayeired  that  the  sixty  sheep, 
which  were  put  into  the  place  in  whi<^,  &c.  were  levant  and 
oouchant  upon  the  plaintiff's  tenements,  and  if  they  were  not, 
then  it  was  lawful  for  the  defendant  to  distrain  them  damage 
feasant.     Sed  nan  aUocantur. 

For  as  to  the  first  exception,  it  is  not  material  now  whether 
sheep  are  great  cattle,  because  the  phdntiff  justifies  his  putting 
in  the  sheep  upon  another  prescription,  namely,  a  prescription 
of  common  for  sixty  sheep.  But  Keh/ngt  C.  J.  said  that  sheep 
were  great  cattle,  in  respect  of  conies.  And  as  to  all  the 
other  exceptions,  the  court  said,  that  afUr  verdict  it  shall  not 
.be  intended  but  that  the  plaintiff's  sheep  were  in  that  part  of 
Churchleys  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  common ;  for  otherwise 
the  defendant  might  have  taken  advantage  thereof  by  demurrer 
or  rejoinder ;  but  when  he  igejoins  and  traverse^the  prescrip- 
tion which  is  found  against  him,  the  want  of  an  avennent  and 
aU  other  faults  are  aided  by  the  statutes  of  jeofiuls ;  and  so  [  228  3 
TA  France  y*  Tringer^s  case,  Cra  Jac.  44.  (1)     Wherefore, 

(1)  So  Cro.  Eliz.  458.     Corby 9on  v.  medied  after  a  verdict  by  the  etatute* 

Pearson^    I  Lev.  196.  Cheadle  v.  Mil'  (^  jettfaUsy  and  not  against  objections 

ler,    1  Vent  34.  Anon.    1  Vent.  165.  which  are  cured  by  a  verdict  at  conunon 

Uoskins  Y.  Bobbins.  S.  C.  2  Saund.  328.  law.   1  Str.  78.  Vandeput  v.  Lord.  S.  C. 

Gilb.  H.  C.  B.  3d  edit  141,  142. ;  and  2  Vin.  Abr.  399.    MSS.     2  Str.  933. 

ride  ant^  p.  28.  note  (4).  Hayes  v.  Warren.  2  Burr.  899.  Collins 

The  Ktatate  4  Ann.  c  16.  s.  2.  enacts  v.  Gibbs.    It  becomes  necessary  there- 

**  that  all  the  statutes  of  jeofails  shall  fore,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  nature 

**  be  extended  to  judgments  by  default  of  the  defects,  which  are  aided  after  a 

M  in  any  court  of  record,  and  no  such  judgment  by  default  since  the  statute  of 

**  judgment  shall  be   reversed   for  or  Anne,  to  distinguish  with  accuracy  be- 

"  by  reason  of  any  imperfection,  omis-  iween  such  imperfections  as  are  cured 

"  sion,  defect,  matter,  or  thing  what-  by  a  verdict  by  the  common  law,  and 

•*  soever,  which  would  have  been  aided  those  which  are  now  remedied  after  a 

**  and  cured  by  any  of  ike  said  statutes  verdict  by  the  several  statutes  of  jeofails. 

•*  oSjeqfitilsj  in  case  a  verdict  of  twelve  — With  respect  to  the  former  case  it  is 

**  men  had  been  given  in  the  said  action  to  be  observed,  that  where   there  is 

"  or  suit"     In  the  construction  of  this  any  defect,  imperfection,  or  omission  in 

statute  it  has   been  adjudged,  that  it  any  pleading,  whether*  in  substance  or 

extends  to  protect  judgments  by  default,  form  (A),  which  would  have  been  a  fa- 

against  such  objections  only  as  are  re-  tal  objection  upon  demurrer ;  yet  if  the 


(b)  iSEBMtfWT.  Migymsv.Hiyhfield.    Undthe  declaration  did  not  state  any 
That  was  an  aotion  folr  mesne  profits;    time  when  the  defendant  ^tered,  but 
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Steknbl 
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after  this  case  had  been  twice  moved,  judgment  was  ^ven 
for  the  plainti£  —  Note:  It  seems  to  be  an  intricate  pre- 
scription. . 


issue  joiDed  be  such  as  necessarily  re- 
quired on  the  trial  proof  of  the  facts 
so  defectively  or  imperiectly  stated  or 
omitted,  and  without  which  it  is  not 
to  be  presumed  that  either  the  judge 
would  direct  the  jury  to  give,  or  the 
jury  would  have  given  the  verdict,  such 
defect,  imperfection,  or  omission,  is 
cured  by  the  verdict  by  the  common 
law ;  or,  in  the  phrase  often  used  upon 
the  occasion,  such  defect  is  not  any  jeo- 
fail after  verdict  See  Cro.  Car.  497. 
Hall  V.  Marshall  Sir  T.  Raym.  487. 
Hitchins  v.  Stevens.  Carth.  304.  Alston 
V.  Buscaugh.  Ibid.  S89.  Blackall  v. 
Bale.       1  Mod.  292.     Wooten  v.  ffele. 

1  Lev.  308.  Mannington  v.  Guillim^. 
S.  C.  1  Vent  109.  1  Sid.  423.  Gost- 
imck*B  case.  1  Salk.  365.  Crauther  v. 
Olc^eild.  Com.  Rep.  1 16.  May  v.  King. 

6  Mod.  302.      Scrimshaw  v.  Westley. 

2  Ld.  Raym.  1060.  S.  C.  Holt's  Rep. 
567.       8  Wils.  275.     Roe  v.  Hersey. 

7  Brown.  P.  C.  555*    Bonn  v.  Hughes. 


Dougl.  679.  Bushton  v.  Agnail.  1  T. 
R.  141.  145.  Spiers  v.  Father.  Ibid 
545.  Johnstone  v.  Sutton.  3  T.  R. 
25.  Nerot V.Wallace.  Ibid.  147.  Clark 
V.  King.  4  T.  R.  472.  Bishop  v.  Hay- 
ward.  7  T.  R.  518.  523.  Macmurdo 
V.  Smith.  Cas.  Temp.  Hardw  116. 
Wicker  v.  Narris.  10  East,  BowdeU 
V.  Parsons,  (c)  As  where  in  debt  for 
rent,  by  a  bargainee  of  a  reversion,  the 
declaration  omitted  to  allege  the  at- 
tornment of  the  tenant,  which  before 
the  statute  4  Anne,  c  16.  s.  9.  was  a 
necessary  ceremony  to  complete  the 
title  of  the  bargainee,  and  upon  nil 
debet  pleaded  there  was  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  such  omission  was  cured 
by  the  verdict  by  the  common  law; 
2  Show.  233,  234.  Hitchens  v.  Stevens  ; 
but  is  a  fatal  objection  after  a  judg- 
ment by  default,  since  the  statute  of 
4  Anne,  c.  15.  s.  2.  1  Str.  78.  Vandeput 
V.  Lord.  S.  C.  2  Vin.  Abr.  399.  (d) 
And  this  construction  seems  agreeable 


only  that  he  kept  the  plaintiff  ejected  for 
a  long  space  of  time.  After  judgment  by 
default,  the  court  held  that  this  omission 
was  cured  by  the  statute  4  Ann.  c  16., 
and  seemed  to  consider  that  all  defects 
of  form  only  were  cured  by  that  sta- 
tute. The  case  of  Blackall  v.  Healy 
Com.  Rep.  12.  Carth.  389.  S.  C,  was 
cited  in  argument,  where  the  same  omis- 
sion was  held  to  be  cured  after  verdict ; 
but  whether  under  the  statutes  of  jeo- 
fails, or  at  common  law,  does  not  ap- 
pear, though  the*  language  of  the  court 
in  giving  judgment  seems  to  lean  to  the 
latter.  The  case  in  13  East,  407.  is, 
however,  decisive  upon  this  point 

(c)  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  265.      Ward  v. 
Harris.     [2  Bing.  464.     Whitehead  v. 


Greetkam.  I  M'Ciel.  &  Y.  205.  10 
Moore,  183.  S.C.  4  Bing.  66.  Adam- 
son  V.  Jervis.  12  Moore,  241.  S.  C.  4 
Bing.  646.  Harris  v.  Beavan.  1  Moo. 
&P.633.  S.C.  4B.&C.138.  Lambert 
▼.  Taylor.  6  D.  &  R.  188.  S.C.  4  B.  & 
C.525.  Pricey:  Seaman.  7D.&R.14. 
S.C.  7B.&C.423.  Payne  V.  WHeon. 
3  Y.  &  Jerv.  458.  Edwards  v.  Ben- 
nett.  2  Dow.  &  CI.  288.  Humphrys  v. 
PkttL  5  Bligh,  154^  S.  C,  2  Cr.  &  J. 
637.  Wilkinson  v.Malin.  2Tyrw.544. 
S.C.  4B.&Ad.739.  Nurse  v.  Wills. 
1  Nev.  &  M.  765.  S.C.  4  A. &  E.  134. 
Tibbitsy.  Yorke,  5  Nev.  &  M. 609.  S.  C] 
(d)  It  should  be  observed,  that  the 
learned  Seijeantis  here  speaking  of  a  con- 
veyance of  a  reversion  made  previous  to 
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to  the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  of  that 
statute ;  for  it  is  clear  that,  unless  the 
tenant  had  in  fact  attorned,  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  recover.    It  is  not 
alleged  in    the    declaration    that    the 
tenant  had  attorned ;  it  is  at  least  as 
probable  that  he  had  not  attorned  as 
that  he  had;  and  it  does  not  appear 
which  is  the  fact:  upon  what  ground 
then  can  the  court  presume  any  attorn- 
ment ?  The  judgment  by  default  affords 
none ;  for  that  only  admits  such  facts  as 
are  alleged.     Therefore,   if  such   de- 
fects should  be  held  to  be  aided  after  a 
judgment  by  default,  it  might  frequently 
happen  that  the  court  would  give  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff,  where  he  is  not 
entitled  to  recover.    But  where  a  ver- 
dict has  established  the  grant,  that  is  a 
sure    ground    whence    the    court   can 
presume  attornment ;  because,  without 
proof  of  it,  the  plaintiff  could  not  have 
made  out  his  title  as  bargainee  of  the 
reversion.     So  where  a  grant  of  a  rever- 
sion, a  rent-charge,   an  advowson,   or 
any  other  hereditament,  which  lies  in 
grant,  and  can   only  be   conveyed  by 
deed,  be  pleaded,  but  is  not  alleged  to 
have  been  bjf  deed;   or  if  a  feoffment 
be  pleaded  without  livery  (e) ;  so  that 
the  grantee  or  feoffee  does  not  shew  in 
himself  a  perfect  title ;  yet,  if  the  grant 


or  feoffment  be  put  in  issue,  and  found 
by   the  jury,   the  verdict  cures  such 
imperfection    by    the    common    law. 
Hutt.  54.  lAghifaot  v.  Brightman.     1 
T.R.14.5.  Spieres  Y.  Parker.    But  such 
defect  is  a  fatal  objection  after  a  judg- 
ment by  default,  for  the  reason  above 
given.    Also  where  a  promise  depends 
upon  the  performance  of  something  to 
be  first  done  by  him  to  whom  the  pro- 
mise is  made,  and  in  an  action  upon 
such  promise  the  declaration  does  not 
aver   performance  by  the  plaintiff,  or 
that  he  was  ready  to  perform,  and  there 
is  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  such  omis- 
sion is  cured  by  the  verdict  by  the  cofn- 
mon  law,  but  is  a  fatal  objection  afler 
a  judgment  by  default;  for  the  objection 
holds  exactly  the  same  as  if  it  had^been 
upon  demurrer.    2  Burr.  899.  Coltins 
V.  Gibbs.    So  in  an  action  for  a  ma- 
licious prosecution,  it  is  necessary  to 
allege  in  the  declaration  that  the  pro- 
secution is  at  an   end.    2  Rich.  3.  9 
Hob.  267.  Watererv.  Freeman.  10  Mod. 
209,  210.   Parker  v.  Langleg.    2  Vin. 
Abr.  S5.   MSS.    Blaekgrave  v.   Oden. 
Doug.  215.  Fisher  v.  Bristow.    2  T.R. 
225.  Morgan  v.  Hughes.    The  want  of 
this   averment   is  cured  after  verdict. 
Post, 228.  Skinner  y.Gunton.    1  Sid.  15. 
Wine  V.  Ware.  (/)    But  is  fatal  upon 


the  statute  of  Anne,  and  pleaded  after 
that  statute,  the  2d  section  of  which  ex- 
tends the  statutes  of  jeofails  to  judg- 
ments by  defaults,  and  the  9th  and  10th 
sections  of  which  abolish  the  necessity 
of  attornment. 

(e)  Bat  it  seems  that  livery  need  not 
be  pleaded  in  any  case,  for  it  is  a  ne- 
cessary circumstance  implied  by  law; 
Co.Litt.dOS.b.  Plowd.  149.  Throck" 
merton  v,  Tracg ;  which  was  on  de- 
murrer to  a  plea  in  bar. 

(/)  [Accordingly  it  has  been  held, 
thi^  the  plaintiff  must  be  nonsuitedi  if  he 


fails  to  prove  that  the  prosecution  was 
at  an  end,  though  he  has  not  averred  this 
fact  in  his  declaration.  2  B.  &  Ad.  695. 
WhituH>rth  v.  HaU.  2  Cr.  &  M.  675. 
Meilorv.Baddeley.  4Tyrw.962.  S.C. 
It  seems  to  be  involved  in  the  proposi- 
tion, that  the  prosecution  was  with- 
out reasonable  and  probable  cause,  that 
such  prosecution  must  be  at  an  end 
before  the  action  be  commenced;  for 
the  very  existence  of  the  prosecution 
would  be  some  evidence  of  probable 
cause.  2  B.  &  Ad.  698.  per  Parke  B. 
2  Cr.  h  M.  678.    per  Cur.     How- 
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demurrer,  or  eJlter  &  judgaient  by  de* 
fault :  for  the  original  prosecution  may 
either  be  determined,  or  it  may  still 
be  regalariy  going  on;  and  how  can 
the  court  say  which  of  the  two  is  the 
fact?  But  where  there  is  a  venUei 
for  the  plaintiff,  it  is  a  necessary  in« 
ference  that  it  was  proved  on  the  trial 
that  the  original  prosecution  was  at  an 
end.  (^> 

But  where  there  was  any  defect,  omis- 
sion, or  imperfection,  though  in  form 
only,  in  some  coUaieral  parts  of  the 
pleading  that  were  not  in  issue  between 
the  parties,  so  that  there  was  no  room'  to 
presume  that  the  defect  or  omission  was 
supplied  by  proof,  a  verdict  did  not  cure 
them  by  the  common  law.  (4)  As  in 
the  above-cited  case  from  Croke's  Re- 
ports, where  the  replication  did  not  aver 
that  the  cattle  were  kvani  and  couchant 
upon  the  plaintiff's  land,  a  verdict  in 
favour  of  the  prescription  did  not  cutie 
this  defect ;  for.  the  only  point  in  issue 


was  the  prescriptive  riglit  of  commou, 
and  therefore  the  fact  of  the  oattle  being 
levant  and  couchant  upon  the  plaitt«> 
tiff's  land,  or  not,  was  not  at  all  neces-* 
sary  to  be  proved  before  the  jury*  But 
as  it  was  an  extremely  hard  ease,  that 
afler  a  cause  had  been  tried  upon  the 
merits,  judgment  should  either  be  stayed 
or  reversed  for  defects  in  f<mn  in  such 
collateral  ] matters;  such  defects  were 
helped  after  verdict  by  the  statutes  of 
jeofails,  and  are  now  after  a  judgment 
by  defhult,  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of 
Queen  Anne(t).  See  GUb. H.  C.  B.  third 
edition,  137.  139. 141,  142.  So  where 
an  administrator  brings  debt  on  a  bond, 
and  does  not  allege  in  the  declaration 
Inf  whom  administration  was  granied^ 
and  defendant  pleads  nan  esifaetum, 
and  there  is  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
^the  verdict  does  not  cure  this  defect 
by  the  common  law ;  because  it  was  not 
necessary  to  be  proved  on  this  issue,  the 
title  of  the  administrator  not  being  in 


ever,  since  the  New  Rules,  in  Drummond 
v.Pigoti,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  114.  2  Scott, 
228.  S.  C,  the  court  of  C.  P.  appears 
to  have  inclined  to  an  opinion,  that  in 
an  action  for  maliciously  proceeding  to 
outlawry,  it  was  not  incumbent  on  the 
plaintiff,  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  to 
prove  the  reversal  of  the  outlawry ;  for 
that  the  plea  had  only  put  in  issue  the 
existence  of  malice  and  want  of  reason-* 
able  and  probable  cause.  And  in  Wai- 
kins  v.Xee,  5  Mees.  &  W.271.,  in  case 
for  a  malicious  arrest,  it  was  expressly 
held,  that  the  plea  of  not  guilty  merely 
put  in  issue  the  malicious  arrest  without 
probable  cause.  But  neither  Wlutworih 
V.  HaUf  nor  Mellor  v.Baddeley^  appear 
to  have  been  cited  on  the  argument  of 
either  of  these  cases.] 

(^)  See  also  IB.  &B.224.  Dolby 
V.  Hirst,  9  East,  473.  Ameyi  v.  Long. 
5  B.  &  A.  684.   PifpBi  V,  Hwmi  in 


which  case  it  was  held,  that  a  count  for 
maliciously  indicting  the  plaintiff  for 
perjury  without  setting  out  the  indict- 
ment, is  good  after  verdict ;  but  this,  it 
should  seem,  is  by  the  statutes  of  jeo- 
fails. 

(k)  [6A.&E.786.  Tebbuav.Seldy. 
I  Nev.  &  P.  710.  S.  C.  12  A.  &  E.  117. 
Ladd  V.  Thomas.  4  Perr.  &  D.  9.  S.  C« 
12  A.  &  E-  7ia  731.  ffeame  v.  StoweU. 
4  Perr.  &  D.  696.  S.  C.  1  G.  &  D.  669< 
Baynes  v.  Brewster^  Accord.  Hence  it 
should  seem^  that  since  the  New  Rules 
have  circumscribed  the  operation  of  the 
general  issue,  as  to  putting  the  plaintiff 
to  the  full  proof  of  his  declaration,  the 
power  of  a  verdict  to  cure  defects  or 
omissions  in  the  averments  has  been  con- 
siderably narrowed.  (See  2  M.  &  W* 
736.  Griffith  V.  Soxbrouffh^  by  Aiderwn 
B.  Antd,  note  (/)),] 

(0  See  ante,  28  c.  note  (m). 


Pasch.  21  Oar.  XI.  Regis. 


228  c 


questioa.  But  this  defect  is  remedied 
after  verdict  by  the  statute  of  jeofaib 
(16  &  17  Car.  2.  c*  8.),  and  therefore 
after  a  judgment  by  default  since  the 
statute  of  Anne.  1  Salk.  37.  GUUey 
V.  Wimanu.  aC.  1  Ld.  Raym.6d4. 
4  Mod.  13S.  Miuon  v.  Hanson*  Upon 
the  same  principle  a  verdict  did  not  at 
the  common  law  cure  other  delects  in 
form*  such  as  the  want  of  giving  colour, 
mi^ining  of  the  issue*  discontinuance, 
he.  which  are  helped  after  verdict  by 
statute  S2  H.  8.  c  30. :  nor  the  want  of 
an  original  or  judicial  writ :  nor  the  in- 
sufficient return  of  the  sharifT,  which  are 
remedied  after  verdict,  by  the  statute 
IB  Eliz.  c  14w :  nor  a  variance  between 
the  original  writ  and  declaration,  which 
was  aided  aftjr  verdict  by  the  statute 
21  Jae.  1.  c.  13.:  nor  did  a  verdict  cure 
an  immaterial  traverse,  the  omission  of 
Apraferty  of  vi  et  armisy  of  contra  pa- 
cemy  of  hoc  paratus  est  verificarcy  of 


proui  patet  per  reoordum  ;  all  which  de- 
fects, together  with  many  others,  are 
helped  after  verdict  by  the  statute  16  & 
17  Car.  2.  c.8.  (k);  and  the  benefit  of 
these  statutes  is  extended  to  judgments 
by  default  by  the  statute  of  Anne.  (/) 
But  still,  if  the  plaintiff  either  states  a 
defective  title,  or  totally  omits  to  state 
any  title  or  cause  of  action,  a  verdict 
will  not  cure  such  defect,  either  by 
the  common  law,  or  by  the  statutes 
of  jeofails;  for  the  plaintiff  need  not 
prove  more  than  what  is  expressly  stated 
in  the  declaration,  or  is  necessarily  im- 
plied frem  those  facts  which  are  stated. 
Doug»  658.  EusbiOH  v.  Aspinall.  Cowp 
825.  2  Salk.  662.  Buxedin  v.  Sharp. 
1  SalL365.  CrwUherv.OldfeUd.  3Burr. 
1728.  Weston  \.  Mason,  per  Yates  J. 
3  Wil8.275.  1  T.  R.  14.1—146.  Spieres 
V.  Parker.  4  T.  R.4.72.  Bishop  v.  Hay- 
ward.  GQb.  H.C.  B.  141, 142.  (to)  Not- 
withstanding  it  is,  as  we  have  seen,  so 


(*)  And  by  stat.  5  Geo.  1.  c.  IS. 
any  defect,  whether  in  form  or  sub- 
stance in  an  original,  writ  or  bill,  is  cured 
after  verdict. 

(J)  It  must  be  observed,  that  two 
of  the  instances  above  mentioned,  viz; 
the  want  and  the  imperfection  of  an 
original  writ,  are  expressly  excepted 
in  the  statute  of  Anne ;  the  words  of 
which  are,  '<  so  as  there  be  an  original 
"  writ  or  bill  and  warrants  of  attorney 
*<  duly  filed  according  to  the  law  as  is 
<<now  used."  See  post,  318.  and  2 
Saund.  101  r,  et  seq. 

(to)  So  where,  in  an  action  on  the  case 
for  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  reversion 
in  a  yard,  the  declaration  stated  injuries 
in  terms  which  most  aptly  applied  to 
the  possession  only,  and  there  was  no 
allegation  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 
injured  in  his  reversionary  estate  in  the 
premises,  the  court,  after  verdict  for 
the  ^plaiBtif^  htld  ^t  the  omissioQ  was 


not  cured,  and  judgment  was  arrested. 
1  M.  &  S.  234.  Jackson  v.  Pesked.  So 
in  debt  on  2  &  3  £dw.  6.  c.  1.  for  not 
setting  out  tithes,  an  omission  to  state 
that  the  tithes  had  been  payable  within 
forty  years  next  before  the  Act,  was 
held  fatal  afier  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
4  B.  &  A.  655.  Butt  v.  Howard.  The 
distinction  is  one  which  has  been  often 
remarked  between  a  defective  state- 
ment of  a  title  or  cause  of  action,  and 
a  statement  of  a  defective  title  or  cause 
of  action.  The  former  is  cured  by  ver- 
dict, or  by  the  statutes  of  jeofails ;  the 
latter  is  not.  [See  antd,  26  a.  note  (A). 
8M.&W.1.84.  Buttery. Chapman.  5B. 
&  Ad.  27.  Sweetapple  v.  Jesse.  2  N.  &  M. 
36.  S.C.  12A.&E.719.731.  /r«irw€v. 
Stoioell.  4  Perr.  &  D.  696.  S.C.  1  Q.  B. 
900.  Davis y. Black.  1  G.  &D.432.  S.C. 
So  where  in  covenant  hyA.  against  B.  as 
administratrix  of  C,  for  breaches  of  cove- 
nant in  an  indenture  between  A.  and  C, 
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material  to  distinguiflh  between  defects 
helped  after  verdict  by  the  common  law, 
and  by  the  statutes  of  jeofails^  in  order 
to  apply  them  to  cases  of  judgments  by 
default,  yet  we  very  often  find  that 
there  is  no  sort  of  distinction  made  be- 
tween the  two  cases  by  many  of  our 
reporters  and  writers  upon  the  subject 
In  The  King  v.  BitJiop  of  Landaff,  2 
Str.  1006.,  which  was  a  quare  impediiy 
the  declaration  alleged  a  seisin  in  the 
crown  of  the  advowson,  but  no  pre- 
sentation. The  seisin  was  traversed, 
and  a  verdict  thereon  for  the  crown- 
The  question  was,  whether  the  want 
of  alleging  a  presentation  was  cured 
by  the  verdict  The  court  was  of  opi- 
nion it  was ;  but  Lord  Hardwiche  is 
made  to  say,  that  it  was  so  cured  by 
virtue  of  the  IS  ^  11  Car.  2.  ca.  8. 
But^  with  great  submission,  it  should 


seem  that  the  report  is  inaccurate; 
because,  from  the  whole  of  Lord  Hard- 
wiche*B  argument,  it  is  plain  that  the 
ground  upon  which  the  court  gave  their 
opinion  was,  that  a  presentation  mutt  of 
necessity  have  been  proved  upon  the  trials 
oUierwise  the  Jury  could  not  have  found 
a  seisin  in  the  crown;  which  is  the 
principle  upon  which  defects  are  held 
to  be  cured  by  a  verdict  by  the  common 
law.  And  in  this  light  is  the  case  con- 
sidered in  the  law  of  Nisi  Priusy  122. 
So  Sir  WUliam  Blackstone  in  his  Com- 
mentaries states  with  correctness  the 
principle  upon  which  defects  are  held 
to  be  aided  by  a  verdict  by  the  common 
law;  but  the  two  examples  which  he 
adduces  to  illustrate  the  principle,  are 
both  of  them  instances  of  defects  aided 
after  verdict  by  the  statutes  of  jeofails. 
S  Black.  Com.  394,  395. 


B,  pleaded  that  she  took  out  adminbtra- 
tion  at  the  request  of  A.y  and  upon  his 
promise  that  he  would  not  charge  her, 
as  administratrix  or  otherwise,  with  any 
breaches  of  the  covenants  contained  in 
the  indenture,  and  that  no  assets  had 
come  to  her  hands  since  the  taking  out 
administration  ;  and  the  plaintiff  replied, 
taking  issue  on  the  promise ;  it  was  held, 
that  the  affirmative  of  the  issue  was 
supported  by  a  verbal  promise ;  and  that 
the  court  would  not,  after  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  assume  that  a  prombe 
under  seal  had  been  proved ;  and  con- 
sequently, that  the  plea  was  bad,  and 


the  plaintiff  entitled  to  judgment  non 
obstante  veredicto.  2  Mann.  &  Gr.  405. 
Harris  y.  Goodwyn.  2  Scott,  N.R.459. 
S.C.  See  also  7  M.  &  W.  612.  Negelen  v. 
Mitchell.  But  an  ambiguous  expression 
in  pleading  is  cured  by  verdict,  and 
must  be  taken  to  have  been  used  in 
that  sense  which  would  sustidn  the  ver- 
dict 1  B.  &  C.  297.  Lord  HunHng- 
tower  v.  Gardiner.  2  D.  &  R.  450.  S.  C. 
Siee  also  3  B.  &  C.  192.  Fletcher  v. 
Pogs&n.  5D.&R.  1.  S.C.  6  B.  &  C. 
295.  HdMon  Y.  Middleton.  9D.  &R. 
249.  S.C.] 


Case  34. 


Skinner  versus  Gunton,  Lyon,  and  Leason. 
Hil.  20  &  21  Car.  IL  Regis.    RoL . 


S.  C.  1  Vent.  A  CTION  for  a  tort;  the  plaintiff  declares  that  the  de- 
t'bS'  %6  ^^  fondants,  on  the  3d  day  of  March,  in  the  20th  year  of 
sKeb.  47S.      the  reign  of  our  lord  the  now  king,  at  London,  to  wit,  in  the 
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parish  of  St  Mary-Ie-Baw,  in  the  ward  of  Cheapo  hy  a  conr    Skinnkr  v. 
'  spiracy  between  them  there  first  thereof  had  to  aggrieve  and  im-     Gunton, 
poverish  the  said  plaintiff,  and  to  cause  the  said  plaintiff  to  be     Le^son. 
arrested  at  the  suit  of  the  said  William  Gunton^  (one  of  the  de*  - 
fendants,)  and  to  deter  the  friends  and  neighbours  of  the  said  476.  497. 
plaintiff  from  becoming  bail  for  the  said  plaintiff,  to  the  intent  ^^°^t*S^ 
that  the  said  phuntiff  should  be  detained  in  prison  for  want  of  p^  contra- 
bail,  and  so  without  any  just  cause  to  lose  and  be  deprived  of  h^^^^  maii- 
his  liberty,  without  any  just  cause  levied  and  affirmed  in  the  cwusiy  pro- 

A    1  »i  -wwr^iy  /  11  •  "I   ^  o  cured  the  plain- 

name  of  the  said  Wuham^  (namely,  the  said  Gunton^  one  ot  tiiftobeheid 

the  defendants,)  a  certain  plaint  of  a  plea  of  trespass  upon  the  J^^*^  Jrf  ** 
case,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  William  of  300/.  against  him  one  be  found 
the  said  plaintiff,  at  the  suit  of  the  said  William^  in  the  court  ^"JJch  action 
of  record  holden  before  Sir  Dennis  Gauden  knight,  then  one  the  declaration 
of  the  sheriffs  of  the  city  of  London^  in  his  compter,  according  thSthc^«<«S 
to  the  custom  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  *»  terminated ; 
to  ilie  contrary  used  in  the  same  city,  and  him  the  said  plain-  ,uch  averment 
tiff,  by  virtue  of  the  said  plaint,  caused  and  procured  to  be  "  ^^^  ^^y}^® 
arrested  and  imprisoned,  and  to  be  detained  in  prison  for  the  want  of  yenue 
space  of  twenty  days  and  nights ;  whereas  in  fact  the  said  de-  "g^^^^j; 
fendant  Gunton,  at  the  time  of  levying  and  affirming  the  s^d  i6&  i7  Car.  2. 
plaint  against  him  the  said  plaintiff,  had  not  any  just  cause  of  ^  ^ 
action  against  him  the  said  plaintiff,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage 
of  200/.  and  thereupon  he  brought  this  action ;  to  which  all 
the  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty.     And  the  jury  found  the 
defendant  Gunton  guilty,  and  assessed  the  damages  to  10/.  and 
costs;  and  the  other  two  defendants  were  acquitted.     And 
in  last  Hilary  term,  upon  the  motion  of  J^aunders  for  the 
defendant,  the  judgment  was  stayed  untU  this  term. 

And  now  Saunders  in  arrest  of  judgment  took  three  excep- 
tions: 1.  That  there  was  no  venue  laid 'where  the  plaint  was 
levied,  or  the  plaintiff  taken  by  virtue  thereof.  2.  That  it 
was  not  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration,  that  the 
plaint  levied  in  the  compter  was  determined  either  by  non-  [  229  ] 
suit,  or  by  discontinuance,  or  verdict  against  the  plsdntiff 
there;  for  otherwise  the  plaintiff  hath  commenced  his  action 
too  soon.  As  in  an  action  upon  the  ca^e,  or  conspiracy,  for 
falsely  indicting  one  of  felony,  the  plaintiff  should  shew  that 
he  was  acquitted  of  the  indictment  before  he  can  bring  his 
action.     F.  N.B.  114,  115.  (1)    3.  That  here  is  an  action 

(I)  S.P.  211.3.9.  Hob.  267.   Wa-    Parker  v.  Langley.     2  Vin.  Abr.  35. 
ierer  v.  Freeman.    10  Mod.  209,  210.    MSS.  Bhck^rave  v.  Odef^   Song.  205* 
TOLil.  D  p 
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of  conxpiraey  which  charges  the  defendants^  that  per  conspira- 
tUmem  inter  eos  habitam,  they  caused  a  plaint  to  be  levied,  and 
the  now-plaintiff  to  be  arrested  thereon,  and  all  the  defend- 
ants, except  one,  (namely,  Guntan,)  are  acquitted,  and  there- 
fore this  action  fails;  for  one  defendant  cannot  conspire 

Fisker  v.  Bristow.    2  T,  R.  225.  Mor-    ter  v.  French.    1   Salk,  15.  Bobins  v. 
S^OH  V.  Hughes.  Willes*  Rep.  517.  Hun-    Robins,  (a) 


Skinmkr  v. 

GUMTOK, 

Ltoit,  and 
Lkason. 


(a)  [So  in  an  action  on  the  case  for 
maliciously  laying  an  information  before 
a  justice  of  the  peace,  the  plaintiff  must 
show  that  the  prosecution  was  discharged 
and  put  an  end  to.  2  Cr.  &  M.  675. 
MelhrY.Baddehy.  4fTyrw.962.  S.C.] 
So  in  the  analogous  action  for  maliciously 
arresting  or  holding  to  bail,  the  plaintiff 
must  state  and  prove  that  the  first  action 
is  determined.  And  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  produce  a  judge's  order  to  stay 
proceedings  on  payment  of  costs,  and 
to  prove  the  costs  paid.  1  £sp. 
N.  P.  C.  80,  -Kir*  V.  French,  per  Lord 
Kenyan  C.  J.  But  it  is  sufficient  to 
produce  a  rule  to  discontinue  on  pay- 
ment of  costs,  and  prove  the  costs 
paid.  1  Stark.  49.  Sristow  v.  Heywood. 
4  Camp.  213.  S.  C.  [or  a  rule  ordering 
that  the  defendant  should  be  discharged 
out  of  custody ;  that  the  bill  on  which 
the  action  was  brought  should  be  de- 
livered up;  and  that  all  further  pro- 
ceedings should  be  stayed.  S  Bing.  297. 
Broohv.Carpenter.  11  Moore, 59.  S.C.] 
So  the  lord  chancellor's  order  for  a  su^ 
persedeas  is  not  sufficient  evidence  in 
an  action  for  maliciously  issuing  out  a 
commission  of  bankrupt.  3  Camp.  60. 
PoynUm  v.  Forster.  [A  writ  of  super- 
sedeas under  the  great  seal  should  have 
been  produced.  It  must  be  proved 
that  the  commission  was  superseded 
before  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion. 2  B.  &  Ad.  695.  WhUworth  v. 
HaU.  ante,  p.  228  a.  note  (/).  The 
action  cannot  be  maintained  where  the 
former  cause  was  terminated  by  a  stet 
processus  by  the  consent  of  the  parties. 


Mood.  &M.  495.  Wilkinson  v.  Howel. 
And  it  has  been  laid  down  that  the  ter- 
mination must  be  such  as  to  furnish 
primdjacie  evidence  that  the  action  was 
without  foundation.  Ibid,  per  Lord 
Tenterden.  But  see  3  A.  &  E.  787. 
Norrish  v.  BUhards.  5  Ne v.  &  M.  268. 
S.C.    See  also  S.C.  and  3  B.  &  Ad. 

397.  Pierce  v.  Street^  as  to  a  termina- 
tion by  the  cause  being  out  of  court  for 
want  of  a  declaration.]  If  the  mode 
in  which  the  prosecution  or  action  was 
determined  be  stated,  it  must  be  proved 
as  stated.  Therefore,  where  it  was  al- 
leged that  the  trial  and  acquittal  took 
place  '<  in  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king, 
"  before  the  king  himself,"  and  the  proof 
was  of  a  trial  at  nisi  prius,  and  acquittal 
in  banc,  the  variance  was  held  fatal. 
11  East,  508.  Woodford  y.  Ashley.  But 
an  allegation,  "  that  the  plaintiff,  by  a 

«<  jury  of  the  county  of >  was  duly 

"  and  in  lawful  manner  acquitted,"  was 
held  sufficient,  reddendo  singula  sin- 
gulis; that  is  to  say,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  found  not  guilty  by  the  jury,  and 
acquitted  by  the  court.  Willes,  517. 
Hunter  v.  French.  See  Selwyn's  N.  P. 
1031.  [An  allegation  in  an  action  for  a 
malicious  arrest,  that  *<  the  defendants 
<<  did  not  prosecute  the  suit  complained 
<<  of,  but  therein  made  default,  and  their 
"  pledges  were  in  mercy,  &c.,*'  is  not 
supported  by  proof  of  a  discontinuance; 
for  it  amounts  to  the  legal  description 
of  a  nonsuit,  and  the  variapce  is  fatal. 
M.  &  Malk.  253.  WM  v.  Hilk  post,  p. 
230  a.  note  (c).   See  also  1  M.&Rob. 

398.  Combe  v.  Capron.    A  plea  of  not 
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alone;  as  is  F.  K  B.  115.  E.;  and  although  the  plaintiff   Skinner  v. 
might  have  an  action  upon  the  case  against  the  three  defendants,     Gunton, 
or  one  defendant  only,  and  if  one  had  been  convicted  thereon,      Lkason 
the  plaintiff  should  have  judgment  against  him,  yet  here  the  » 
plaintiff  has  chosen  an  action  of  conspiracy,  which  is  found 
against  him,  becauBe  the  defendant  Gunton  alone  could  not 
levy  a  plaint,  and  cause  the  plaintiff  to  be  arrested  per  conspi- 
rationemj  as  this  action  supposes.     And  conspiracy  lies  for 
divers  other  matters  than  for  false  or  mfdicious  indictments, 
where  the  life  of  a  person  is  put  in  jeopardy ;  as  for  disceit  in 
suing  an  action  against  me,  and  procuring  another  to  appear 
in  my  name  without  my  knowledge,  whereby  I  lose  my  land. 
F.  N.  B.  1 16,     So  for  falsely  and  maliciously  indicting  one  of 
trespass;   3   Ass.  pi.  13.*;   and  several  cases  are  put  in  •  Bro.  Bill, 
F.  N.  B.  t>  where  conspiracy  lies  for  trespasses  or  disceits.  ^''{j^^^s 
Wherefore  he  prayed  that  the  judgment  should  be  arrested,  f  i^^-  * 
Sed  non  aUacantur. 

For,  as  to  the  first  exception,  the  court  said,  that  if  there 
were  no  venue,  yet,  after  verdict,  it  is  aided  by  the  new  sta- 
tute of  16  &  17  Car.  2.  c  8.,  the  cause  being  tried  in  the  pro- 
per county  where  the  action  was  hdd.  But  here  is  a  good 
venue ;  for  it  is  said  that  the  defendant,  at  Londony  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Mary'4^Bowj  in  the  ward  of  Cheap,  caused  the 
plaint  to  be  levied  before  the  sheriff;  and  all  the  subsequent 
matter  refers  to  the  said  venue  (2),  and  therefore  a  good  venue 
was  laid.  And  as  to  the  second  exception,  the  court  answer- 
ed, that  perhaps  it  might  have  been  material  upon  a  demur- 
rer; but  now  the  verdict  has  found  the  defendant  guilty, 
namely,  that  he  has  levied  a  plaint,  and  caused  the  plaintiff 
to  be  arrested  thereon  without  cause  ;  so  that  the  court  cannot 
entertain  any  doubt,  because  it  appears  that  the  defendant 
had  not  any  cause  of  action  for  levying  the  plaint.  And  the 
court  said,  that  now  it  may  be  intended  that  the  plaint  was 
determined ;  but  they  did  not  regard  whether  it  ,was  deter- 

(2)  S.P.  1  Lutw.  487.  Pope  v.  Su    Ibid.S62.  Moyley.Ewer.    1  Show.  180. 
Leger.  Cro.Jac.443.  Taylor  y.  Welsted.     Clayton  v.  Coatsworth.  (b) 


guilty,  it  has  lately  been  held,  admits  the  court,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or 

the  institution  and  the  termination  of  prove  a  termination  of  the  suit.  4  Bing. 

the  prosecution  or  suit  as  alleged.    See  N.  C.  212.    Grainger  v.  Hill,   5  Scott, 

antd,  p.  228  a.  note  (/).    2  G.  &  Dav.  561.  S.  C.    9  A.  &  E.  268.    Heywood 

611.  Atkinson,  v.  Raleigh.  In  an  action  v.  Collinge.    1  Perr.  &  D.  502.  S.C.] 
for  a  malicious  abuse  of  the  process  of       (()  [See  antd,  p.  8  a.  note  (cf).]  ^ 
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mined  or  not ;  for  if  the  defendant  would  have  had  advantage 
thereof,  he  ought  to  shew  it,  but  he  has  passed  it  over  by  hb 
plea  of  not  guilty,  and  a  verdict  is  found  agunst  him.  (3) 
And  as  to  the  third  exception,  the  court  said  it  was  an  actUm 
en  the  case,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  shall  have  judgment 
against  the  defendant  whom  the  verdict  Lb  found  against,  al- 
though the  two  other  defendants  ore  acquitted.  And  the 
substance  of  the  action  was  the  undue  arresting  of  the  plaintiff^ 
and  not  the  conspiracy  *  Wherefore  the  plaintiff  had  his  judg- 
ment by  rule  of  the  court,  except  Morton  justice,  who  was  of 
opinion  that  it  was  an  action  of  conspiracy,  and  that  two  of 
the  defendants  being  acquitted,  the  plaintiff  could  not  have 
judgment  against  the  third.  —  Note :  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  had  judgment  in  this  case,  because 
it  appears  to  be  a  formed  action  of  conspiracy  by  these  words, 
namely,  per  conspirationem  inter  eos  habitam.  And  the  ver- 
dict has  falsified  the  declaration ;  because  by  the  acquittal  of 
all  the  defendants  but  one,  the  verdict  has  in  effect  found  that 
it  was  not  by  conspiracy,  as  the  plaintiff  has  declared.  See 
F.  N.  B.  116.  E.  L.  that  a  writ  of  conspiracy  lies  against  one 
only  for  indicting  another  of  trespass,  or  other  falsity,  al- 
though it  does  not  lie  against  one  only  for  indicting  him  of 
felony.  But  this  appears  to  be  understood  of  an  action  upon 
the  case,  without  these  words  per  conspirationem ;  for  one  man 
only  cannot  be  said  to  conspire  with  himself,  (4) 


(S)  Seeantd,  p.  228.  note(l). 

(4)  The  judgment  of  the  court 
seems  to  be  right,  notwithstanding  this 
observation  by  the  reporter.  A  writ 
of  conspiracy,  properly  so  called,  did 
not  lie  at  the  common  law  in  any  case, 
but  where  the  conspiracy  was  to  indict 
the  party  either  of  treasdn  or  felony,  by 
whidh  his  life  was  in  danger,  and  he 
had  been  acquitted  of  the  indictment 
by  verdict;  and  such  writ,  it  is  true, 
could  only  have  been  brought  against 
two  persons  at  least  F.  N.  B.  114.  D 
116-  K.  Carth.  417.  Savillev.  RoberU 
But  all  the  other  cases  of  conspiracy, 
called  in  the  old  books  writs  of  con- 
spiracy, are  in  truth  nothing  else  but 
action  upon  the  case,  and  not  properly 
writs  of  conspiracy;  though  in  mos^ 


if  not  in  all  of  them,  it  was  usual  to 
insert  the  words  per  conspirationem  tn* 
ter  eos  Aabitam  ;  and  these  actions,  it  was 
always  held,  might  be  brought  against 
one  person  only.  F.  N.  B.  1 14.  D. 
116.  A.  K.  Carth.  417.  They  seem 
either  to  have  been  first  given  by,  or 
at  least  to  have  been  first  introduced 
after,  the  statute  of  Slst  (commonly 
called  SSd)  of  Edw.  U  which  gives 
the  form  of  the  writ  in  these  actions^ 
*'  ad  respondendum,  &c.  de  placito  con* 
**  spirationisettransgressionis'*  11  H.?.- 
26.  a.  In  the  present  case,  there 
seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  it  is  only  an 
action  upon  the  case  in  the  nature  of  a 
conspiracy.  For  the  damage  sustained 
by  Uie  plaintiff  is  the  ground  of  the 
action^  and  not  the  conspiracy.    Carth« 
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416.  Bull.  N.  P.  14.  The  action  is 
stated  to  be  for  a  iorU  and  it  is  also 
alleged  in  the  memorandum  to  be  in  a 
plea  of  trespass  upon  the  case.  And  it 
appears  from  several  authorities  that 
the  words  **per  canspirathnem  inter  eos 
**  prehabitam^*  inserted  in  the  writ  or 
declaration,  do  not  convert  it  into  a 
formed  action  of  conspiracy,  but  it  b 
nevertheless  an  action  upon  the  case ; 
and  those  words  are  mere  surplusage 
intended  as  matter  of  aggravation,  and 
therefore  not  necessary  to  be  proved 
to  support  the  action.  Thus,  where  an 
action  in  the  nature  of  a  conspiracy 
was  brought  against  two  for  fabely  in- 
dicting the  plaintiff  in  a  foreign  county 
contrary  to  the  statute  of  8  H.  6.  c  10. 
in  order  to  outlaw  him,  and  the  writ 
was  eonspiraperurU  ;  one  of  the  defend- 
ants appeared,  and  the  question  was, 
whether  the  plaintiff  could  proceed 
against  him  alone.  It  was  objected  in 
that  case,  as  it  was  in  this,  that  the 
word  conspirai>erufU  implied  a  joint  act* 
But  it  was  adjudged  by  Hitssey  C.  J. 
and  Faitfax  justice,  that  the  action  was 
founded  on  a  tarty  and  therefore  main- 
tainable against  one  only,  though  the 
word  conspiraverunt  was  in  the  writ ; 
11  H.  7.  25.  b.  26.  a.  Bro.  Con- 
■piracy,  38.;  which  case  is  cited  and 
approved  of  by  Lord  Hbltf  in  giving 
the  judgment  of  the  court  in  Saville  v. 
BobertSj  1  Ld.  Raym.  379.  So  where 
an  action  of  conspiracy  was  brought 
against  two  for  citing  the  plaintiff  into 
the  ecclesiastical  court,  and  the  declar- 
ation wasperconspiratianem  et  cairfedera^ 
Honem  inter  eos  maUtiose  fact.9  one  was 
acquitted  and  the  other  found  guilty, 
and  judgment  was  given  against  him. 
2  Inst.  562.  So  in  an  action  against 
three  persons  for  indicting  the  plaintiff 
of  felony,  the  declaration  stated,  that 
the  defendants  j9er  conspirationem  inter 
eos  Aabitanh  &c.  two  were  acquitted,  and 
one  found  guilty,  and  judgment  against 


him;  1  Rol.  Abr.  111.  pi.  5.  Palk  v. 
Dunning;  see  also  the  same  point 
laid  down  in  1  Rol.  Abr.  112.  pi.  9. 
2  Rol.  Abr.  708.  pi.  52.  Cro.  Car.  239. 
MiUs  v.  MiUs.  Sir  W.  Jones,  94. 
Smith  V,  Cranshaw.  And  it  appears 
from  several  of  the  old  precedents,  that 
it  was  usual  formerly  in  actions  upon 
the  case  in  nature  of  a  conspiracy,  to 
insert  in  the  declaration  the  words, 
"j9«r  coHspirationem  inter  eos'*  (if  the 
action  was  against  two),  or  <'  inter  the 
<<  defendant  et  quendam  JR."  (if  the 
action  was  against  one  only),  ^'  adtune 
"  et  ibidem  prehabitam'*  Winch's  En- 
tries, 104.  Robinson's  Entries,  68. 
Heme's  Pleader,  147.  So  that  it 
clearly  appears  from  these  cases,  that 
the  judgment  of  the  court  was  war- 
ranted by  former  authorities ;  and  it  has 
also  been  confirmed  bysubsequent^cases. 
As  where  in  an  action  upon  the  case 
in  the  nature  of  a  conspiracy  against 
four  persons,  the  declaration  stated, 
that  the  defendants  **  per  conspirationem 
'^  inter  eos  habitam^'  &c.,  it  was  said  by 
Holt  C.  J.  that  this  being  an  action 
upon  the  case  in  the  nature  of  a  con- 
spiracy, all  might  be  acquitted^to  one> 
and  he  be  found  guilty,  notwithstanding 
the  words  **per  conspiratianemJ*  6  Mod. 
169.  Muriel  v.  Tracy,  So  where  in  an 
action  against  several,  the  declaration 
stated  that  the  defendants  by  eom^tmi/ion 
and  conspiracy  did  procure,  &c.,  the 
defendants  were  all  found  not  guiltyy 
except  one,  against  whom  there  was  a 
verdict  It  was  moved  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  that  upon  this  record  it  ap- 
peared the  declaration  was  fabe ;  for  a 
conspiracy  cannot  be  by  one,  but  be- 
tween two  at  the  least.  But  it  was  an- 
swered and  resolved  by  the  court,  that 
in  a  writ  of  conspiracy  it  is  true,  but  in 
an  action  upon  the  case  it  is  otherwise ; 
and  though  this  be  like  the  others,  yet 
it  is  not  the  same.  And  this  diversify 
has  been  often  allowed  in  this  court, 
DD  3 
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Car.  2.  See  also  Sir  T.  Raym.  180. 
Price  V.  Crofts.  Bull.  N.  P.  14.  And 
the  present  case  has  been  often  cited 
as  a  leading  one  in  subsequent  cases. 
5  Mod.  223,  224.  The  King  v.  Thorpe. 


Dig.  Actions  vpon  the  case  for  Con-- 
spiraey  (C.  1.)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  72. 
S.8.  lWil8.210.  SfMeyv.Mott.  See 
9  East,  361.  Purceil  y.  Maenamara.  (e) 


(e)  In  a  writ  of  conspiracy  it  must 
be  averred,  that  the  plaintiff  was  lauh 
fitUy  acquitted^  so  as  to  be  able  to  plead 
auier  foiis  acquit  to  a  second  indict- 
ment Selwyn's  N.  P.  1025.  and  au- 
thorities there  referred  to.  But  in  an 
action  on  the  case,  it  is  sufficient  if 
the  bill  be  returned  ignoramus  ;  or  the 
indictment  be  coram  nan  judice ;  or 
the  party  be  acquitted  on  a  defect  in 
the  indictment  Ibid. ;  and  particularly 
4  T.  R.  247-  Wicks  v.  Fentham.  5  B. 
&  A.  634.  Pippei  v.  Heam.  1  Dowl. 
Sc  Ryl.  266.  S.  C.  But  even  in  an 
action  on  the  case,  if  it  be  aUeged  that 
the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  acquitted,  such 
allegation  is  not  proved  by  proof  of  an 
entry  of  noOe  prosequu  1  Salk.  21. 
Goddard  v.  Smith.  6  Mod.  261.  S.  C. 
^'  The  grounds  of  an  action  for  a  mali- 
**  cious  prosecution  are,  malice  either 
"  expressed  or  implied ;  want  of  prob- 
**  able  cause ;  and  an  injury  sustained  by 
<<  the  plaintiff,  either  in  his  person  by 
**  imprisonment,  his  reputation  by  the 
**  scandal,  or  in  his  property  by  the  ex- 
«  pence.  If  the  plaintiff  cannot  prove 
**  any  such  injury,  he  cannot  maintain 
«  the  action."  Selwyn's  N.  P.  1026., 
citing  9  East,  361.  Purceil  v.  Macna^ 
mara.  4  Burr.  1971.  Farmer  v.Dar^ 
ling.  5  Taunt  187.  Bgne  v.  Moore. 
1  Marsh.  12.  S.  C.  It  is  sufficient  if 
malice  and  want  of  probable  cause  be 
proved  as  to  some  of  the  charges  con- 
tained in  the  indictment,  though  others 
may  be  true.  4  Taunt  616.  Reedy. 
Taylor.  So  in  an  action  for  a  malicious 
arrest,  malice  and  want  of  probable 
cause  must  be  stated  and  proved.     And 


it  is  not  sufficient  to  shew  merely  that 
the  first  action  was  not  proceeded  in. 
4  Taunt  7.  Sinclair  y.  Eldred.  [But 
the  party's  discontinuing  doeis  go  to  shew 
malice  and  want  of  probable  cause. 

4  B.  &  C.  21.  Nidu^son  v.  CoghiU. 
6  Mann.  &  R.  12.  S.  C.  For  there  is  a 
material  difference  whether  the  party 
merely  lets  the  action  drop  and  becomes 
non-prossed  or  nonsuited,  or  whether 
he  discontinues  the  action,  which  is  his 
own  act  Mood.  &  M.  253.  WM  v. 
HiU.  A  supersedeas  of  a  conunission 
of  bankrupt  is  not  any  evidence  of  want 
of   probable  cause  for  suing  it  out 

5  C.  &  P.  361 .  Hay  v.  Weakley.']  Nor  is 
it  sufficient  in  an  action  for  a  malicious 
arrest  to  shew  that  the  pl^ntiff  was 
held  to  bail  after  payment  of  the  debt, 
where  such  holding  to  bail  may  be 
otherwise  accounted  for.  1  Bos.  &  Pull. 
388.  Scheibel  v.  Fairbain.  2  Bos.  6c 
Pull.  129.  Gibson  v.  Chaters.  3  East, 
314.  Page  v.  Wiple.  5  Price,  1.  James 
v.  Francis.  [And  the  rule  seems  ge- 
neral, that  no  action  lies  for  damage  or 
inconvenience  sustained  in  consequence 
of  process  of  law,  unless  it  be  alleged  and 
proved  that  the  party  who  occasioned 
it  was  actuated  by  malice.  2  Cr.  &  M. 
712.  Lewis  V.  Morris.  6  A.  &  E.  652. 
Saxon  V.  Castle.  I  Nev.  &  P.  661.  S.  C. 

5  Bing.  N.  C.  715.  Porter  v.  Weston. 
8  Scott,  25.  S.  C.  Davies  v.  Jenkins^ 
Exch.  T.  T.  1843.  See  further,  as  to 
what  amounts  to  proof  of  want  of  prob- 
able cause  for  a  prosecution  or  arrest^ 
2  B.  &  C.  693.  Ravenga  v.  MIntosh. 
SB.  &C.  139.  Austin  y.Debnam.  4  D. 

6  R.  653.  S.  C.    6  Bing.  183.  WUIam 
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V*  Taylor.  10  Bing  SOL  Vmiafra  y« 
Joh$i8on.  3  Moo.  &  S.  847.  S.  C.  6 
B.  &  C.  225.  Davt^  v.  Hardy.  9  D. 
c^'R.  GSO.  S.C.  2  Pv.  &  Ad.  845.  Tay- 
lor V.  Willans.  1  B.  &  Ad.  128.  Cotton 
V.  Jamef.  2  B.  &  Ad.  179.  Blackford 
V.  Dorf.  2  Bing.  N.C.  114.  Z>rttm. 
mond  V.  P^rou.  4  Scott,  573.  S.  C. 
2 Bing.  N.C.  217.    McDonald  y,Ro(^ 

2  Scott,  359.  S.  C.  3  Bing.  N.  C.  95a 
Jkkffol  V.  £R^%.    5  Scott,  394.  S.  C. 

I  M.  &  W.  582.  Musgrove  v.  iVeioe^ 
5  Bing.  N.  C.  722.  Broad  v.  Ham.  8 
Scott,  40.  S.C.  11  A.  &  E.  329.  Dubois 
V.  Keats.     3  Perr.  &  D.   306.    S.  C. 

II  A.  &  E.  483.     James  v.  Phelps. 

3  Perr.  &  D.  231.  S.  C.  Mood.  &  M. 
18a  Spencer  y.  Jacob.  7  C.  &  P.  506. 
fPilo/^  V.  Pepper.  It  has  lately  been 
decided  in  Cam.  Scaoc.  on  a  review  of 
all  the  cases,  that  whether  the  question 
of  probable  cause  depends  on  a  few 
simple  facts^  or  whether  on  facts  which 
are  numerous  and  complicated  and  on 
inferences  to  be  drawn  therefrom,  it  is 


equally  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  inform 
the  jury,  if  they  find  tiie  facts  proved 
and  the  inferences  to  be  warranted  by 
such  facts,  the  same  do  or  do  not  amount 
to  probable  cause,  so  as  thereby  to  leave 
the  question  of  fact  to  the  jury  and  the 
abstract  question  of  law  to  Uie  judge. 
2  as.  169.  Panton  v.  Williams.  1 G.  & 
Dav.  504.  S.C.  Malice  is  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  jury,  who  are  at  liberty,  but 
not  bound,  to  infer  it  from  want  of  pro- 
bable cause.  5B.&Ad.588.  Mitchell 
Y.Jenkins.  2 Nev.  &  M.  301.  S.C.  The 
term  *<  malice  "  is  not  to  be  considered 
in  the  sense  of  spite  or  hatred,  but  of 
malus  aninwSi  and  as  denoting  that  the 
party  was  actuated  by  improper  and  in« 
direct  motives.  Ibid.  595.  8C.&P.11. 
Stockley  V.  Homedye.  The  defendant 
may  give  evidence  of  probable  cause 
under  the  general  issue.  3  A.  &  E.  312. 
Cotton  V.  Browne.  4  Nev.  &  M.  831. 
S.  C.  11  A.  &  E.  98.  Hounsfield  v. 
Drury.    3  Perr.  &  D.  127.  S.  C] 


Thursby  and  others  versw  Plant.  Case  35. 

Mich.  Anno  20  Regifl  niinc.    Rol.  710. 

Lo^iiom,  1  TIE  it  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in 
*®  ^  J  J3  Easter  term,  in  the  19th  year  of  the  reign  of 
our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  Englandy  &c  before 
our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  came  WiUiam  Thursby 
esquire,  and  Thomas  Hall  esquire,  assignees  of  Theophilus  earl 
of  Lincoln,  by  Creorge  Hill  their  attorney,  and  brought  heref 
into  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  then  there,  their 
certain  bill  against  Anthony  Plant  gent.,  otherwise  called  An- 
thony  Plant  of  Fowingham,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  gent,  in 
the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c.  of  a  plea  of  covenant  broken ; 
and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit,  John  Doe  and 
Richard  Roe;  which  said  bill  follows  in  these  words,  to  wit : 
Ltmdm,  to  vf\t,\WUliam  Thursby  emmtt,  mA  Thomas  Hall  l>ecla»tion  in 
esquire,  aaagnees  of  TheopkUus  earl  of  Lincoln^  complain  of 
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T.  earl  of  L. 
was  seised  of 
the  premises 
hereinafter 
mentioned  to 
be  demised  for 
life. 

And  being  so 
seised,  the  said 
earl  by  inden* 
ture  between 
him  and  the 
defendant, 
demised  to  the 
defendant. 

Profert. 


Parcels. 


Anthony  Plant  gent,  otherwise  called  Anthony  Plant  of  Fow^ 
inyham,  in  the  county  oiLincoln^  gent.5  being  in  the  custody  of 
the  marshal  of  the  marshalsea  of  our  lord  the  king,  before  the 
king  himself,  of  a  plea  of  breach  of  covenant ;  for  that  whereas 
the  said  right  honourable  Theophilua  earl  of  Lincoln^  on  the 
12th  day  of  June,  in  the  14th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  present 
majesty,  was  seised  of  the  manor  of  Fowinyhamy  in  the  coimty 
of  Lincoln^  together  with  all  its  rights,  members,  and  appur- 
tenances, and  of  all  the  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  he- 
reditaments hereafter  mentioned  to  be  demised  to  the  said 
Anthony  Plant,  in  his  demesne  as  of  freehold,  for  the  term  of 
his  natural  life.  And  being  so  thereof  seised,  he  the  said  earl, 
on  the  same  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  London,  to  wit,  in  the 
parish  of  St  Dunstan  in  the  West,  in  the  ward  of  Farrinydon 
Without,  by  a  certain  indenture  made  between  the  said  earl^ 
by  the  name  of  the  right  honourable  Theophilus  earl  of  Un^ 
coin,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  Anthony,  by  the  name  of 
Anthony  Plant  of  Fowinyham,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  of  the 
other  part,  (which  other  part,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  him  the 
said  Anthony,  they  the  said  William  and  Thomas  bring  here 
into  court,  the  date  whereof  is  the  same  day  and  year  afore- 
said,^ for  the  considerations  mentioned  in  the  said  indenture, 
demised,  granted,  and  to  farm  let,  to  the  said  Anthony,  the 
several  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  fol- 
lowing :  that  is  to  say,  all  that  messuage  in  Fowinyham  afore- 
said, newly  built  and  erected  in  the  place  where  stood  a  house 
formerly  called  or  known  by  the  name  of  John  BamanTs 
house,\witii  a  certain  yard  called  Castleyard,  in  Fowinyham 
aforesaid,' then  or  late  in  the  tenure  or  occupation  of  the  said 
Anthony  Plant ;  and  all  that  piece  of  land  whereon  a  cottage, 
late  in  the  occupation  oiJohn  Roberts,  stood ;  and  also  all  that 
piece  of  land  upon  which  stood  a  cottage  or  tenement,  late  in 
the  occupation  oi  James  Thomson,  or  his  assigns;  and  all  that 
close  of  pasture  called  HopweU,  containing  by  estimation  104 
acres,  whether  more  or  less,  theretofore  in  the  tenure  or  occu- 
pation oi Richard  Wriyht,  or  his  assigns;  and  also  all  that 
dose  called  Lambcroft,  containing  by  estimation  22  acres 
whether  more  or  less,  theretofore  in  the  tenure  or  occupation 
oi  Henry  Hydes,  or  his  assigns;  and  also  all  those  closes  of 
pasture  known  by  the  name  or  names  of  Malesfield  and  Dam- 
hills,  containing  by  estimation  50  acres,  whether  more  or  less, 
theretofore- in  the  tenure  or  occupation  of  LottMak,  derk,  or 
hia  assigns;  and  also  all  that  dose  of  pasture*  containing  by 
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estimation  104  acres^  whether  more  or  less,  known  by  the  Thurbby 
name  of  GaUey^hse ;  and  all  that  dose  of  meadow  called  «*•  Pt aut. 
Brethrehbecky  containing  by  estimation  22  acres,  whether  more  ' 
or  less,  theretofore  in  the  tenure, or  occupation  o( Laiorence 
Croodman  or  his  assigns;  and  all  that  one  cottage,  late  in  the 
poesession  of  John  Wright;  and  also  all  that  close  of  pasture 
commonly  called  the  ^ott^^^Itw,  or  the  West  Coney  Gree;  and 
all  that  close  of  pasture  commonly  called  ih^Ecut  Coney  Gree 
and  Foxes  Holes,  theretofore  in  the  tenure  or  occupation  of 
Anthony  Hodgkin  or  Humphry  Byal  or  their  assigns ;  and  all  [  232  ] 
that  messuage  or  tenement,  theretofore  in  the  possession  of 
Bichard  Gunny  or  his  assigns ;  and  all  that  dose  of  pasture 
called  by  the  name  of  MUneJieldy  containing  by  estimation 
59  acres,  whether  more  or  less ;  and  one  close  of  pasture  called 
by  the  name  of  Greysfield;  and  all  that  one  other  close  called 
by  the  name  of  Swcdlow-closey  as  then  divided  into  two  parts ; 
and  one  other  close  called  Pmsdales;  and  one  other  close 
called  Miln^ld;  and  one  other  close  called  Gillpitts ;  and 
all  that  cottage  late  in  the  possession  of  the  widow  Falfri" 
man  ;  and  all  that  one  other  cottage  late  in  the  tenure  orpos- 
session  of  the  widow  Sandy  ;  and  all  that  cottage  then  or  late 
in  the  possession  of  John  Clark;  and  all  that  cottage  then  or 
late  in  the  possession  of  Henry  Garrett  or  his  assigns ;  and  all 
that  messuage,  dwelling-house,  or  farm,  then  or  late  in  the 
tenure  of  T^oituMJSenn^^  or  his  assigns;  that  is  to  say,  one  dose  , 
of  pasture  called  or  known  by  the  name  of  Damin^lose,  con- 
taining 12  acres,  whether  more  or  less ;  and  one  other  close, 
called  the  Castle  Orchard,  containing  14  acres,  whether  more 
or  less ;  one  other  clo8e>  called  the  Par  sorts  Close,  containing 
9  acres,  whether  more  or  less ;  one  small  close  of  pasture, 
called  CraoerCs  Close,  containing  two  acres,  whether  more  or 
less;  one  close  of  pasture,  called  Savage^lose,  containing  three 
acres,  whether  more  or  less;  one  other  dose,  called  BraunceweU- 
dale,  containing  22  acres,  whether  more  Or  less ;  and  also  one 
peoe,  called  the  Conoid,  containing  40  acres,  whether  more 
or  less;  and  all  bams,  stables,  edifices,  ways,  commons,  pro- 
fits, and  commodities  thereunto  bdonging  or  appertaining; 
and  all  that  messuage  late  in  the  tenure  or  occupation  of  Tho^ 
mas  Nixon  or  his  assigns ;  and  all  those  two  closes,  commonly 
called  by  the  name  or  names  of  Beacon-^lose  and  Sandpit,  con- 
taining in  the  whole,  by  estimation,  108  acres,  whether  more 
or  less,  and  late  in  the  tenure  or  occupation  of  Bichard 
Wright  and  Thomas  Wright  or  theur  assigns;  and  all  that 
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Habendum  to 
ihe  defendant. 


from  Lady-day 
then  last  past, 
for  twenty-one 
years, 


at  the  rent  of 
5701.  Is.  4dL 
payable  hal£> 
yearly. 


piece  or  parcel  of  land,  called  by  the  name  of  JEveret  fFiUaiDs, 
containing  by  estimation  22  acres,  whether  more  or  less,  late 
in  the  tenure  or  occupation  oiJohn  Sale  or  his  assigns ;  and 
also  all  that  close  of  paBtui;^,  called  by  the  name  o(  Greenfields 
containing  by  estimation  40  acres,  whether  more  or  less,  late 
in  the  tenure  or  occupation  otJohn  LUherland  or  his  asrigns ; 
and  all  that  piece  or  parcel  of  land,  known  by  the  name  of 
the  West  part  of  Crownfield;  together  with  certain  closes 
called  Dry  Leaze  and  Strong  Leaze,  containing  in  the  whole^ 
by  estimation,  60  acres,  whether  more  or  less,  and  late  in  the 
tenure  or  occupation  of  Thomas  Croum  or  his  assigns;  and  all 
those  two  small  cottages  late  in  the  possession  of  the  widow 
Bee  or  her  assigns :  all  which  sud  messuages,  cottages,  and 
premises  are  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the  parish,  townships, 
fields,  and  precincts  of  Fowingham  aforesaid,  and  WalcoUy  or 
one  of  them  in  the  said  county  of  Lincoln^  and  then  or  late 
were  in  the  tenure  or  occupation  of  the  said  Anthony  Flant, 
his  tenants  or  assigns,  (except  as  in  the  said  indenture  is  men- 
tioned to  be  excepted,)  and  the  revernon  and  reversions,  re- 
mainder and  remainders,  of  the  said  messuages,  lands,  and  pre- 
mises with  their  and  every  of  their  appurtenances  (except 
as  before  excepted) ;  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  messuages, 
cottages,  lands,  and  premises,  and  every  part  and  parcel 
thereof,  (except  as  before  excepted,)  with  their  and  eveiy  of 
their  appurtenances,  to  the  said  Anthony  JPlant,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  from  the  feast  of  the  Annunciation 
of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary  then  last  past  before  the  date  of 
the  said  indenture,  for  and  during*  the  full  end  and  term  of 
21  years  then  next  following,  and  fully  to  be  complete  and 
ended,  yielding  (1)  and  paying  therefore  yearly,  and  every 
year,  during  the  said  term,  to  the  said  enrl,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  the  rent  or  stun  of  5101  Is.  4d.  of  lawful  money  of 
England,  on  the  feasts  of  St.  Michael  the  Archangel,  and  the 
Annunciation  of  our  Blessed  Lady  Mary,  by  even  and  equal 
portions,  at  or  in  the  audit*-chamber  in  Sempringham-^udl  in 


(1)  An  action  of  debt  or  covenant 
lies  for  non-payment  of  the  rent,  on  this 
word  yielding,  in  a  lease  for  years ;  for 
it  is  an  agreement  to  pay  the  rent, 
which  will  make  a  covenant    1  RoL 


lease  be,  ^yielding  such  a  rent,  free  and 
clear  from  all  manner  of  taxes,  charges, 
and  impositions  whatsoever,  covenant 
lies  if  the  lessee  does  not  pay  the  whole 
rent,  discharged  of  all  taxes  before  or 


Abr.  519.  pi.  10.   1  Sid.  266.    Hellier    afterwards  imposed.    Carth.  1S5.  Giles 
V.  Casbord.     I  Sid.  447.     So  if  the    y.JIooper. 
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the  BBii  county,  without  any  deduction,  rate,  asaesement,  or  Thurbby 
taxation  imposed  or  to  be  imposed  upon  the  premises,  or  any  ^*  P^ant. 
part  thereof,  by  any  law  whatsoever.    And  the  said  Anthony ^  ' 

PUait  did  for  himself,  his  heirs^  executors,  and  administra-  payment  of  the 
tors,  covenant  and  grant  to  and  with  the  said  earl  of  Lincoln^  '^^ 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  by  the  said  indenture,  that  he  the  said 
Anthony  Plants  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
should  yearly,  and  in  every  year,  during  the  said  term,  well 
and  truly  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  to  the  said  earl,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  the  said  yearly  rent,  on  the  days  and  at  the  place 
aforesaid,  in  which  the  same  should  be  payable,  without  any 
deduction  as  aforesaid,  as  by  the  said  indenture  (among  other 
things)  more  fully  appears.  (2)    By  virtue  of  which  said  de- 


(2)  Here  the  plaintiff  has  set  out  all 
the  parcels  in  the  declaration,  as  they 
are  described  in  the  indenture  of  lease ; 
by  which  means  the  record  runs  into 
a  great  length.  But  it  is  not  only  un- 
necessary, but  dangerous,  to  make  long 
recitals  of  a  deed  in  the  declaration^ 
because  they  are  liable  to  variances  and 
formal  objections,  (a)  It  is  held,  that  the 
true  way  of  declaring  upon  a  deed  of 
demise,  is  to  set  out  that  part  only  of 
the  lease  which  is  necessary  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  recover,  and  to  state  no 
more  of  the  covenants  than  those  on 
which  breaches  are  assigned ;  and  even 
then  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  set 
forth  the  material  parts  in  leUers  and 
words  i  it  is  sufficient  to  state  the  sub' 
stance  and  legal  effect,  (b)  The  courts 
very  much  discountenance  an  unneces- 


sary prolixity  of  pleading,  and  animad- 
vert upon  it  by  refemng  the  pleading 
to  the  proper  officer  to  strike  out  the 
impertinent  matter,  and  making  the 
party  pay  the  costs  of  it  Doug.  667. 
Bristow  V.  Wright  Therefore  in  an 
action  of  covenant  for  non-payment  of 
rent,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  in  the  de- 
claration, that  the  plaintiff  on  such,  a 
day  and  year,  at  such  a  place,  by  a 
certain  indenture  made  between  him  of 
the  one  part,  and  the  defendant  of  the 
other  part,  (which  the  plaintiff  brings 
here  into  court,)  demised  to  the  de- 
fendant certain  premises  particularly 
mentioned  and  described  in  the  said  in- 
denture (instead  of  setting  out  the 
parcels,  as  is  too  frequently  done), 
except  as  therein  is  excepted,  to  hold 
the  same  to  the  defendant,  except,  &c 


(a)  [Post,  Vol.  n.  305  a.  note  (13).] 
For  this  reason  the  consideration  of  a 
lease  should  never  be  stated ;  for  if  it 
be  stated  wrongly,  and  the  defendant 
plead  non  est  factum,  the  variance  will 
be  fatal.  2  B.  &  A.  765.  Swallow  v. 
Beaumont.  Chitty's  Rep.  518.  S.C. 
So  in  a  description  of  parcels,  the  word 
**  storehouses,"  instead  of  **  storehouse/' 
was  held  a  fatal  variance.    4  M.  &  S. 


470.  Hoar  v.  Mill.  So  *<  the  cellar- 
**  beer  field,"  instead  of  <<  the  aller-beer 
«  field."  9  East,  187.  Pitt  v.  Oreen. 
See  also  6Taunt394.  Morgan  r.Ed^ 
wards.  2  Marsh,  96.  S.C.  1  Camp.  195. 
Bawditeh  v.  Mawley. 

(b)  [1  Y.  &  Jerv.  2.  Wilson  y.Bram* 
halL  6B.  &C.25h  Farewell  y.Dich" 
enson.    9  D.  ft  R.  245.  S.  C] 


233a 


Thursby  versm  Plant, 


Thursby 
r.  Plant. 


mise,  he  the  said  Anthony  afterwards^  to  wit,  on  the  19th  day 
of  June^  in  the  14th  year  abovesaid,  at  Fowingham  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  entered  into  the  said  tenements  so  as 


for  a  certain  term  therein  mentioned, 
and  still  unexpired,  yielding  the  rent  of 
L  payable  on,  &C ;  and  then 
state  the  covenant  for  payment  of  the 
rent,  the  entry  of  the  defendant,  and 
the  breach  in  not  paying  so  much  rent 
due.  Or,  if  the  action  be  for  the 
breach  of  any  other  covenants,  the 
plaintiff  needs  only  state,  *'  at  a  certain 
**  rent  payable  by  the  defendant  to  the 
**  plaintiff  as  in  the  said  indenture  is 
<<  mentioned,**  and  then  set  forth  those 
covenants,  and  the  breach  of  them. 
Cowp.  665.  Dundass  v.  Lord  Wey* 
tnouth.  Ibid.  727.  Price  v.  Fletcher. 
Where  the  plaintiff  declares  in  covenant 
upon  a  demise  by  himself,  he  is  not 
obliged  to  set  out  any  title  to  the 
lands,  &c.  demised,  but  may  begin  his 
declaration  with  stating  that,  **  whereas 
**  by  a  certain  indenture,  &c.  he  de-. 
"  tnisedy  &c"  1  Str.  230,  231.  Aleberry 
v.  WaUfy.  Carth.  32.  Lib.  Plac.  97. 
Lill.  Ent  130. 141.  But  in  an  action 
by  an  assignee  of  the  reversion,  he 
must  set  out  the  title  of  the  lessor  to 
the  demised  premises,  that  it  may  ap- 
pear he  had  such  an  estate  in  the  re- 
version as  might  be  legally  assigned  to 
the  plaintiff.  Cliffs  Ent  213.  pi.  7. 
Lill.  Ent  132.  135.  antd,  231.  AU 
though  the  entry  of  the  lessee  into  the 
demised  premises  is  usually  averred  as 
in  this  precedent,  yet  such  averment 


is  not  necessary;  for  he  is  liable  to 
debt,  or  covenant,  for  rent,  by  virtue  of 
the  contract,  if  he  has  not  entered :  so 
is  the  assignee  of  the  lessee.  1  Salk.  209* 
1  Ld.  Raym.  170.  S.C.  and  Walker  v. 
Beeves.  Dougl.  461.  n.  1.  See  antd,  203. 
note  1.  (c)  The  plaintiff  need  not  de- 
clare upon  any  more  of  the  deed  than 
the  covenant,  although  there  be  a  pro- 
viso or  condition  which  goes  in  defea- 
sance of  the  covenant ;  for  this  ought  to 
come  from  the  other  side.  As  where  the 
pldntiff  declared,  that  the  defendant  co- 
venanted to  deliver  to  him  1500  mea- 
sures of  saltpetre  before  such  a  day,  and 
that  he  had  not  done  it  The  defend- 
ant prayed  oyer  of  the  deed,  in  which 
the  covenant  was  as  before,  provided 
t/iat  if  any  misfortune  happen  by  fire  or 
footer  to  disable  him,  he  shall  ^  excusedy 
and  pleaded  that  he  was  disabled  by 
fire :  on  issue  joined  thereon  and  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff,  it  was  moved  in  arrest 
of  judgment,  that  there  was  a  variance 
between  the  deed  upon  which  the  plain- 
tiff declared  and  that  produced  into 
court,  for  one  is  absoluie  and  the  other 
conditional;  but  judgment  was  given 
for  the  plaintiff;  for  he  need  not  declare 
upon  any  more  of  the  deed  than  the 
covenant,  and  it  is  the  defendant's  bu- 
siness to  shew  the  proviso,  which  goes 
in  defeasance  of  the  covenants.  1  Lev. 
88.    EllioU  V.  Blahe.   S.V.     I  T,R. 


(c)  Neither  is  it  necessary  in  an  ac- 
tion pf  covenant  by  the  assignee  of  the 
reversion,  to  whom  the  privity  of  con- 
iract  is  transferred  by  stat  32  H.  8. 
c  34.  Indeed  before  the  stat  4  &  5 
Ann.  c.  16*  s.  9.  the  entry  of  the  les« 
see  must  in  such  an  action  have  been 
stated,  wherever  the  reversion  was  con- 


veyed by  a  conunon-law  conveyance ; 
because  without  his  attornment  the 
grant  of  the  reversion  would  not  have 
been  good,  and  he  could  not  attorn 
before  entry.  Co.  Litt  46.  b.  and  Litt 
sec  567*  But  since  the  stat  of  Anne, 
attornment  being  unnecessary,  the  en* 
try  of  the  lessee  is  also  unnecessary* 


Pasch.  21  Car.  II.  Re^s. 

afoi^said  demised  to  him,  and  was  thereof  possessed,  and  held 
the  same  until  th^6th  day  oi  March  last  past.  And  the  sidd 
Anthony  being  so  thereof  possessed,  and  the  said  earl  being  so 
as  aforesfud  seised  of  the  reversion  of  the  said  tenements,  he 
the  said  earl,  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  to  wit, 
on  the  15th  day  of  November^  in  the  17th  year  of  the  reign 
♦of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king  otJEnffland,  &c  by 
his  other  indenture  (3),  made  at  London  aforesaid,  in  the  parish 
and  ward  aforeswd,  between  the  said  earl,  by  the  name  of 
TheophiluB  earl  of  Lincoln  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  WiU 
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By  virtue 
whereof  the 
defendant 
entered  into  the 
premises,  and 
was  possessed. 
The  earl  grants 
his  reversion  by 
deed  to  the 
plaintifTs. 

•  [  234  ] 


640. 645.    Hicham  v.  East  India  Com- 
pany, (d) 

(3)  At  the  common  law  a  reversion 
could  only  be  granted  by  deed  or  fine ; 
and  such  grant,  together  with  the  at- 
tornment of  the  tenant  (while  attorn- 
ments were  necessary),  was  held  to  be 
of  equal  notoriety  with,  and  therefore 
pquivalent  to,  a  feoffment  and  livery  of 
lands  in  immediate  possession.  Co.  Litt 
172.  a.  3  Rep.  63.  a.  Lincoln  College 
case.  2BI.  Com.  317.  («)  Therefore 
in  a  declaration  by  an  assignee  of  the 
reversion,  it  is  necessary  to  shew  that 
the  reversion  was  assigned  to  him  by 


deed  or  fine;  otherwise  it  is  erroneous, 
although  he  states  an  attornment  by 
the  lessee.  Cro.  Car.  143.  Long  v. 
Netherci^.  S  Lev.  155.  Beely  v.  Purry. 
But  the  lessee  of  a  term,  demised  by 
deed,  might  by  the  common  law  assign 
his  term  by  parole  and  such  assignee 
could  maintain  an  action  of  covenant 
against  the  lessor,  for  any  covenant 
contained  in  the  deed  which  run  with 
the  land,  as  for  quiet  enjoyment,  or  the 
like.  Cro.  Eliz.  373.  436.  Noke  v. 
Awder.  S.  C.  Moor,  419.;  and  cited 
3  Rep.  63.  a.  Lincoln  College  case.  So 
at  this  day,  it  is  conceived,  that  not- 


{d)  But  if  there  be  an  exception  con- 
tained in  the  covenant  itself,  and  the 
declaration  state  the  covenant  as  an 
absolute  one  without  noticing  the  ex- 
ception, the  variance  is  fatal  on  non  est 
factum.  4  Camp.  21.  Tempany  v.  Bur- 
nand.  See  also  11  East,  640.  Howell 
v.  Richards^  per  Lord  Ellenborottgh 
C.  J.  [2  B.  &  B.  395.  Browne  v.  Knill. 
2B.&C.20.  Latftamy.Rutley.  3D.& 
R.  211.  S.  C.  4  B.  &  C.  445.  Jones  v. 
Cowley.  6  Dow.  &  R.  533.  S.  C.  5  B.  & 
C.909.  Saundersony. Griffiths.  8  Mann. 
&  R.  643.  S.  C]  A  proviso  is  properly 
the  statement  of  something  extrinsic  of 
the  subject-matter  of  a  covenant,  which 
shall  go  in  discharge  of  that  covenant 
by  way  of  defeasance :  an  exception  is 
a  taking  out  of  the*covenant  some  part 


of  the  subject-matter  of  it.  If  these  be 
right  definitions,  the  plaintiff  need  never 
state  a  proviso,  but  must  always  state 
an  exception:  and  whether  particular 
words  form  a  proviso  or  an  exception, 
will  not  in  any  way  depend  on  the 
precise  form  in  which  they  are  intro- 
duced, or  the  part  of  a  deed  in  which 
they  are  found.  [6  B.  &  C.  430.  Va- 
vasour V.  Ormrod.  9  D.  &  R.  597-  S.  C. 
Where  a  plea  in  assumpsit  admits  the 
contract  as  alleged,  but  shews  it  to  have 
been  made  subject  to  certain  rules 
which  have  not  been  complied  with,  the 
plea  is  not  bad  as  amounting  to  the 
general  issue.  8  M.  &  W.  723.  SmaH 
V.  Hyde.'] 

(e)  [7  B.  &  C.  243.    Doe  v.  Cok. 
IMann.  &R.  33.  S. C] 
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to  bold  to  the 
plaintiffs  for 
twenty-one 
yean,  if  the 
aaid  earl  and 
his  wife  should 
so  long  live. 


The  defendant 
attorned  to  sueh 


Ham  Thunby  and  Tlumas  Hall,  hj  the  names  of  JVUUam 
Thursby  of  ihe  Middle  Temple,  London,  esqpure,  and  Thomas 
Hall  of  Dumington,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  esquire,  of  the 
other  part,  (one  part  of  which  said  indenture,  sealed  with  the 
seal  of  him  the  said  earl,  is  to  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
king  now  here  shewn,  the  date  whereof  is  the  same  day  and 
year  aforesaid,)  he  the  said  earl,  for  the  conaderadons  men- 
tioned in  the  said  indenture,  did  grant,  bargain,  sell,  and 
demise  to  the  said  WilUam  Thursby  and  Thomas  Hall,  their 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  the  messuages,  cot- 
tages, lands,  and  premises,  so  as  aforesaid  mentioned  to  be 
demised  to  the  said  Anthony  Plant,  (among  other  things,)  by 
the  names  of  all  that  the  said  honor,  castle,  and  manor  of 
Fowingham  aforesaid,  with  their  rights,  members,  and  appurte- 
nances, and  all  the  messuages,  lands,  meadows,  pastures,  mills, 
waters,  ways,  easements,  profits,  and  commodities,  royal  juris- 
dictions, escheats,  forfeitures,  waifs,  wastes,  court  of  view  of 
frankpledge,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  to  the  said  honor, 
castle,  manor,  lands,]and  premises  belonging,  reputed,  or  taken 
to  be  part,  parcel,  or  member  thereof,  and  all  other  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments  of  him  the  said  earl  in  Fow^ 
ingham  and  Walcott,  in  the  said  county  of  Lincoln,  or  either  of 
them,  and  the  reversion  and  reversions,  remainder  and  remain- 
ders of  the  premises,  and  all  rents,  services,  and  profits  reserved, 
due,  or  payable  upon  any  lease  or  grant  of  the  premises, 
or  any  part  thereof,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest, 
claim,  and  demand  of  him  the  said  earl  of,  in,  and  to  the  said 
premises,  with  their  and  every  of  their  appurtenances :  to  have 
and  to  hold  the  said  honor,  castle,  and  manor,  and  premises 
to  the  said  William  Thursby  and  Thomas  Hall,  their  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  from  the  feast  day  of  St.  Michael 
the  Archangel  then  last  past  before  the  date  of  the  s^d  in- 
denture, for  and  during  and  unto  the  full  end  and  term  of 
21  years  then  next  following,  and  fully  to  be  complete  and 
ended,  if  the  said  earl  and  Elizabeth  countess  of  Lincoln 
should  so  long  live,  as  by  the  said  indenture  (among  other 
things)  likewise  more  folly  appears.     To.  which  said  last- 


withstanding  the  lessee  must  now,  by 
statute  29  Car.  2.  c.  S.  s.  3.,  assign  his 
term  by  deed  or  note  in  writing,  yet  in 
an  action  by  the  assignee  of  the  term 
against  the   lessor   upon  a  covenant 


contained  in  the  indenture  of  demise, 
the  assignee  b  not  bound  to  state  in  the 
declaration  that  the  term  was  assigned 
to  him  by  deed  or  writif^g.  See  6  Rep. 
88.  b.  JB^Ozmy's  case. 
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mentioned  grant,  he  the  said  Anthony  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 

the  26th  day  of  September^  in  the  18th  year  of  the  reign  of 

onr  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  London  aforesaid,  in  the  parish  " 

and  ward  aforesaid,  attorned  (4)  and  agreed.     By  means  of  reyenion. 


(4*)  An  attornment  at  the  common 
Jaw  was  an  agreement  of  the  tenant  to 
the  grant  of  the  seignory,  or  of  a  rent ; 
or  of  the  donee  in  tail,  or  tenant  for  life 
or  years,  to  a  grant  of  a  reversion,  or 
remainder  made  to  another.  Co.  Litt 
309.  a.  2  Bl.  Com.  288.  (J)  And  the 
attornment  was  necessary  to  the  perfec- 
tion of  the  grant.  However,  the  ne- 
cessity of  attornment  was  in  some  mea- 
sure avoided  by  the  Statute  of  Uses;  as, 
by  that  statute,  the  possession  was  im- 
mediately executed  to  the  use ;  1  T.  R. 
384— S86.  Birch  v.  Wright;  and  by 
the  Statute  of  Wills,  by  which  the  legal 
estate  is  immediately  vested  in  the  de- 
visee.   Tet  attornment  continued  after 


this  to  be  necessary  in  many  cases. 
But  both  the  necessity  and  efficacy  of 
attornments  have  been  almost  totally 
taken  away  by  the  statutes  4  &  5  Anne, 
c  16.  s.  9,  10.  and  11  Geo.  2.  c  19. 
s.  11.  By  the  former  of  those  statutes 
it  was  enacted,  '<  that  all  grants  or  con- 
"  veyances  of  any  manors  or  rents,  or 
*^  of  the  reversion  or  remainder  of  any 
<*  messuages  or  lands,  shall  be  good  and 
'^  effectual,  without  any  attornment  of 
<*  the  tenants  of  any  such  manors,  or 
<<  of  the  land  out  of  which  such  rent 
<*  shall  be  issuing,  or  of  the  particular 
^'  tenants  upon  whose  particular  estates 
^*  any  such  reversions  or  remainders 
'*  shall  be  expectant  or  depending,  as 


(/)  [Accordingly,  an  attornment  is 
defined  to  be  "  the  act  of  the  tenant's 
"  putting  one  person  in  the  place  of  an- 
"  other  as  his  landlord."  8  B.  &  C.  476. 
per  Holroyd  J.  The  tenant  who  has 
attorned  continues  to  hold  upon  the 
same  terms  as  he  held  of  his  former 
landlord:  hence,  where  the  tenant  signed 
an  instrument  by  which  he  '*  attorned 
'*  and  became  tenant "  to  A.  of  certain 
lands  <<  to  hold  the  same  for  such  time 
"  and  on  such  conditions  as  may  be 
*<  subsequently  agreed  on''  between  him 
and  A^  it  was  held  that  the  instru- 
ment required  a  stamp,  as  being  not  a 
mere  attornment  but  an  agreement  for 
a  new  tenancy.  8B.  &C.471.  Cornish 
V.  Searell  1  Mann.  &  R.  703.  S.  C. 
(See  also  6  A.  &  E.  675.  Doe  v.  BouU 
ten.  1  Nev.  &  P.  650.  S.  C.)  A  mere 
attornment  within  the  above  definition 
does  not  require  any  stamp.  5  A.  &  £. 
95.  Doe  V.  Edwards.  6  Nev.  &  M.  633. 
S.  C.    2  M.  &  W.  768.  Barry  v,  Good- 


man. So  where  one  Banks  had  brought 
ejectment  against  the  tenant,  and  had 
recovered  but  did  not  take  possession, 
it  being  proposed  that  the  tenant  should 
accept  a  lease,  and  Banks  having  died 
before  any  lease  was  executed,  the 
tenant  signed  a  paper,  whereby,  aft^ 
reciting  the  facts,  he  <<  attorned  tenant " 
to  one  Taylor  as  devisee  of  Banks, 
and  stated  that  he  had  paid  1^.  upon 
that  attornment  on  account  of  rent 
due  and  to  become  due ;  it  was  held 
that  the  payer  was  to  be  considered  as 
a  mere  attornment  and  not  as  an  agree- 
ment for  a  lease ;  and  that  it  required 
no  stamp.  8  A.  &  £.  255.  Doe  v.  Smith. 
3  Nev.  &  P.  335.  S.  C.  Such  a  trans- 
action is  more  properly  termed  an 
"acknowledgment,"  than  an  "attorn- 
"  ment,"  which  latter  relates  to  cases 
of  transfer  and  not  to  those  of  devise 
or  descent.  To  an  heir  or  devisee  at- 
tornment was  never  held  necessary. 
8  A.  &  E.  260.] 
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which  said  last-mentioned  grant  and  attornment,  they  the  said 
WUUam  TTiursby^sA  TTunnasHaU were jfoesesBedottixeievet^ 
sion  of  the  said  tenements  with  the  appurtenances  in  form 
aforesaid  demised  to  the  said  Anthony,  and  of  the  said  rent. 
And  the  said  maiam  and  TTunnas  baj,  that  «'  aUheugh  they 
"  have  well  and  faithfully  kept  and  performed  all  and  singular 
''  the  covenants  and  agreements  in  the  saidjirst-^mentioned  indent^ 
^^  ure  above  specified  on  the  part  of  the  said  earl  and  his  assigns 
**  to  be  observed,  performed^  or  fulfilled,  according  to  the  force, 
Bmch.  ^^form,  and  effect  of  the  said  indenture  (5),**  in  fact,  they  the 

said  William  and  Thomas  say,  that  the  said  Anthony  has  not 
piJd,  or  caused  to  be  paid,  to  the  sidd  WtUiam  and  Thomas,  or 
eitJier  of  them  (6),  the  sum  of  285/1  and  Sd,  due  to  them  of 


[  235  ] 


*'  if  their  attornment  had  been  had  and 
«  made :  provided  that  no  such  tenant 
**  shall  be  prejudiced  or  damaged  by 
« payment  of  any  rent  to  any  such 
**  grantor,  or  conusor,  or  by  breach  of 
*<  any  condition  for  non-payment  of 
"  rent,  before  notice  shall  be  given  to 
*^  him  of  such  grant  by  the  conusee  or 
*'  grantee."  (g)  By  the  latter  statute 
it  was  enacted,  ''that  the  attornments 
**  of  tenants  to  strangers  claiming  title 
**  to  the  estate  of  their  landlords  shall 
*<  be  absolutely  null  and  void,  to  all  in- 
**  tents  and  purposes  whatsoever ;  and 
*^  that  the  possession  of  their  respective 
'■  landlord  or  landlords,  lessor  or  les- 
'<  sors,  shall  not  be  deemed  or  con« 
"  strued  to  be  in  anywise  changed, 
*<  altered,  or  affected  by  any  such  at- 
*<  tomment  or  attornments :  provided, 
*^  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall 
**  extend  to  or  vacate  or  affect  any  at- 
**  tomment  made  pursuant  to,  and  in 
**  consequence  of,  some  judgment  at 


**  law,  or  decree,  or  order  of  a  court  of 
*'  equity,  or  made  with  the  privity  and 
^  consent  of  the  landlord  or  landlords, 
^  lessor  or  lessors,  or  to  any  mortgagee, 
*^  after  the  mortgage  b  become  for- 
'*  feited/'  The  first  statute  having  made 
attornment  unnecessary,  and  the  other 
having  made  it  inoperative,  it  is  now 
held  not  to  be  necessary  either  to  aver 
it  in  a  declaration  in  covenant,  or  plead 
it  in  an  avowry  or  other  pleading  what- 
ever. Doug. 283.  Mossy,  Gallimore,(h) 

(5)  The  words  in  italics  are  now 
generally  omitted,  being  mere  words  of 
form ;  for  it  is  held,  that  in  the  assign- 
ment of  the  breach  of  covenant  it  is 
not  necessary  to  aver  a  general  per- 
formance on  the  plaintiff's  part  2  Mod. 
309.  HiU  V.  Thorn.  Cas.  Temp.  Hardw. 
84*3,  344.  JodderM  v.  Cowdl. 

(6)  TheyNOt^^^  or  caused  to  he  paid*' 
are  inserted,  because  the  covenant  is, 
"  that  the  defendant  would  pay,  or 
^  cause  to  be  paid,'*   the    rent;  and 


{g)  Notice  of  the  title  of  cestui  que 
trust  has  been  held  sufficient  to  entitle 
his  trustees  to  maintain  an  action  as 
grantees  of  the  reversion  against  the 
tenant,  without  attornment  16  East, 
99.  Lumley  v.  Hodgson.  [But  the 
grantee  cannot,  it  should  seem,  recover 
for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  pre- 


mises for  any  bygone  time  before  the 
grant  of  the  reversion,  notwithstanding 
the  demise  was  by  parol:  his  proper 
remedy  is  by  an  action  of  debt  for  rent 
on  the  demise.  3  M.  &  W.  605.  Mor* 
timer  v.PreedyJ} 

(A)  [5  M.  &  W.  ^SS.     Hivis  V. 
Watson.'} 
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the  said  rent,  for  the  half  of  one  year  ended  on  the  feast  of     Thursby 

tj  Plant 
StSMichael  the  Archangely  which  was  in  the  18th  year  afore-  .    *  ', 

said^  and  the  like  sum  of  285^  and  8^.  due  to  them  of  the 

said  rent5  for  another  half  of  one  year  ended  on  the  feast  of 

the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary  \a&i  past;  which 

said  several  siuns  of  money  the  said  Anthony  ought  to  have 

pidd,  or  caused  to  be  paid^  to  the  said  William  and  Thomas  on 

the  said  feast  days,  according  to  the  force,  form,  and  effect  of 

the  said  first-mentioned  indenture.    And  so  the  said  Anthony 

{although  often  required)  has  not  kept  the  said  covenant  between 

the  said  earl  and  his  assigns  and  the  said  Anthony,  but  has 

broken  the  same,  and  to  keep  the  same  with  the  said  William 

and  Thomas  has  hitherto  altogether  refused,  and  yet  refuses  (7),  tlie  life  of  the 

to  the  damage  of  them  the  said  William  and  Thomas  of  600i ;  e*'^  ^^^   ^ 

^^  countess  of 

and  therefore  they  bring  suit,  &c. ;  with  (8)  this,  that  they   Lincoln. 


therefore  the  breach  assigned  is  as  ge- 
neral as  the  covenant ;  and  the  words 
**  or  either  of  them  '*  are  used,  in  order 
to  obviate  an  objection,  that  the  defend- 
ant might  have  paid  the  rent  to  one  of 
the  plaintiffs.  But  it  is  held  not  to  be 
necessary  to  tfdd  the  disjunctive  words 
in  either  case.  As  where  in  covenant, 
the  words  were  in  the  disjunctive,  as 
here,  '^  to  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to 
*^  them  or  any  of  them^  and  the  breach 
was,  that  the  defendant  ^^did  not  pay 
*^  to  tliem ;  it  was  objected,  that  the 
breach  ought  to  have  been  80  large  as 
to  exclude  both  ways,  by  either  of 
which  the  act  might  be  done;  that, 
though  the  plaintiffs  say  the  defend- 
ant did  not  pay,  yet  he  may  have 
caused  to  be  paid;   and  though   they 


charge  a  non-payment  to  all,  yet  there 
might  be  a  payment  to  one  of  them, 
which  is  enough  within  the  words  of 
the  covenant  But  the  objection  was 
overruled;  for,  by  the  court,  he  that 
causes  to  pay,  pays ;  and  if  the  defend- 
ant has  paid  the  money  to  one  of  them, 
he  may  plead  it  in  his  discharge.  1  Str. 
231.  Aleberry  v.  Walby.  (•) 

(7)  So  these  words  in  Italics  are 
mere  form  and  superfluous;  for  there 
being  a  breach  of  covenant  alleged  be- 
fore, it  is  held  unnecessary  to  make  a 
repetition  of  it  in  the  conclusion.  Cro. 
Jac  298.  Barwicke  v.  Gybson.  Sir  T. 
Jones,  229.  Coppiny,  Slaymaker,  SKeb. 
396.  Streeting  \.  Hinde. 

(8)  Averment  is  twofold,  general 
and  particular.     A  general  averment  is 


(t)  So  where  there  are  several  de- 
fendants, an  averment  that  '*  they  have 
**  not  paid  "  is  sufficient ;  for  payment 
by  one  is  payment  by  all.  But  in  scire 
facias,  on  a  recognisance  of  bail,  con- 
ditioned that  ifJ.B.  and  G.K.  be  con- 
demned they  shall  pay  or  render,  after 
an  allegation  that  J.  B.  was  condemned, 
it  is  not  sufficient  to  aver  that  J.B,  and 
G.K.  did  not  pay  or  render,  without 

VOL.  I. 


adding  "  nor  did  either  of  them."  4  M. 
&  S.  33.  Wilkinson  v.  Thorley.  For  al- 
though payment  by  one  would  be  a 
payment  by  both,  yet  a  render  of  one 
is  not  a  render  of  both;  and  consist- 
ently with  the  allegation,  B,,  against 
whom  only  the  judgment  was,  might 
have  rendered,  which  would  have  been 
sufficient  to  discharge  the  recognis- 
ance. 

£  E 
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the  said  William  and  Thjomas  will  verify  that  the  said  earl 
and  countess  of  Lincoln  are  yet  living  and  in  fuQ  life,  to  wit, 
at  London  aforesaid,  in  the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid. 


in  the  words,  "  et  hoc  paraius  est  verifi" 
"  care,"  and  is  the  conclusion  of  every 
plea  in  abatement  or  bar,  or  of  replica- 
tions, or  other  pleading  (except  declara- 
tions, or  avowries)  containing  affirmative 
matter,  (t)  AparHcular  averment  is, 
as  when  the  life  of  tenant  for  life,  or  ten- 
ant in  tail,  isaverred.  Co.  Litt  S62.  b.  In 
this  case,  the  continuance  of  the  lives  of 
the  earl  and  countess  of  Lincoln,  or  of  the 
life  of  one  of  them,  is  the  very  essence  of 
the  continuance  of  the  plaintiff's  rever- 
sion :  it  must  therefore  be  averred  that  they 
are  alive,  or  at  least  that  one  of  them 
is  living,  in  order  to  support  the  action. 
There  is  a  difference  between  an  estate 
of  inheritance  in  fee  simple  and  a  par- 
ticular estate  for  life.  For  where  an 
estate  is  derived  from  tenant  in  fee 
simple,  whether  absolute  or  qualified, 
as  bishop,  dean,  or  the  like,  the  law 
intends  a  continuance  of  the  estate,  if 
the  contrary  does  not  appear,  and  there- 
fore it  needs  not  be  averred ;  but  where 
the  estate  is  derived  from  one  who  has 


only  a  particular  estate,  as  for  life,  the 
continuance  of  such  estate  must  be 
averred ;  for  the  law  does  not  intend  the 
continuance  of  the  life  without  an  aver- 
ment Plowd.4Sl.a.  Smithy,  StaplHon. 
1  Lutw.  357.  Lampluffh  v.  Shiers.  So 
he  who  claims  under  tenant  pur  outer 
vie,  ought  to  aver  the  life  of  cestui  que 
vie.  Moor,  306.  335.  EnglefieldCs  case, 
2d  exception.  Plowd.31.  a.  Co/Mir«^  v. 
Bejushin.  Bro.  Estates,  18.  Pleadings, 
24-.  Co.  Litt  303.  b.  Hardr.  80.  82. 
Attorney-  General  v.  Buckeridge.  So  if 
the  defendant  avows  for  rent  on  a  lease 
for  years,  if  three  persons  so  long  Uve^ 
he  ought  to  aver  that  one  of  them  is 
alive.  2  Mod.  93.  Ingram  v.  TothiU. 
S.C.  1  Mod.  216,  217.  So  if  the  avowry 
be  for  rent  on  a  lease  for  years,  ^^  if  the 
'*  lessee  so  long  live"  he  ought  to  avei^ 
that  the  lessee  is  living.  Dal.  101.  See 
Co.  Litt  42  a.  note  (6).  (k)  There  is  a 
difference  of  opinion,  whether  a  person 
who  claims  under  tetumt  in  tail  is  bound 
to  aver  the  life  of  tenant  in  tail,  or  the 


(t)  The  general  plea  of  bankruptcy 
given  by  Stat  6  Geo.  4.  c  16.  s.  126.  is  an 
exception.  It  must  conclude  to  the 
country.  1  P.  Wms,249.  Miles  v.  Wil- 
liams. [6  Bing.  686.  Sheen  v.  Garrett 
4  M.  &  P.  525.  S.  C]  And  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  reply  specially.  2  M.  &  S. 
549.  Wilson  v.  Kemp.  [It  must  be 
further  observed,  that  a  plea  merely  in 
the  negative  need  not  conclude  with  a 
verification.  Accordingly,  where  in 
assumpsit  for  work  and  labour  as  an 
attorney,  the  defendant  pleaded  non 
asstanpsit  infra  sex  annoSf  and  conclu- 
ded with  a  prayer  of  judgment,  omitting 
the  verification,  it  was  held,  on  special 


demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  good.  7 
Mees.  &  W.  274.  Bodenham  v.  Hill 
This  decision  seems  to  overrule  the 
the  opinion  attributed  to  the  Court  in 
1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  26.  Knotcles  v.  Slerens, 
that  notwithstanding  the  rule  H.  714. 
W.  4.  No.  9-9  a  plea  must  in  all  cases 
conclude  with  a  verification  or  to  the 
country.  (See  on  this  subject  the  au- 
thorities collected  in  note  (a),  by  the 
learned  reporters,  1  Mann.  &  Gr.  288. 
AUwoody.  Taylor).'] 

{k)  [llA.&E.403.-Fiy€rv.CtfOttiii, 
4  Perr.  &  D.  120.  S.  C.  post,  p.  235  e. 
note  (/).  12  A.  &  £.  356.  Dayrell  v. 
Hoare.  4  Perr.  &  D,l  14.  S.C.  Accord.] 
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And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Friday  next  af^r  the  mor- 
row of  the  Holy  Trinity^  until  which  day  the  said  Anthony 
Flanthad  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then  to  answer,  ^~ 
&&  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster^  come  as  well  the 


Thursby 
V.  Plant. 


continuance  of  the  estate  tail.  In  Plowd. 
481.  a.  it  is  said,  that  when  a  lease  is 
derived  from  tenant  in  tail,  ^the  inherit- 
ance shall  be  intended  to  continue  in 
him,  and  he  in  the  inheritance,  until  the 
contrary  is  shewn.  And  in  Sir  T.  Jones, 
181,  182.  Cockmanv.Farrer.  1  Lutw. 
355.  2  Lutw.  1226.  Weehes  v.  Peach, 
and  Birdal  y.  Carew,  there  cited,  it  was 
acyudged,  that  an  estate-tail  shall  be 
intended  to  continue  until  the  contrary 
is  shewn.  On  the  other  hand,  in  Bro. 
Pleadings,  24.  Estates,  18.  -  Co.  Litt. 
303.  b.  362.  b.  it  is  laid  down,  that 
whoever  claims  under  tenant  in  tail, 
ought  to  aver  the  life  of  tenant  in  tail 
in  pleading.  But  the  better  opinion 
seems  to  be,  that  it  is  not  necessary  to 
aver  the  life  of  tenant  in  tail,  or  the 
continuance  of  the  estate-tail.  For,  to 
proceed  by  steps,  if  tenant  in  tail  makes 
a  lease  which  is  warranted  by  statute 
32  H.  8.  c.  28.  though  the  lease  is  only 
binding  upon  the  issue  in  tail,  and  con- 
sequently does  not  bind  those  in  remain- 
der or  reversion,  but  determines  on  the 
death  of  tenant  in  tail  without  issue, 
yet  it  seems  clear,  that  the  lessee  need 
not  aver  the  continuance  of  the  estate- 
tail,  but  it  shall  be  intended  to  con- 
tinue until  the  contrary  is  shewn.  So 
where  the  lease  is  not  made  conform- 
able to  that  statute,  it  is  not  void,  bat 
only  voidable  by  the  issue  in  tail ;  and 
therefore  it  seems  not  necessary  to  aver 
the  life  of  tenant  in  tail  So  where 
tenant  in  tail  grants  his  estate  to  an- 
other in  fee  by  lease  and  release,  or  by 
bargain  and  sale  inrolled,  &c.  (see  post, 
26a  Took  V.  Glasscock,  note  (1)),  the 
grantee  has  a  fee  simple,  determinable 
by  the  entry  of  the  issue  in  tail ;  and 


therefore  it  is  submitted,  that  the 
grantee  is  not  bound  to  aver  the  life  of 
tenant  in  tail,  or  the  continuance  of  the 
estate-tail.  In  a  word,  tenant  in  tail 
has  an  estate  of  itdieritance  which  may 
continue  for  ever,  and  all  his  grants  are 
only  voidable,  and  not  void;  whereas 
tenant^  life  cannot  grant  an  estate 
for  a  longer  period  than  his  own  life ; 
and  if  he  does,  the  estate  granted  is 
absolutely  void  upon  his  death. 

But  though  a  person  who  derives  title 
under  tenant  for  life,  or  pur  outer  vie, 
must  aver  the  life  of  tenant  for  life,  or 
cestui  que  vie,  yet  it  seems  not  to  be  ne- 
cessary to  make  an  express  averment 
thereof,  as  is  done  in  this  declaration.  It 
is  held,  that  if  it  appears  by  implication 
that  the  life  continues,  it  is  sufficient,  at 
least  after  verdict,  or  on  a  general  de- 
murrer. As  where  one  who  claims  un- 
der a  rector  says,  that  the  rector  was, 
and  yet  is  seised,  it  is  a  sufficient  aver- 
ment of  his  life.  Dy.  304.  a.  Sir  T. 
Jones,  227.  Seamier  v.  Johnson.  So 
where  the  plaintiff,  lessee  for  years 
from  a  tenant  for  life,  states  in  his  de- 
claration that  he  was  and  still  is  pos- 
sessed,' this  is  held  to  be  a  sufficient 
averment  of  the  life  of  tenant  for  life. 
2  Bulst  263.  Thompson  v.  Withers. 
1  Brownl.  4.  Anon.  So  in  a  cognisance 
as  baiUff  to  husband  and  wife,  he  being 
seised  in  right  of  his  wife  who  was  te- 
nant for  life,  for  rent  being  in  arrear  ; 
the  plaintiff  demurred  specially,  because 
it  was  not  averred  that  the  wife  was 
alive :  and  by  Hale  C.  J.,  the  words 
**  being  in  arrear,"  are  qtiosi  an  aver- 
ment of  the  wife's  life ;  and  after  ver- 
dict, or  upon  a  general  demurrer,  had 
questionless  been  good ;  but  being  upon 
£^£2 
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Thursby     said  WiUiam  and  Thomas  by  tkeiri  said  attorney,  as  the  said 

V.  Plant.     Anthmy  by  Thomas  WalpooU  his  attorney.     And  the  said  An-- 

'  tJwny  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.  and  says,  that 

the  said  William  and  Thomas  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain 

their  said  action  thereof  against  him,  because  he  says  that  he 

Defendant  did  j  the  sdd  Anthony  Plants  after  the  making  of  the  said  demise  to 

teiTO^o  rtie  Mid  ^®  ^^  Anthony  by  the  said  earl  in  form  aforesaid  made,  and 

e»ri.  before  the  grant  of  the  said  reversion  to  the  said  WilUiam  and 

ThomaSy  to  wit,  on  the  28th  day  of  March,  in  the  15th  year 

of  the  reign  of  our  lord  the  now  king,  at  London  aforesaid,  in 

the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid,  did  surrender  (9)  to  the  said 


special  demurrer,  he  doubted.  But 
Twisden  and  Wild  justices  held  it 
good  enough  upon  a  (fecial  demurrer, 
and  judgment  was  given  for  the  avow- 
ant 2  Lev.  88.  Harlow  v.  Bradnox, 
S.  C.  3  Keb.  151.  166.;  and  S.C.  cited 
in  2  Lutw.  1226.  (/)  The  statute  21 
Jac.  1.  c.  1 3. 8.2.  enacts,  that  after  verdict 
in  any  court  of  record,  the  judgment 
thereupon  shall  not  be  stayed,  or  re- 
versed, for  lack  of  any  averment  of  any 
life  or  lives  of  any  person,  so  as  upon 
examination  the  said  person  is  proved 
to  be  in  life.  And  the  statute  4  Ann. 
c.  16.  s.  2.  extends  this  statute,  as  well 


as  all  the  other  statutes  of  jeo&ils,  to 
judgment  by  confession,  nil  dicit^  non 
sum  informojtusy  or  upon  writ  of  inquiry 
of  damages  executed. 

(9)  A  surrender  is  a  yielding  up  of 
an  estate  for  life,  or  years,  to  him  who 
has  the  immediate  estate  in  remainder 
or  reversion,  so  that  the  estate  for  life 
or  years  may  merge  or  drown  in  the 
remainder  or  reversion,  by  the  mutual 
agreement  of  the  parties.  Co.  Litt 
337.  b.  (m)  A  surrender  may  be  made 
either,  1st,  in  fact  by  express  words, 
or  2dly,  by  operation  of  law.  1.  As  to 
express  surrender,  it  is  not  necessary 


(/)  [But  where  the  plaintiff  sued  in 
debt  for  rent  as  assignee  of  the  reversion, 
and  shewed  by  his  declaration  that  the 
reversion  had  been  assigned  to  him  for  life, 
if  A.  and  B.  should  so  long  live,  it  was 
held  that  the  want  of  an  averment  of  the 
continuance  of  the  lives  of  A,  and  B. 
was  not  cured,  on  general  demurrer,  by  a 
statement  in  the  breach  that  the  rent 
''  accrued  due,  after  the  plaintiff  became 
^'  so  seised  as  aforesaid"  of  the  reversion, 
and  <<  became,  and  was  due,  and  still  is 
<<  in  arrear  to  the  plaintiff."  11  A.  &  £. 
¥)Z.  Fryer  y. Coombs.  4  Perr.  &  D.  120. 
S.  C.  In  this  case  Patteson  J.  expressed 
a  doubt  whether  the  report  of  Harlow 
V.  Bradnox  (cited  in  the  note  above) 
accurately  shews  the  ground  of  the  de- 


cision ;  and  observed  that  it^was  obvious, 
that  as  a  person  cannot  be  bailiff  to  one 
who  is  dead,  the  making  cognisance  as 
bailiff  to  the  wife  necessarily  implied  that 
she  was  alive  when  the  distress  was  made. 
11  A.  &  E.  410.    4  Perr.  &  D.  122.] 

(m)  [But  having  regard  to  strangers 
who  were  not  parties  or  privies  there- 
unto, (lest  by  a  voluntary  surrender  they 
may  receive  prejudice  touching  any 
right  or  interest  they  had  before  the  sur- 
render,) the  estate  surrendered  hath  in 
consideration  of  law  a  continuance. 
Co.  Litt  338.  b.  8  Co.  145.  b.  Daven- 
ports case.  Consequently,  with  respect 
to  the  under-lessees  of  the  surrenderor, 
or  grantees  of  a  rent-charge  from  him, 
the  surrender  operates  only  as  a  grant 
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earl  the  term  of  years  of  the  said  Anthony  then  to  come  and 
unexpired,  of  and  in  the  said  tenements,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, in  form  aforesaid  demised,  and  all  his  estate,  right, 


Thursby 

V.  Plant. 

^         ' 


to  use  the  formal  word  "  surrender  "  in 
the  conveyance:  any  words  whereby 
the  intent  and  agreement  of  the  par- 
ties may  appear,  will  be  sufficientj  to 
work  a  surrender ;  and  the  law  will  di- 
rect the  operation  and  construction  of 
the  words  accordingly,  (n)  But  it  must 
be  pleaded  as  a  surrender  by  the  word 
sursum  reddidit^  which  alone  in  pleading 
describes  the  operation  of  a  conveyance 
as  a  surrender;  Cro.  Car.  101.  Peto  v. 
PemherUm,     4  Mod.  151.  Barker  v. 


Lade;  for  it  is  a  rule,  that  every  con- 
veyance must  be  pleaded  according  to 
it's  operation  in  law»  and  not  according 
to  the  words  of  the  deed.  1  Vent.  109. 
4  Mod.  150.  (o)  If  lessee  for  life  or 
years  grants  or  release^  or  discharge^  to 
his  lessor,  all  his  right,  title,  and  estate 
in  or  to  such  land,  it  is  held  to  amount 
to  a  surrender,  and  must  be  pleaded 
as  such.  2  RoL  Abr.497.  pi.  15.  497, 
498.  H.  pi.  1.  2  Wils.  26,  27.  Farmer 
v.  Rogers*    4  Mod.  151.  (/>)    At  the 


subject  to  their  interest ;  and  the  inter* 
est  surrendered  still  has,  for  the  preserv- 
ation of  their  right,  continuance.  14 
East,  234.  Pleasant  v.  Benson.  5  M. 
&  S.  146.  Doe  V.  Pyhe.  Therefore  a 
demise  by  a  tenant  from  year  to  year 
to  another,  also  to  hold  from  year  to 
year,  is,  in  legal  •  operation,  a  demise 
frovcL  year  to  year  during  the  continu- 
ance of  the  original  demise  to  the  inter- 
mediate landlord,  and  is  properly  so 
described  in  pleading,  although  at  the 
time  of  making  the  contract  no  such 
qualification  is  mentioned ;  for  although 
the  intermediate  landlord  might  sur- 
render, his  estate  would,  as  to  the  under- 
lessee,  have  continuance.  9  B.  &  C.  909. 
Pike  r.Eyre.  4  Mann.  &  R.  661.  S.C. 
With  respect  to  surrenders  for  the  pur- 
poses of  renewal,  it  is  provided  by  the 
Stat.  4  Geo.  2.  c  28.  s.  6.  that  in  case  any 
lease  shall  be  surrendered  in  order  to  be 
renewed,  and  a  new  lease  made  by  the 
chief  landlord,  the  same  shall,  without 
a  surrender  of  the  under-leases,  be  as 
valid  as  if  the  under-leases  had  been  like- 
wise surrendered.  And  the  person  in 
whom  any  estate  shall  be  vested  by  vir- 
tue of  the  new  lease  shall  be  entitled  to 
the  rents,  covenants,  and  duties,  and 


have  like  remedy  for  the  recovery  thereof; 
and  the  under-lessees  shall  hold  the  land, 
&C.  in  the  under-leases  comprised,  as  if 
the  original  leases  had  been  kept  on  foot; 
and  the  chief  landlord  shall  have, the 
same  remedy,  by  distress  or  entry,  for 
the  rents  and  duties  reserved  by  such 
new  lease,  so  far  as  the  same  exceed  not 
the  rents  and  duties  reserved  in  the  lease 
out  of  which  the  under-lease  was  de- 
rived, as  they  would  have  had  in  case 
such  former  lease  had  been  still  con- 
tinued, or  as  they  would  have  had  in 
case  the  under-leases  had  been  renewed 
under  such  new  principal  lease.  —  The 
intention  of  the  legislature  in  framing 
this  clause  appears  to  have  been,  to  place 
all  parties,  as  to  every  matter,  in  the  i,, 
same  situation  as  if  no  surrender  had 
taken  place.  See  1  B.  &  Ad.  715. 
Doe  V.  Marcketti,  See  also  stat.  5  &  6 
Vict  c.  108.  s.  17.] 

(n)  [3B.&B.70.  Williams  y.  Saw- 
yer. 6  B.  Moo.  226.  S.C.  5  Bing.  N.C. 
564.  Doe  v.  Stagg.    7  Scott,  690.  S.  C] 

(o)  See  2  Saund.  97  b.  note  (2). 

(p)  So  where  a  lease  for  years,  after 
several  mesne  assignments,  came  to  A.j 
who  paid  a  sum  of  money  for  the  good- 
will^ an4  (ifterwards  assigned  tt>  the  ori- 
£  £  3 
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title,  and  interest  of  and  in  the  same,  which  said  surrender  he 
the  said  earl  then  and  there  accepted ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to 
verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said  WHUam  and 


common  law  a  surrender  of  an  estate  in 
possessionm  lands  and  tenements,  as  well 
for  life  as  for  yeaiSy  might  have  been 
made  by  parol  without  deed  and  with- 
out livery  of  seisin ;  for  it  is  but  a  re- 
storing of  the  estate  back  again  to  him 
in  the  immediate  reversion  or*  remain- 
der; Co.  Litt.  338.  a.  1  Vent.  24-2.  Wil- 
ston  v.  Pilkneyi  Ibid.  272.  Cartwrigkt 
v.  Pinkney;  though  the  particular  estate 
was  originally  created  by  deed.  2  Rol. 
Abr.  498.  So  tenant  for  life,  and  he  in 
the  reversion  for  fife,  might  at  the  com- 
mon law  join  in  a  surrender  by  parol 
without  deed;  for  it  seems  it  would 
enure  first  as  a  surrender  of  the  lessee 
for  life  to  him  in  the  reversion  for  life, 
and  afterwards  as  a  surrender  of  him  in 
the  reversion ;  so  that  he  surrenders  an 
estate  in  possession.  2  Rol.  Abr.  498. 
(K),  pi.  2.  2  RoL  Rep.  20.  Bennetts 
case.  But  at  the  common  law  it  was 
held,  that  an  estate  for  life  or  years  of 
things  which  lie  in  grant,  and  whereof 
a  particular  estate  cannot  commence 
without  deed,  could  not  be  surrendered 
without  deed.  Co.  Litt.  338.  a.  So  an 
estate  for  life  or  years,  of  things  which 
lie  in  grant,  cannot  be  surrendered  at 
the  common  law  without  deed,  in 
respect  to  their  nature  and  quality, 
though  the  particular  estate  begun 
without  deed.  As  where  a  man  is 
tenant  by  the  courtesy  of  an  advow- 
Bon,  rent,  or  other  things  which  lie  in 
grant,  he  cannot  surrender  his  estate 
without  deed.  So  where  a  feoffment 
was  made  for  life  of  lands,  the  remain-. 


der  for  life,  though  the  remainder  com- 
menced without  deed,  yet  it  could  not 
be  surrendered  without  deed ;  because 
remainders  and  reversions,  though  they 
be  of  lands,  are  things  which  lie  in 
grant  Co.  Litt  338.  a.  Cro.  Eliz. 
269.  Perkins  v.  Perkins.  2  Rol.  Rep. 
20.  by  the  opinion  of  three  justices 
against  Montague  C.  J.  And  tins  con- 
tinues still  to  be  the  law  at  this  day  with 
respect  to  things  which  lie  in  grant 
But,  with  respect  to  surrender  of  lands 
and  tenements  in  possession,  it  is  en- 
acted by  the  statute  29  Car.  2.  c.  3.  s.  3. 
that  ''no  leases,  estates^  or  interests, 
*'  either  of  freehold  or  term  for  yearsj 
'<  or  any  uncertain  interest,  not  being 
''  copyhold  or  customary  interest,  of, 
*'  in,  to,  or  out  of  any  messuages,  ma- 
'<  nors,  lands,  tenements  or  heredita- 
"  ments,  shall  be  surrendered,  unless  it 
''  be  by  deed,  or  note  in  writing,  signed 
"  by  [the  party  so  surrendering  the 
''  same,  or  his  agents  thereunto  law- 
''  fully  authorised  by  writing,  or  by  act 
''  and  operation  of  law."  Hence  it 
appears,  that  an  estate  for  life  or  years 
of  things  which  lie  tit  grants  as  of  a  rent, 
or  of  an  estate  in  remainder  or  rever- 
sion for  life  or  years  never  could,  nor 
can  now,  be  surrendered  without  deed ; 
nor  can  an  estate  for  life  or  yean  in 
possession  be  surrendered,  since  the 
above-mentioned  statute,  but  either  by 
deed,  or  note  in  writing.  The  common 
law  makes  a  deed  essential  to  the  sur* 
render  of  such  things  as  lie  in  grant; 
but  with  respect  to  the  surrender  of 


ginal  lessor,  reserving  an  annual  sum 
over  and  above  the  rent  towards  the 
sum  so  paid  by  him  for  the  good-will. 


this  is  a  surrender,  and  the  sum  above 
the  rent  is  a  sum  in  gross.  1  T.  R.  441* 
Smith  V.  Me^Mack. 


Pasch.  21  Car.  II.  Regis. 
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TTionuu  ought  to  have  or  maintain  their  said  action  thereof     Thursbt 

against  him,  &c  p.  Plant. 

And  the  said  William  and  Thomas  say  that  they  by  any  ^TuT""""^ 


estates  in  poesessioDi  a  note  in  writing 
will  satisfy  the  statute,  as  well  as  a  deed; 
and  if  the  surrender  be  by  note  in  writ- 
ing, it  does  not  require  either  a  seal  or 
stamp.  As  where  a  mortgagee  of  a  term 
of  500  years  made  an  indorsement  in 
writing  on  the  back  of  the  deed  of 
mortgage,  without  any  seal  or  stamp 
to  it  in  these  words :    **  Received  this 

" day  of  March  1738,  of  A.  B. 

*<  so  much  money  for  all  principal  mo- 
'<  ney  and  interest  till  this  day,  and  Ida 
*<  release  the  said  A.  B.  and  discharge 
"  the  taithin  mortgaged  premises  from  the 
"  term  of  500  gears"  Signed  C.  D.,  the 
mortgagee.  After  consideration,  it  was 
resolved  by  the  court,  that  before  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  a  lease  for  years,  either 
by  deed  or  parol,  might  have  been  sur- 
rendered by  parol  without  deed ;  that  the 
vords  ^  release  or  discharge"  the  term  of 
500  years,  are  much  stronger  than  words 
Which  in  many  cases  have  been  held  to 
amount  to  a  surrender,  ui  res  magis  va- 
leat,  quam  pereat,  2.  It  appears  by  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  that  a  lease  for  any 
term  of  years  mag  be  created  bg  writing 
without  deed,  and  that  the  same  may  be 
surrendered  by  deed,  or  note  in  writing. 


And  the  court  held  that  there  was  no 
occasion  for  any  stamp  duty  upon  the 
note  or  indorsement,  it  not  being  a  deed. 
But  a  stamp  (q)  is  now  necessary  by  stat. 
44  Geo.  3.  c.  98.  2  Wils.26,  27.  Farmer 
V.  Rogers.  In  Gilb.  £q.  Cas.  236.  Md- 
gennis  v.  MacCuttough^  on  a  case  refer- 
red to  Lord  C.  B.  Gilbert,  he  gave  his 
opinion,  which  seems  to  be  good  law, 
<'  that  since  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  a  lease 
'<  for  years  cannot  be  surrendered  by 
"  cancelling  the  indenture  without  writ- 
''  ing ;  because  the  intent  of  the  statute 
**  was  to  take  away  the  former  method 
'<  of  transferring  interests  to  lands  by 
"  signs,  symbols,  and  words  only ;  and 
<<  as  livery  of  seisin  on  a  parol  feoffment 
<<  was  a  sign  of  passing  the  freehold  be- 
<<  fore  the  statute,  but  is  now  taken  away 
<<  by  it,  so  the  cancelling  of  a  lease  was 
"  a  sign  of  a  surrender  before  the  sta- 
'<  tute,  but  it  is  now  taken  away,  unless 
<<  there  be  a  writing  under  the  hand  of 
"  the  party,  (r)  And  the  words  <  by  act 
"  and  operation  of  law,'  are  to  be  con- 
"  strued  a  surrender  in  law  by  taking  a 
"  new  lease,  which  being  in  writing  is  of 
"  equal  notoriety  with  a  surrender  in 
"  writing."  (s)    A   surrender  immedi- 


(q)  The  last  stamp  act,  55  Geo.  3. 
c.  124«.  has  a  similar  provision. 

(r)  [6  East,  86.  Boe  v.  Archbishop 
of  Yorh.  2  Y.  &  Jerv.  536.  Wootley  v. 
Gregory.  9  B.  &  C.  288.  Doe  v.  Iho- 
mas.  4  Mann.  &  R.  21 8.  S.  C.  Accord. 
Nor  does  the  fact  of  a  lease  being  found 
cancelled  in  the  possession  of  the  lessor 
raise  any  presumption  that  there  was  a 
surrender  by  note  in  writing ;  9  B.  &  C. 
288.  4  Mann.  &  R.  218.  S.  C. ;  though 
if  there  be  lapse  of  time,  and  other  cir- 
cumstances tending  to  a  reasonable  sup- 
position thai  there  was  a  note  in  writing 


accompanying  the  lease  when  it  found 
it*s  way  into  the  possession  of  the  land- 
lord, it  may  be  lefl  to  the  jury  to  say 
whether  such  note  in  writing  has  not 
been  lost ;  9  B.  &  C.  298,  299. ;  or  to 
presume,  in  case  a  new  lease  has  been 
granted  to  a  new  tenant,  that  such  new 
lease  was  granted  with  the  consent  of 
the  old  lessee,  so  as  to  amount  to  a  sur- 
render of  the  old  lease  by  operation  of 
law.  2  M.  &  W.  882.  Walker  v. 
Richardson.  (See  Thomeis  v.  Cookj  and 
other  cases,  post,  p.  236  e.  note  (y).)] 
(s)  e  East,  86.  Roe  d.  Berkekg  v. 
£  £  4 
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Thursby  versm  Plant. 


Thursby 
V,  Plant. 


thing  by  the  said  Anthony  above  in  pleading  allied  ought 
not  to  be  barred  from  having  their  eaid  action  thereof  against 
)  *  "^  the  said  Anthony^  because  they  say  that  the  said  Anthony  did 
rtjndant  did  not  ^^t  surrender  to  the  said  earl  the  said  term  of  years  of  him 
gurrendcr.         the  said  Anthony  of  and  in  the  said  tenements  with  the  appur- 


ately  divests  the  estate  out  of  the  sur- 
renderor and  vests  it  in  the  surrenderee 
before  notice  or  agreement  by  him 
thereto  ;  for  it  is  a  conveyance  at  com- 
mon law,  to  the  perfection  of  which  no 
other  act  is  requisite  but  the  bare  grant ; 
and  the  consent  of  the  surrenderee  shall 
be  presumed  until  the  contrary  appears. 
2  Salk.  618.  Thomson  v.  Leach.  S.  C. 
2  Vent.  198.  A  lessee  for  years  may 
surrender  to  him  who  has  the  reversion 
only  for  years ;  Cro.  Eliz.  302.  Hughes 
V.  Rohotham  ;  admitted  in  2  Vent.  826, 
327.  Dighton  v.  Greenvil;  though  the 
lessee  be  for  several  years  and  the  re- 
versioner has  it  only  for  one  year  or  a 
less  term.  Cro.  Eliz.  302.  per  Popham 
C.  J.  and  Fenner,  (t)  2.  As  to  sur- 
renders by  operation  of  law,  they  are 
expressly  reserved  by  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.     So  that  surrenders  in  law,  or 


implied  surrenders,  remain  as  they  did 
at  common  law,  if  the  lease  which  is  to 
tDorh  or  occasion  such  implied  surrender 
he  in  writing  pursuant  to  that  statute. 
Therefore  if  lessee  for  life  accepts  a 
lease  in  writing,  though  it  be  only  for 
years,  from  the  lessor,  it  will  be  a  sur- 
render in  law.  So  if  lessee  for  years 
accepts  a  new  lease  from  his  lessor,  it 
will  be  a  surrender  in  law;  for  the 
lessee  in  these  cases  affirms  the  lessor 
able  to  make  a  new  lease,  which  he 
could  not  do  without  a  surrender.  But 
if  the  new  lease  be  not  a  good  one,  if 
*it  does  not  pass  an  interest  according 
to  the  contract  and  intention  of  the 
parties,  the  acceptance  of  it  is  no  im- 
plied surrender  of  the  former  lease. 
4  Burr.  1980.  Wilson  v.  Sewell.  Ibid. 
2210.  Davison  v.  Stanley,  (u)  Al.  59. 
Bernard  Y.Bonner.V\Q'9f&.  106.  a.  107.  b. 


Archbishop  of  York,  S.P.  The  case 
of  Thomas  v.  Cooh^  cited  post,  note  (y), 
appears  to  be  inconsistent  with  this  rea- 
soning of  Lord  C.  B.  Gilbert.  In  that 
case,  the  acceptance  of  a  new  tenant  by 
the  landlord  with  the  assent  of  the  old 
tenant,  both  the  old  and  the  new  tenant 
holding  by  parol  only,  as  tenants  from 
year  to  year,  was  held  to  be  a  surrender 
of  the  interest  of  the  old  tenant  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  although  there  was  no  writ- 
ing ;  whereas  the  Chief  Baron  seems  to 
assume,  that  the  acceptance  of  a  new 
lease  is  the  only  instance  of  a  surrender 
by  operation  of  law,  and  that  such  new 
lease  must  of  course  be  in  toriting.  Now 
if  the  substitution  of  a  new  tenant  by 
parol,  with  the  assent  of  the  old  tenant, 
be  a  surrender  of  the  interest  of  that 


old  tenant,  it  follows  a  fortiori  that  the 
acceptance  of  a  lease  to  himself  by  pa- 
rol by  the  old  tenant  will  be  a  surrender 
of  his  existing  lease. 

(t)  See  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  Leases  and 
Terms  for  Years  (S),  2. 

(tt)  It  should  seem  from  this  case, 
and  from  the  above  reasoning,  that»  al- 
though an  acceptance  of  a  lease  by  pa- 
rol for  three  years  or  less,  or  at  will, 
may  operate  as  a  surrender  of  an  exist- 
ing lease,  yet  that  an  acceptance  of  a 
lease  by  parol  for  more  than  three  yean 
cannot  have  such  operation,  because 
it  does  not  pass  an  interest  according  to 
the  contretct  and  intention  of  the  pariiest 
whether  it  be  considered  as  having  the 
effect  of  a  lease  at  will,  or  from  year  to 
year.     The  principle  of  the  decision 


Pasch,  21  Car.  11.  Regis, 
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tenances,  to  him  in  fona  aforesiud  demised,  or  his  estate, 
right,  title,  or  interest  of  and  in  the  same,  in  manner  and  form 
as  the  said  Anthony  has  above  thereof  in  pleading  aUeged ; 


Thursby 
V.  Plant. 


Fulmerstan  v.  StewartL     2  RoL  Abr. 

495.  (F.)  pi.  9.  Dy.  140.  b.  2  RoL  Abr. 

496.  pi.  10.  See  6  East,  86.  Hoe  dem. 
Berkeley  v.  Abp.  of  York,  (a?)  And  it  is 
equally  a  surrender,  though  the  new 
lease  is  to  begin  at  a  future  day ;  5  Rep. 
11.  b.  /re's  case.  S.  C.  Cro.  £liz.  522. 
2  Rol.  Abr.  496.  pi.  12.  Moor,  636, 
637.  MeUowy.May;  or  upon  condition 
to  be  void  upon  such  an  act  which  is 
afterwards  done.  As  where  a  man  makes 
a  lease  for  forty  years,  and  the  lessee 


afterwards  takes  a  new  lease  for  twenty 
years,  upon  condition  that  if  he  dues 
not  such  an  act,  the  lease  shall  be  void, 
and  after  he  breaks  the  condition  so 
that  the  second  lease  is  void,  yet  the 
surrender  is  good ;  for  it  was  executed 
absolutely  at  the  time  by  taking  the 
new  lease  for  twenty  years,  and  it  is 
not  defeated,  although  the  condition 
makes  the  second  lease  void  ab  initio 
for  several  purposes.  Plowd.  107.  b. 
FulmersUm  v.  Steward.  A  surrender  in 


in  4  Burr.  2210.  is  not  very  clear ;  for 
if  the  reason  why  a  new  lease  operates 
as  a  surrender  of  an  existing  one  be, 
that  the  lessee  thereby  affirms  the 
power  of  the  lessor  to  grant  such  new 
lease,  which  he  could  not  do  without 
a  surrender,  and  therefore  a  surrender 
shall  be  presumed,  it  is  plain  that  the 
very  acceptance  of  the  new  lease, 
good  or  bad,  involves  that  presump- 
tion, since  the  surrender  must  have 
been  prior  to  the  granting  the  new 
lease.  [But  see  Lord  Tenterden's  ob- 
servation, post,  note  (:r).] 

(x)  [In  Hoe  v.  The  Archbishop  of 
Yorhf  the  occupation  by  virtue  of  the 
new  lease  took  place  under  a  mistaken 
idea  that  it  was  a  good  and  valid  lease  ; 
and  when  that  was  discovered  to  be  void, 
the  court  very  properly  held  that  it 
should  not  operate  as  a  surrender  of  the 
former  lease.  3  B.  &  C.  481.  by  Lord 
Tenterden.  But  where  tenant  from 
year  to  year  entered  into  an  agreement, 
dnring  a  current  year,  for  a  lease  to  be 
granted  to  him  and  A.B. ;  and  from 
that  time  A.  B.  entered  and  occupied 
jointly  with  him ;  it  was  held  that  the 
former  tenancy  was  determined,  al- 
though the  lease  contracted  for  was 
never  granted ;  because  the  entry  and 


holding  by  A.B.  and  the  tenant  under 
the  agreement  created  a  new  tenancy 
at  will,  which  terminated  the  old  hold- 
ing. S  B.  &  C.  478.  Hamerton  fv. 
Stead.  5  D.  &  R.  206.  S.  C.  Where, 
however,  a  tenant  from  year  to  year 
enters  into  an  agreement  to  purchase 
the  estate,  the  agreement  does  not  create 
a  new  demise  at  will,  so  as  to  work  a 
surrender  of  the  tenancy  from  year  to 
year  by  operation  of  law;  unless, 
perhaps,  the  terms  of  the  agreement  are 
such,  that  the  tenant  is,  from  the  date 
of  it,  to  become  absolutely  a  debtor  for 
the  purchase  money,  paying  interest  up- 
on it,  and  to  cease  to  pay  rent  as  tenant 
from  year  to  year.  1  M.  &  W.  695.  Doe 
v.  Stanion.  I  Tyrw.  &  Gr.  1065.  S.  C. 
See  also  3  B.  &  C.  483.  per  LiUledale  J. 
Where  a  landlord,  who  has  leased  for  a 
term  of  years,  agrees  with  his  tenant  to 
lay  out  money  in  improving  the  demised 
premises,  the  tenant  undertaking  to  pay 
an  increased  rent  during  the  remainder 
of  the  term,  this  contract  does  not  cre- 
ate a  new  demise  at  an  increased  rent, 
so  as  to  amount  to  a  surrender  of  the 
old  lease  by  operation  of  law.  3  B  & 
Ad.  899.  905.  Donellan  v.  Bead.  2  M. 
&  W.  333.  Lambert  \.  Norris.'] 
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Thursby  verms  Plant. 


Thursbt     and  this  they  pray  may  be  inquired  of  by  the  country ;  and 

V.  Plant,     the  said  Anthony  thereof  likewise,  &a  :  therefore  let  a  jury 

'        *  thereof  come  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster^  on  Wed- 


law  is  sometimes  of  greater  force  than 
a  surrender  in  deed  As  where  a  lease 
'  for  years  is  made  to  begin  at  Michael" 
mas  next,  this  future  interest  cannot  be 
expressly  surrendered,  because  there  is 
no  reversion  wherein  it  may  drown,  but 
by  a  surrender  in  law  it  may  be  merged ; 
as  if  the  lessee  before  Michaelmas  takes 
a  new  lease  for  years  either  to  begin 


presently  or  at  Michaelmas^  it  is  a  sur* 
render  inlaw  of  the  former  lease.  Co. 
Litt  338.  a.  But  it  is  held,  that  if 
lessee  for  years  accept  a  new  lease  by 
indenture  of  part  of  the  land  before 
leased  to  him,  it  is  a  surrender  only  for 
that  party  and  not  for  the  whole.  2  Rol. 
Abr.  498.  (M.)  pi.  1.  (y)  A  right 
cannot  be  surrendered.  Co.  Litt  338.  a. 


(y)  So,  although  the  term  be  created 
by  parol,  as  a  term  for  three  years  or 
less,  or  the  tenancy  be  from  year  to 
year,  still  a  surrender  must  be  in  writing, 
or  by  operation  of  law.  2  Camp.  103* 
MoUett  y.  Brayne.  5  Taunt  519. 
Doe  V.  Ridout.  2  Stark.  379.  Thom^ 
son  v.  Wilson.  The  same  law  holds  as 
to  an  assignment  1  Camp.  318.  Botting 
V.  Martin.  But  where  the  landlord, 
with  the  assent  of  the  lessee  from  year 
to  year,  accepted  an  under-lessee  as  his 
tenant,  and  distrained  on  such  under- 
lessee  for  rent,  it  was  held,  that  there 
was  a  sufficient  surrender  by  operation 
of  law  to  satisfy  the  29  Car.  2.  c.  3.  s.  3. 
2  B.  &A.  119.  Thomas  y.  Cooh.  2 
Stark.  235.  Stone  v.  Whiting.  [See 
also  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  31.  Reeve  v  Bird. 
4  Tyrw.  612.  S.  C.  2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  581 . 
BeesY.WilUams.  lTyrw.&Gr.23.S.C. 
2M.&W.882.892.  Walker  y. Richard- 
son.  Accord.  Seealso9Mee8.  &W.773. 
Turner  v.  Hardey.  But  where  tenant 
from  year  to  year  gave  a  parol  notice  to 
quit  at  the  end  of  the  current  year,  less 
than  six  months  before  such  end,  and 
the  landlord  assented  and  accepted  such 
notice,  it  was  held  that  the  tenancy  was 
not  thereby  determined,  there  not  being 
a  sufficient  notice  to  quit,  or  a  surrender 
in  writing,  or  by  operation  of  law.  And 
Thomas  v.  Cook  was  recognised'by  the 


court,  but  distinguished,  on  the  ground 
that  in  that  case  the  surrender  was 
worked,  not  by  reason  of  the  agreement 
of  the  parties  alone,  but  by  reason  of 
that  agreement,  coupled  with  the  change 
of  possession.  4  B.  &  C.  922.  John- 
stone y.  ffuddlestone.  7  D.  &  R.  411. 
S.  C.  See  also  M<CL  &  Y.  141.  Doe 
y.  Johnston. 

In  Johnstone  v.  Buddleston  some 
stress  was  laid  by  the  court  on  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  notice  to  quit  was  not 
in  writing ;  and  it  seems  to  have  been 
thought,  that,  if  it  had  been  so,  it  might 
have  been  construed  as  a  surrender  by 
note  in  writing,  so  as  to  satisfy  the  sta- 
tute. (See  6  C.  &  P.  212.  Aldenburgh 
V.  People.)  But  it  has  since  been  de« 
cided  otherwise,  on  the  ground  that 
there  cannot  be  a  surrender  to  take 
place  infuturo.  1  M.  &  W.  50.  Wed- 
dall  V.  Capes.  3  M.  &  W.  328.  Doe  v. 
Mihoard. 

It  must  be  observed,  that  in  order  to 
operate  as  an  implied  surrender  on  the 
principle  of  Thomas  v.  Cook,  it  is  es- 
sential that  all  the  three  parties  should 
assent  tx>  the  arrangement  by  which  the 
new  tenant  is  substituted  for  the  old  one* 
8  Taunt  220.  Matthews  v.  SewelL  I 
Cr.  &  M.  188.  Graham  v.  Whickelo. 
3  Tyrw.  201.  8.  C.  1  B.  &  Ad.  219. 
Rex  y.  Stow  Bardolph."]     It  baa  been 
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nesd^next  after  the  morrow  of  All  Sovh,  and  who  neither, 
&c  to  recogniae,  &c.  because  as  well,  &c  The  same  day  is 
given  to  the  said  parties  there,  &c. ;  afterwards  the  process 
thereof  is  continued  between  the  parties  aforesaid  of  the  plea 
aforesaid  by  the  jury  being  respited  thereof  between  them  be- 
fore our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster  until  Friday  next  after 
fifteen  days  of  St  Martin  then  next  foUowing,  unless  the  king's 
faithful  and  well  beloved  Sir  John  Kelynge  knight,  chief  justice 
of  our  lord  the  king  assigned  to  hold  pleas  in  the  court  of  our 
said  lord  the  king  before  the  king  himself,  shall  first  come  on 
Thursday  next  after  the  said  fifteen  days  of  St.  Martin,  at 
Gutldhall,  London,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c.  for 


286/ 
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Where  an  estate  is  limited  to  A»  for 
life,  remainder  to  B.  for  life,  remainder 
to  C.  the  eldest  son  of  A.  in  fee ;  and 
A.f  in  the  lifetune  of  A,  in  consider- 
ation of  an  annuity  of  14/.  to  be  paid 
by  the  said  C  to  him  out  of  the  pre- 
mises, and  for  other  considerations, 
did  by  deed  give,  grant,  surrender,  and 
confirm  unto  the  said  C  and  his  heirs 
the  said  premises;  it  was  held,  that 
though  the  deed  could  not  operate  as 
a  surrender,  according  to  the  intent  of 


the  parties,  upon  account  of  B.'b 
intermediate  estate  for  life,  yet  there 
being  a  consideration  of  blood  between 
father  and  son,  the  conveyance  should 
operate  as  a  covenant  to  stand  seised. 
Per  Lord  Kenyon,  Stafford  Summer 
Assizes,  1 797,  Doe  on  demise  of  Woolley 
V.  Pichard.  But  it  must  he  pleaded  as 
a  covenant  to  stand  seised,  and  not  as 
a  surrender.  4  Mod.  150.  Barker  v. 
Lade. 


held,  that  where  a  landlord  accepts  the 
possession  of  the  premises  from  his  tenant, 
although  not  upon  a  notice  to  quit,  and 
although  there  be  no  surrender  in  writ- 
ing, he  cannot  maintain  an  action  for 
use  and  occupation  for  the  time  subse- 
quent to  such  acceptance.  5  Taunt 
518.  Whitehead  v.  Clifford.  [S  Bing. 
462.  Walls  y.  Atcheson.  II  Moore, 
379.  S.  C.  Nor  can  he  recover  the  rent 
pro  raid  for  so  long  a  time  as  the  tenant 
occupied  since  the  last  rent  day.  8  B. 
&  C.  324.  Grimman  v.  Legge.  2  Mann. 
&R.438.  S.C.  5B.&C.3S2.  Ball  v. 
Burgess.  8  D.  &  R.  67.  S.  C.  So  in  an 
action  of  debt  for  rent,  it  is  a  good  plea 
that  the  landlord  agreed  to  excuse  pay- 
ment of  rent  in  consideration  of  the  de* 
fendant  giving  up  possession,  and  that 
I  actually  given  up  and  ac« 


cepted  accordingly;  which  plea  does  not 
set  up  a  surrender  as  the  defence,  but 
merely  an  executed  contract  8  A.  &  E. 
118.    Gore  v.  Wright,  3  N.  &  P.  243. 
S.C.    See  also  6B.&C.  703.   Peter  v. 
Kendal,"]  So  where  the  tenant  of  several 
houses  underlet  each  of  them  to  different 
persons,  and  the  landlord  gave  notice  to 
quit  to  one  of  the  under-tenants,  who 
quitted  accordingly,  after  which  that 
house  remained  unoccupied  some  time, 
and  then  the  tenant  underlet  it  again. 
Lord  Ellenborough  C.  J.  held  that  the 
landlord  could  not  maintain  an  action 
for  use  and  occupation  against  the  tenant 
for  the  rent  during  the  time  the  house 
remained  unoccupied^   considering  the 
circumstances  as  proof  of  an  eviction. 
1  Stark.  94.     Bum  v.  Phelps.     [See 
also  5  B.  &  C.  332.   3  Bing  462.] 
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default  of  jurors,  &c. :  at  which  day,  before  our  lord  the  king  at 
Westminster y  came  the  said  William  Thursby  and  Thomcis  Hall 
by  their  said  attorney ;  and  the  chief  justice  before  whom,  &c. 
sent  here  his  record  had  before  him  in  these  words,  to  wit : 
Afterwards,  on  the  day  and  at  the  place  within  contained,  be- 
fore Sir  John  Kelynge  knight,  chief  justice  of  our  lord  the 
king  assigned  to  hold  pleas  in  the  court  of  our  sud  lord  the 
king,  before  the  king  himself,  having  associated  to  himself 
John  Squire  gent,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c. 
come  as  well  the  within-named  William  Thursby  and  Thomas 
Hall,  as  the  within-written  Anthony  Plant,  by  their  attor- 
nies  within  contained.  And  the  jurors  of  the  jury,  whereof 
mention  is  within  made,  being  called,  some  of  them,  to  wit, 
E.  B.,  A.  M.,  W.  B.,  M.  G.,  H.  J,  W.  W.,  C.  B.,  R.  C, 
and  R.  H,  come  and  are  sworn  upon  that  jury ;  and  because 
the  residue  of  the  jurors  of  the  said  jury  do  not  appear,  there- 
fore others  of  the  by-standers,  elected  for  this  purpose  by  the 
sheriffs  of  the  said  city,  at  the  request  of  the  said  William  and 
Thomas,  and  by  the  command  of  the  said  chief  justice,  are 
appointed  anew,  whose  names  are  affixed  to  the  panel  within 
written,  according  ±o  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
C  237  ]  and  provided.  And  the  jurors  so  newly  appointed,  to  wit, 
A.  Q.,  J.  W.,  and  G.  T,  being  called,  likewise  come,  who, 
together  with  the  said  other  jurors  before  impanelled  and 
sworn,  being  elected,  tried,  and  sworn  to  speak  the  truth  of 
the  within-contained,  say  upon  their  oath,  that  the  within- 
named  Anthony  Plant  did  not  surrender  to  the  within-namcd 
Theophilus  earl  of  Lincoln  the  within-mentioned  term  of  years 
of  him  the  said  Anthony  Plant  of  and  in  the  within-namcd 
tenements  with  the  appurtenances,  or  his  estate,  right,  title, 
or  interest  of  and  in  the  same,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said 
ArUhony  has  within  thereof  in  pleading  alleged:  and  they 
assess  the  damages  of  them  the  said  William  Thursby, BJid  Tho- 
mas Hall,  on  the  occasion  within  written,  besides  their  costa 
and  charges  by  them  about  their  suit  in  this  behalf  expended, 
to  565Z.,  and  for  those  costs  and  charges  to  53».  and  4(f. 
Judgment  Therefore  it  is  considered  that  the  said  William  Thursby  and 
Tlujmas  Hall  do  recover  against  the  said  Anthony  Plant  the 
said  damages  by  the  ssud  jury  in  form  aforesaid  assessed,  and 
also  27L  6s.  Sd.  for  their  said  costs  and  charges  of  increase, 
with  their  assent,  adjudged  to  the  said  William  and  Thomas 
by  the  said  court  of  our  s^d  lord  the  now  king  here ;  which 
said  damages  in  the  whole  amount  to  595/.  And  the  said 
Anthony  in  mercy,  &c. 


Pasch.  21    ar.  II.  Regis.  237 


Thursby  and  others  vers^us  Plant. 

t COVENANT  for  non-payment  of  rent  brought  in  Lon-  &c.  i  Lev. 
^  don :  the  plaintiffs  declared  that  TheophiltLs  earl  oi  Lincoln  401.'    1  Vent. 
was  seised  of  the  manor  of  Fowingham  in  the  county  of  Lin-  ^^-  ^y  *^* 
coin  in  his  demesne  as  of  freehold  for  his  life ;  and  being  so  ristie  t.  Hall, 
seised  on  the  12th  of  June^  in  the  14th  year  of  the  reign  of  ^^^4^2^400 
the  now  king,  by  indenture  made  at  London^  in  the  parish  of  An  aetion  of 
St.  Dunstan  in  the  West  in  the  ward  of  Farrinffdon-without,  ^gnw^^the* 
demised  to  the  defendant  several  messuages  and  lands  parcel  reversion 
of  the  said  manor,  to  have  from  Lady-day  then  last  past  for  jl^^  i,  ^^^ 
21  years,  yielding  the  yearly  rent  of  570t  quarterly,  at  four  ^<»«l' 
feasts,  &c ;  and  that  the  defendant  by  the  same  indenture 
covenanted  with  the  said  earl  and  his  assigns  to  pay  the  said 
rent  as  it  became  payable ;  by  force  of  which  demise  the  de- 
fendant entered  and  was  possessed.     And  the  said  earl  being 
seised  of  the  reversion  for  his  life  as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  15th  of  November^  in  the  17th  year  of  the  reign 
of  the  now  king,  by  indenture  made  at  London,  &a  granted 
the  reversion  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  life  of  the  said  earl ;  to 
which  grant  the  defendant,  at  London,  &c  attorned ;  by  force      [  238  ] 
of  which  grant  and  attornment  the  plaintiffs  were  seised  of 
the  reversion ;  and  then  they  assigned  for  breach  of  covenant, 
that  the  defendant  had  not  paid  to  them  the  sum  of  285/.  of 
the  rent  aforesaid,  being  due  for  half  a  year  ended  at  M- 
cbaelmas  in  the  18th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  now  king,  and 
so  had  broken  his  covenant,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiffs  of 
6002.,  and  therefore  they  brought  their  action.     To  which 
the  defendant  pleaded  in  bar,  that  after  the  demise,  and  before 
the  grant  of  the  reversion  to  the  plaintiffs,  to  wit,  on  the  28th 
day  of  Marchy  in  the  15th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  now  king, 
the  defendant,  at  London,  &a  surrendered  his^  term  to  the 
said  earl,  which  he  accepted ;  and  this,  &c.     The  plaintiffs 
replied,  that  the  defendant  did  not  surrender  in  manner  and 
form,  &c.,  and  thereupon  issue  was  joined.     And  at  Nisi 
Prius,  in  London,  in  Michaelmas  term  last  past,  it  was  found 
for  the  plaintiffs,  and  damages  assessed :  and  it  was  moved  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  and  the  judgment  stayed' until  this  term ; 
and  it  was  several  times  debated  in  Hilary  term,  and  in  this 
present  term. 

And  the  exception  which  the  counsel  for  the  defendant 
took  to  the  declaration  was,  that  this  action  of  covenant 
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Thursbi;     brought  by  the  plaintijflSb^  being  assignees  of  the  reversiony  is  a 
«^L ANT.     i^^i  action,  and  mislaid ;  for  it  ought  to  have  been  laid  in  the 
'  county  of  Lincoln,  where  the  land  lies,  and  not  in  London, 

where  the  indenture  of  demise,  and  grant  of  the  reversion  and 
attornment,  are  supposed  to  be  made :  as,  an  action  of  debt 
for  rent,  brought  by  an  assignee  of  the  revernon,  ought  to  be 
brought  in  the  county  where  the  land  lies,  and  not  else- 
where ;  for  such  action  is  maintainable  by  reason  of  the  pri- 
vity of  estate  only,  there  being  no  privity  of  contract  between  the 
assignee  and  the  lessee,  and  therefore  such  action  is  local ;  as 
Hob.  Bep.  37.  PineBgsinst  the  Countess  of  Leicester ;  so  Cro. 
Car.  143.  Long  against  Nethercott,  and  Cro.  Car.  183.  Sir  Ste^ 
phen  Board  v.  Cadmow  ;  and  this  was  not  denied  on  the  other 
side;  for  it  was  agreed,  if  it  had  been  an  action  of  cfe&^  for  the 
rent,  which  was  an  action  at  common  law,  (because  the  com- 
mon law  hath  annexed  the  rent  to  the  reversion,  and  the  as- 
signee shall  have  an  action  of  debt  for  it  at  common  law,  by 
reason  of  the  privity  of  estate  only,)  it  had  been  local ;  because 
the  privity  of  contract,  that  makes  it  transitory,  £eu1s  in  the 
assignee,  and  he  shall  maintain  an  action  of  debt  for  rent,  upon 
the  privity  of  estate  only,  which  is  always  local  (1)  But  this 
action  of  covenant  by  an  assignee  does  not  lie  at  the  common 
law,  as  appears  by  the  preamble  (2)  of  the  statute  of  32  H.  8. 
c  34.,  but  is  given  by  the  same  statute,  by  which  it  is  enacted, 
"  That  as  well  all  and  every  person  and  persons,  and  bodies 
^'  politic,  their  heirs,  successors,  and  assigns,  which  have,  or 
"  shall  have,  any  gift  or  grant  of  the  king,  by  his  letters 
^'  patents,  of  any  lordships,  manors,  lands,  tenements,  rents, 
"  parsonages,  tythes,  portions,  or  other  hereditaments,  or  of 
L  2S9  J  ct  any  reversion  or  reversions  of  the  same,  which  did  belong 
"  or  appertain  to  any  of  the  said  monasteries,  and  other  re- 
'^  ligious  and  ecclesiastical  houses  dissolved,  suppressed,  re- 
"  linquished,  forfeited,  or  by  any  other  means  come  to  the 
"  king's  hands  since  the  4th  day  o{  February^  in  the  27th  year 
"  of  his  reign,  or  which,  at  any  time  before,  did  belong  or  ap- 

(I)  So  S  Mod.  338.    Barker  v.  Da-  (2)  The  recital  in  the  preamble  is : 

mer.    S.  C.  Carth.  182.    6  Mod.  194*.  <<  Forasmuch  as  by  the  common  law  of 

Wey  V.  Yalley.    S.  C.  2  Salk.  651.     1  "  this  realm,  no  stranger  to  any  cove- 

Wils.  165.  Thrahy.  Cornwall.    Sir  W.  '<  nant,  action,  or  condition,  shall  take 

JoDes,  43.     IVaheame  v.  Cleabrooke.  <'  any  advantage  or  benefit  of  the  same, 

2  Str.  776.  Patterson  v.  Scott.    1  Com.  "  by  any  ways  or  means  in  the  law,  but 

Dig.  Action  (N.  4. 6.).  1  H.  Black.  445.  <'  only  such  as  be  parties  or  privies 

Mills  v.  Auriol.    Latch.  197.  Smith  v.  '<  thereta"    See  5  H.  7.  19.  a. 
Wdyt.                           .    ^ 
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*^  pertiun  to  any  other  person  or  persons,  and  after  came  to  the  Thursby 
"  hands  of  our  said  sovereign  lord ;  and  also  all  other  persons,  ^*  Pi-ant. 
"  being  grantees  or  assignees  to  or  by  our  said  sovereign  lord  -^ 

<^  the  king,  or  to  or  by  any  other  person  or  persons,  than  the 
<<  king's  highness,  and  the  heirs,  executors,  successors,  and 
^^  assigns  of  every  of  them,  shall  and  may  have  and  enjoy  all 
^'  and  every  such  like  advantages  against  the  lessees,  their  ex- 
"  ecutors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  by  entry  for  non-payment 
"  of  the  rent  J  or  for  doing  of  waste  or  other  forfeiture  *,  and  also  *  ^***^.^^* 
<^  shall  and  may  have  and  enjoy  all  and  every  such  like  and 
*^  the  same  advantage,  benefit,  and  remedy,  by  action  only 
^'  for  not  performing  of  other  conditions,  covenants,  and 
'^  agreements  contained  and  expressed  in  the  indentures  of 
*'  their  said  leases,  demises,  or  grants,  against  all  and  every 
'^  the  said  lessees,  and  farmers,  and  grantees,  their  executors, 
^^  administrators,  and  assigns,  as  the  said  lessors  or  grantors 
^^  themselves,  or  their  heirs  or  successors,  ought,  should,  or 
"  might  have  had  and  enjoyed  at  any  time  or  times,  in  like 
^'  manner  and  form  as  if  the  reversion  of  such  lands,  tene- 
'^  ments,  and  hereditaments  had  not  come  to  the  hands  of  our 
'^  said  sovereign  lord  the  king,  or  as  our  said  sovereign  lord, 
^^  his  heirs  and  successors,  should  or  might  have  had  and  en- 
*^  joyed  in  certain  cases  by  virtue  of  the  act  made  at  the  first 
*^  session  of  this  present  parliament,  if  no  such  grant  of  letters 
^^  patent  had  been  made  by  his  highness."  And  this  Act  of 
parliament  hath  now  transferred  the  privity  of  contract  from 
the  lessor  to  the  assignee  of  the  reversion,  by  the  words  of  the 
Act,  which  say,  thcU  the  assignee  sliall  have  such  like  afkd  the  same 
advantage,  Sfc,  by  action  only,  for  not  performing  the  covenants,  as 
the  lessor,  &c.  And  so  the  privity  of  contract  is  transferred  by 
this  Act ;  as  in  the  like  case  the  privity  of  contract  is  transferred 
by  the  statute  of  bankrupts,  by  the  assignment  of  the  com- 
missioners of  bankrupts :  wherefore  the  action  here  is  well 
brought  in  London,  where  the  contract  was  made,  and  where 
the  lessor  himself  might,  and  also  ought  to,  have  brought  his 
action,  if  he  had  not  assigned  over  his  reversion. 

Agsdnst  which  it  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant, that  at  common  law  an  action  of  covenant  lies  by  an  as- 
signee of  the  land  for  a  thing  to  be  done  upon  the  same  land, 
as  appears  in  Spencer's  case,  5  Rep.  17,  18. ;  and  so  it  is  said 
in  Congham  and  King^H  case,  Cro.  Car.  221.  And  this  statute 
does  not  transfer  all  covenants,  but  those  only  which  concern  [  240  2 
the  land  demised,  as  to  repair  the  houses,  or  to  mend  the 
fences ;  and  does  not  transfer  any  collateral  covenants,  as  to 
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Thursbi;     pay  a  gross  sum  of  money,  or  other  things  of  the  like  nature, 
17.  Plant.     ^  appears,  Co.  Lit.  215.  a.  &  b.* :  and  therefore  the  intent  of 
'  the  statute  was  not  to  transfer  every  privity  of  cantracty  but  to 

*  5  Rep.  18.  a.  knit  and  annex  the  covenants  touching  or  concerning  the  land 
demised  to  the  reversion,  so  that  they  may  pass  as  annexed  as 
incident  to  the  reversion ;  for  if  the  intent  of  the  statute  had 
been  to  transfer  every  privity  of  contract,  then  all  covenants, 
as  well  those  which  are  collateral,  as  those  which  concern  the 
land  demised,  would  have  passed ;  the  contrary  of  which  ap- 
pears by  all  the  books.  (3)  And  the  better  construction  of  a 
statute  is  to  expound  it  as  near  the  rule  of  the  common  law  as 
may  be:  but  the  common  law  annexes  the  action  of  debt  for 
rent  to  the  reversion,  and  the  assignee  shall  maintain  it  only 
upon  the  privity  of  estate,  and  not  upon  the  privity  of  contract. 
And  so  may  the  statute  be  now  expounded,  that  the  action  of 
covenant  is  annexed  to  the  reversion ;  and  the  assignee  shall 
maintain  such  action  of  covenant  upon  the  privity  of  estate, 
and  not  upon  the  privity  of  contract.  And  it  is  not  like  unto 
an  assignment  of  commissioners  of  bankrupts ;  for  there  no~ 
fhing  but  a  bare  chose  in  action  is  transferred,  otherwise  no- 
thing at  all  would  be  transferred  But  if  a  man  seised  in  fee 
makes  a  lease  for  years  reserving  rent,  and  afterwards  becomes 
a  bankrupt,  and  the  commissioners  of  bankrupts  assign  over 
the  reversion  and  rent,  there  the  assignee  shall  have  an  4zction 
of  debt  upon  the  privity  of  estate,  and  not  upon  the  privity  of 
contract  {^);  wherefore  it  was  prayed  that  the  judgment 
should  be  arrested. 

But  after  deliberation,  the  court  resolved  that  the  action 
was  well  brought  in  London,  because  they  held  that  the 
statute  transferred  the  privity  of  contract;  for  an  action  of 
covenant  is  not  like  an  action  of  debt  for  rent  reserved ;  for 
if  the  lessee  assign  over  his  term,  and  the  lessor  accept  of  the 
assignee  as  his  tenant,  now  the  lessor  cannot  have  an  action' of 


(3)  But  the  better  opinion  seem|  to  (4)  For  the  assignment  by  the  com- 
be, that  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  missioners,  like  an  assignment  by  the 
could  not  bring  an  action  of  covenant  lessor  himself,  destroys  the  privity  of 
at  common  law,  but  it  is  given  by  the  contract  But  he  may  also  maintain  an 
statute  of  32  H.  8.  c.  34.  3  Mod.  338.  action  of  covenant  on  the  privity  of 
Barker  v.  Darner.  1  Wils.  165.  Thrak  contract  under  the  statute  32  H.  8. 
V.  Cornwall.  3  T.  R.  401.  WM  v.  c.  34. 
RusseU.  {z) 


(z)  [But  see  1  B.  &  C.  410.  414,  415.    Vyvyan  v.  Arthwr.  2  D.  &.  R.  67a 

S.  C] 
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debt  for  the  rent  against  the  first  lessee,  by  reason  of  his  own 
acceptance,  which  hath  extinguished  the  privity  of  con- 
tract [a] ;  as  Wdlker^s  case,  3  Kep.  24.  a.  b.  Cro.  Jac  334.  Marsh 
Y,  Brace;  bat  yet  in  such  case,  the  lessor,  after  his  own 
acceptance,  shall  maintain  an  action  of  covenant,  as  is  ad- 
judged in  Baxihehur  and  Gage^s  case,  Cro.  Car.  183.  And  the 
Court  relied  much  upon  the  case  of  Brett  and  Cumberland, 
Cro.  Jaa  521,  522.,  where  queen  Elizabeth  made  a  lease  for 
years  rendering  rent,  and  the  lessee  covenanted  to  pay  it,  and 
afterwards  the  queen  died,  and  the  reversion  descended  to 
\jji^  James  ;  and  afterwards  the  lessee  assigned  over  his  term, 
and  the  assignee  paid  the  rent  to  the  king,  and  afterwards  the 
king  granted  the  reversion  by  his  letters  patent,  and  the  pa- 
tentee accepted  the  rent  from  the  assignee ;  and  afterwards 
the  said  patentee  brought  an  action  of  covenant  against  the 
executors  of  the  first  lessee,  and  adjudged  that  it  was  main- 
tainable (5) :   which  must  be  of  necessity,  by  reason  of  the 
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(5)  The  same  difference  is  taken  in 
the  following  cases.  Cro.  Eliz.  715. 
Marrow  v.  Turpin^  Moor,  600.  S.  C. 
Cro.  Jac  309.  Barnard  v.  GodscalL 
Sir  W.  Jones, 223.  Bacheloure Y.Gage. 


Cro.  Car.  579.  Norton  v.  Acklane.  1  Rol. 
Abr.  522.  (N.),  pi.  1,  2.  1  Brownl.  20. 
Fisher  v.  Ameers.  2  Bulst.  151,  152. 
March  v.  Brace.  4  Mod.  82.  Glover  v. 
Cope.   3  Lev.  233.  Edwards  v.  Morgan. 


(a)  Walker*s  case  supports  this  rea- 
son given  by  the  court ;  but  although 
the  privity  of  contract  be  extinguished 
quoad  the  action  of  debt,  it  seems  not 
to  be  wholly  and  for  all  purposes  extin- 
guished; for  it  is  immediately  added,  that 
the  lessor  nun/  still  have  covenant;  and 
it  seems  a  contradiction  in  terms  to  say, 
that  an  action  of  covenant  will  lie  after 
the  extinction  of  the  privity  of  contract 
The  word  "  contract "  cannot  be  put 
here  by  mistake  for  *<  estate : "  for  al- 
though by  acceptance  of  the  assignee 
of  the  lessee,  the  privity  of  estate  be- 
tween the  lessor  and  lessee  is  no  doubt 
destroyed,  yet  it  is  clear  that  the  action 
of  debt  by  the  lessor  against  the  lessee 
is  grounded  on  the  privity  of  contract^ 
otherwise  the  venue  would  be  local. 
There  is  much  confusion  in  the  books 
respecting  privity  of  estate  and  privity 
of  contract.  Perhaps  the  best  way  of 
vol..  I. 


reconciling  the  cases  is,  by  considering 
that  at  common  law  covenants  ran  with 
the  land^  but  not  with  the  reversion 
[but  see  1  B.  &  C.  414,  415.]  ;  there- 
fore the  assignee  of  the  lessee  was  held 
to  be  liable  in  covenant,  and  to  be 
entitled  to  bring  covenant,  but  the  as* 
signee  of  the  lessor  was  not  Yet  as 
thb  liability  and  right  in  the  assignee  of 
the  lessee  arises  out  of  hb  privity  of  es« 
tate,  and  of  the  annexation  of  the  cove- 
nants to  the  land,  all  the  actions  by  and 
against  him  are  local ;  whereas  the  as- 
signee of  the  lessor  having  no  liability 
or  right,  except  what  is  given  him  by 
32  H.  8.,  his  action  is  transitory  by  the 
operation  of  the  statute,  except  indeed 
in  debt  for  rent,  which  he  is  entitled  to, 
independent  of  all  contract,  by  the 
mere  relation  in  which  he  stands  to  the 
land. 

F  F 
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privity  of  contract  tranafeired  by  force  of  the  said  statate ;  for 
there  was  no  privity  of  estate  between  them,  because  the  first 
lessee  Had  assigned  his  term  before  the  grant  of  the  reverdon 
to  the  patentee ;  which  proves  that  by  the  statute  the  privity 


2  Show.  133.  Ashhum  v.  Mmffoy-  ^^* 
Ent  135.  S.  C.  1  Wils.  165.  Thrak 
v.  ComwalL  Doug.  765. 3d  edit  Chan- 
cellor v.  Poole.  Ibid.  460,  461.  3d  edit 
Eaton  v.  Jaques.  I  T.  R.  92.  95. 
Ludford  ▼.  Barber.  So  a  man  will  be 
liable  upon  an  express  covenant  after 
his  discharge  under  an  Insolvent  Act^ 
unless  there  be  a  special  clause  therein 


to  relieve  him  from  future  payments. 
Doug.  97.  3d  edit  Cotterel  v.  Hooke. 
7  T.  R.  305.,  Marks  v.  Upton.  So 
his  bankruptcy  is  no  bar  to  an  action 
upon  such  a  covenant  for  rent  accrued 
after  his  bankruptcy.  1  H.  Black;  443. 
445.  Mills  y.  Auriol.  4  T.  R.  94— 
100.  S.  C.  (b)  And  the  same  dis- 
tinction holds  against  the  executors  or 


(&)  See  also  Wadham  v.  Marlowe, 
in  the  note  to  1  H.  Bl.  437.  and  to 
8  East,  314.  [4  Doug.  54.  S.  C]  The 
same  distinction  holds  between  as- 
sumpsit  and  debt,  where  the  demise  is 
not  under  seaL  8  East,  311.  Boote  v. 
Wilson.  But  now  by  stat.  [6  Geo.  4. 
c  16.  s.  75.  **  Any  bankrupt  entitled  to 
*'  any  lease^  or  agreement  for  a  lease,  if 
<<  the  assignees  accept  the  same,  shall  not 
'*  be  liable  to  pay  any  rent,  accruing  after 
<<  the  date  of  the  commission,  or  to  be 
*•  sued  in  respect  of  any[subsequent  non- 
'<  observance  or  non-performance  of  the 
^  conditions,  covenants,  or  agreements 
*'  therein  contained ;  and  if  the  assignees 
**  decline  the  same,  shall  not  be  liable  as 
'^  aforesaid,  in  case  he  deliver  up  such 
^*  lease  or  agreement  to  the  lessor  or  such 
**  person  agreeing  to  grant  a  lease,  within 
**  fourteen  days  after  he  shall  have  had 
''  notice  that  the  assignees  shall  have  de- 
"  dined  as  aforesaid."]  Then  follows  a 
proviso  enabling  the  lessor  to  apply  to 
the  lord  chancellor  for  relief  in  case  the 
assignees  refuse  either  to  accept  the  lease 
or  give  up  the  premises.  This  statute 
puts  an  entire  end  to  the  bankrupt's 
covenants,  where  the  lease  is  accepted 
by  the  assignees;  and  therefore  if  he 
come  in  again  as  assignee  of  the  as- 
signees^ he  shall  be  charged  only  in  that 


capacity  and  not  as  the  original  lessee. 
5  Taunt  795.  Doe  v.  Smith.  1  Marsh. 
359.  S.  C.  The  mere  fact  of  putting  a 
lease  up  to  auction,  the  assignees  never 
having  taken  actual  possession,  and  there 
being  no  bidder,  is  not  an  acceptance  of 
the  lease  within  this  statute.  7  East, 
335.  Turner  v.  Richardson.  [M.  & 
Malk.  479.  Carter  y.  Wame.2  But  if 
they  put  a  lease  up  to  sale,  and  accept  a 
deposit  from  a  purchaser,  they  are  liable 
as  assignees,  unless  they  shew  the  con- 
tract to  be  rescinded.  Holt,  290.  Hast- 
ings  V.  WiUoti.  [2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  309. 
Page  v.  Godden."]  And  any  intermed- 
dling with,  or  management  of,  the  pro- 
perty will  be  sufficient  to  fix  thera. 
7  Taunt  206.  Thomas  v.  Pemberton. 
4  Camp.  368.  Welsh  v.  Myers ;  as 
where  the  assignees  entered  upon  and 
managed  the  property,  although  the 
bankrupt's  effects  were  upon  the  pre- 
mises, and  the  assignees  delivered  up 
the  keys  immediately  after  the  effects 
were  sold.  1  B.  &  A.  303.  Hanson  v. 
Stevenson.  [R.  &  Moo.  207.  Clark  y. 
Hume.  2  Cr.  &  J.  610.  Ansdl  v.  Rob- 
son.']  But  merely  omitting  to  deliver  up 
the  key  is  not  sufficient ;  3  Camp.  340. 
Wheeler  v.  Bramah  ;  nor  a  release  of 
an  under-tenant  8  Taunt  325.  HUl  v. 
Dobie.    2  B.  Moore,  242.  S.  C.  [If  the 
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of  contract  is  transferred 
plaintiff  in  this  term.  (6) 

Whereupon   the  defendant  afterwards  brought  a  writ  of  ^ 
error  in  the  exehequer^K^hamber ;  and  in  Hilary  22  &  23  of 
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administrators  of  the  lessee  for  years. 
For  if  an  executor  or  administrator  as- 
sign the  term,  the  lessor,  in  case  he  has 
not  accepted  of  the  assignee  as  his  te- 
nanty  may  bring  an  action  of  debi  in  the 
detinei  against  the  executor  for  rent 
incurred  after  the  assignment,  upon  the 
contract  of  the  testator ;  and  such  ac- 
tion being  founded  upon  the  contract 
may  be  brought  in  any  county.  But  if 
the  lessor  has  cuxepted  of  the  assignee 
as  his  tenant,  he  cannot  afterwards 
maintain  an  action  of  debt  against  the 


executor ;  because  the  privity  of  con- 
tract is  destroyed  by  the  assignment; 
Cro.  Eliz.  715.  Marrow  v.  Turpin. 
S.  C.  cited  in  3  Rep.  24>.  a.  Walker'^ 
case.  Moor,  600. ;  though  he  may  still 
have  an  action  of  covenant  upon  the  ex- 
press covenant  for  payment  of  the  rent, 
and  lay  the  venue  in  any  county.  And 
so  may  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  by 
virtue  of  the  statute  of  32  H.  8.  c  34. 
Cro.  Jac  521,  522.  Brett  v.  Cumber^ 
land,  (c)'  The  surrenderee  of  a  copy- 
hold reversion  is  within  the  equity  of 


assignees  do  not  accept  the  lease,  they 
cannot  sue  on  any  of  the  covenants. 
2  B.  &  Ad.  716.  Kearsey  v.  Carstairs, 
6M.  &  W.  679.  Fairbum  v.  East- 
wood.  During  the  interval  between  the 
fiat  and  the  acceptance  of  the  lease  by 
the  assignees,  or  between  the  fiat  and 
their  declining  to  accept  it  and  the 
bankrupts  giving  it  up,  the  estate  re- 
mans in  the  bankrupt ;  1  B.  &  A.  593. 
Copeland  v.  Stevens.  8  M.  &  W.  729. 
JBriygs  v.  Sowry;  and  the  lessor,  during 
that  interval,  retains  his  right  of  distress 
for  rent  (supposing  it  affected  by  the 
75th  section,  which  seems  doubtful). 
8  M.  &  W.  740.  742.  A  surety  for  the 
bankrupt  lessee  is  not  discharged  where 
the  assignees  accept  the  lease  as  part  of 
the  bankrupt's  estate.  1  B.  Moo.  196. 
Inglis  y.M^Dougal.  6Bing.332.  And 
where  they  decline  it,  and  the  bankrupt 
gives  it  up  to  the  lessor,  the  surety  is 
liable  for  breaches  incurred  between 
the  fiat  and  the  giving  up  of  the  lease. 
6  Bing.  321.  Tuck  v.  Fyson.  3  Moo. 
&  P.  715.  S.  C.  The  Act  is  confined 
to  cases  between  lessor  and  lessee,  and 
does  not  comprise  cases  between  the 
lessee  and  the  assignee  of  the  lease; 


3  B.  &  A.  521.  Taylor  v.  Young;  nor 
between  the  lessor  and  the  assignee 
of  the  lease.  3  B.  &  Ad.  211.  Manning 
V.  Flight,  It  has  been  held  to  apply  to 
a  parol  demise.  8  A.  &  £.  366.  Slack 
V.  Sharp.  3  Perr.  &  D.  S.  C.  390. 
2  Mont.  D.  &  D.  347.  Exparte  Hop- 
ton  :  but  see  2  Rose,  86.  Exparte  Sut- 
Urn:  8  M. &  W.  739.  741.  As  to  what 
is  a  declining  of  the  lease  by  the  assig- 
nees, see  4  Dowl.  243.    Worthington  v. 

Prince.2 

(c)  So  may  the  assignee  of  part  of 
the  reversion  in  all  the  land ;  Co.  Litt. 
215.  a. ;  and  the  assignee  of  the  re- 
version of  part  of  the  land.  2  B.  &  A. 
105.  Twynam  v.  Pickard.  [4  Bing. 
N.  C.  758.  780, 781 .  Simpson  v.  day- 
ion,  6  Scott,  469.  S.  C]  Where  tenant 
for  life  makes  a  lease  under  a  powjer,  the 
remainder-man  is  considered  to  be  an 
assignee  of  the  reversion  within  this 
statute.  3  M.  &  S.  382.  Isherwood  v. 
Olknow.  The  statute  applies  only  to 
covenants  which  run  with  the  land. 
5  Rep.  17.  Spencers  case.  There- 
fore the  assignee  of  a  rent-charge  is  not 
within  the  statute ;  both  because  he  has 
not  the  reversion^  and  because  a  cove* 
FF  2 
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Thursbt     the  now  king,  the  case  was  opened^  and  the  justices  and 
V.  Plant,     barons  were  prima  fade  of  di£ferent  opinions ;  tiierefore  the 
*  countess  of  Lincoln,  who  was  concerned  in  the  said  rent,  per- 

ceiving it,  compounded  with  Plant  the  defendant,  and  allowed 

due  after  his  death ;  for  by  the  death 
of  the  lessee  the  personal  priyity  of  con- 
tract as  to  the  action  of  debt  in  both 
cases  was  determined.  In  answer  to 
which  it  may  be  observed,  1.  that  Pop^ 
ham,  the  Chief  Justice,  in  his  report  of 
the  same  case  (Poph.  12Q.),  says,  that 
he  was  of  another  opinion ;  and  in  Moor, 
352.  Walker  y.  Harris ;  Latch.  262. 
Ironmonger  v.  Newsam  ;  and  in  1  Show. 
841.  Pitcher  y.  Tovey,  it  is  said  that  no 
judgment  was  given.  2.  The  case  may 
be  admitted  to  be  law,  if  the  lessor, 
after  the  assignment  either  by  the  lessee 
or  the  executor,  accepted  of  the  assignee 
as  his  tenant ;  for  then  the  lessor  cannot 
bring  debt  against  the  executor,  because 
the  privity  of  contract  was  determined 
by  the  assignment,  and  acceptance  of 


the  statute.  1  Show.  262.  Glover  v. 
Cope.  3Lev.S26.  Skin.S05.  Carth. 
205.  S.  C.  So  where  the  lessee  has 
assigned  the  term,  his  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator is  chargeable  in  the  same 
manner  and  with  the  like  diversity  as 
has  been  just  above  mentioned  where 
the  executor  himself  has  assigned.  1  Sid. 
266.  HeUier  v.  Casbard.  1  Lev.  127. 
S.C.  S  Mod.  325.  Coghilly.  Freelove. 
It  is  true,  that  Lord  Coke,  in  Walker's 
case,  3  Rep.  24.  a.  says  it  was  adjudged 
in  Overton  v.  SydhaU,  that  if  the  execu- 
tor  of  a,  lessee  for  years  assigns  over  his 
interest,  an  action  of  debt  doth  not  lie 
against  him  for  rent  due  after  the  assign- 
ment ;  and  that  if  the  lessee  for  years 
assigns  over  his  interest  and  dies,  the 
executor  shall  not  be  charged  for  rent 


nant  cannot  run  with  a  rent  5  M.  &  S. 
411.  Milnes  v.  Branch,  In  that  case 
J.  B.  being  seised  in  fee,  conveyed  to 
the  defendant  and  J.J,,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  to  the  use  that  •/.  B.  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  might  have  and  take  to  hb 
and  their  use  a  rent  certain,  to  be  issu- 
ing out  of  the  premises,  and  subject 
thereto,  to  the  use  of  the  defendant, 
his  heirs  and  assigns ;  and  the  defend- 
ant covenanted  with  J.  B.  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  to  pay  to  him,  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs, the  said  rent,  and  to  build  within 
one  year  one  or  more  messuages  on  the 
premises  for  better  securing  the  said 
rent.  J.  B.  within  one  year  demised  the 
said  rent  to  the  plaintiffs  for  1000  years. 
It  was  held  that  covenant  would  not  lie 
for  the  plaintiffs,  either  for  non-pay- 
ment of  the  rent,  or  for  not  building  the 
messuages;  for  the  covenant  was  per. 
sonaltoJlA  [4M.&W.  135.  Ran-^ 
doll  V.  Rigby*'}   But  the  assignee  of  the 


reversion  of  premises  situate  within  the 
weekly  bills  of  mortality,  mentioned  in 
14  Geo.  3.  c  78.  s.  83.,  may  maintain  an 
action  on  a  covenant  to  insure.  5  B.  & 
A.I.  Vernon  v.  Smith,  The  principles 
on  which  covenants  are  said  to  run  with 
the  land  are  fully  explained  in  the  judg- 
ments of  the  court  in  this  last  case. 
[See  abo  1  B.  &  C.  410.  Vyvyan  v. 
Arthur.  2  D.  &  R,  670.  S.  C.  9  B.  & 
C.  505.  Sampson  v.  Easterby,  4  Mann. 
&  R.  422.  S.  C.  Easterby  v.  Sampson, 
6  Bing.  644.  1  Cr.  &  Jerv.  105.  S.  C. 
in  Cam.  Scac  10  B.  &  C.  849.  Doe  v. 
Reid.  2  Bing.  N.  C.  125.  Flight  v. 
Glossopp.  2  Scott,  220.  S.  C.  4  Bing. 
N.  C.  758.  Simpson  v.  Clayton,  2  Mylne 
&  K.  517.  KeppeU  v.  Bailey.  Smith's 
Leading  Cases,  vol.  i.  p.  28.  note  to 
Spencer's  case.  4  Dougl.  351.  Grey  v. 
Cuthbertson,"]  A,  lessee  for  years,  as- 
signs his  interest  in  part  of  the  premises  to 
B^  and  covenants  for  quiet  enjoyment ; 
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him  50/.  oat  of  the  money  recovered^  and  the  other  rent  due^ 
and  he  paid  the  rest ;  and  so  it  was  not  determined  in  the  ex- 
chequer-chamber.— Jomsy  fVinninffton,  and  JTe/in^tf  of  counsel 
for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  king's  bench^  ^nd  Saunders  of  counsel 
with  the  defendant. 
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the  assignee.  Bat»  thirdly,  if  it  were 
decided  in  that  case,  either  that  the  as- 
signment itself,  without  any  acceptance 
of  the  assignee,  destroyed  the  privity  of 
contract ;  or  that  the  death  of  the  lessee 
for  years,  after  an  assignment  of  the 
term  by  him,  without  any  acceptance 
of  the  assignee,  determined  the  privity 
of  contract,  so  that  the  lessor  in  either 
of  these  cases  cannot  msdntain  an  action 
of  debt  afler  such  assignment,  such  deci- 
sion appears  not  to  be  well  considered ; 
and  indeed  the  case  of  Overton  v.  Si/d- 
haH  has  been  frequently  denied.  1  Sid. 
^t66.  Hdlier  v.  Ccubard.  1  Lev.  127. 
S.  C.  3  Mod.  325.  Coghil  v.  Freelove. 
2  Vent  209.  S.  C.  4  Mod.  76.  Pitcher 
V.  Tovey,  For  it  is  now  settled  by  these 
cases,  that  the  privity  of  contract  of  the 
■testator  is  not  determined  by  his  death, 
but  the  executor  shall  be  charged  with 
all  his  contracts  so  long  as  he  has  as- 


sets; and  therefore  he  shall  not  dis- 
charge himself  by  making  an  assign- 
ment without  the  consent  of  the  lessor, 
but  shall  still  be  liable  in  an  action  oidd>t 
as  well  as  covenant  for  the  rent  incurred 
afterwards;  and  so  where  the  testator 
himself  has  assigned  the  term  in  his  life- 
time, his  executor  is  chargeable  in  the 
same  manner.  3  Mod.  326.  But  though 
covenant  lies  against  the  lessee  upon  an 
express  covenant  after  assignment  and 
acceptance  of  the  assignee,  yet  it  seems 
that  such  action  does  not  lie  against  the 
lessee  upon  a  covenant  in  law,  (such  as 
the  words  yielding  and  paying  (cf ),  de- 
mise,  grantj  which  are  covenants  in  law 
both  by  the  lessor  and  lessee)  after  as- 
signment and  acceptance  of  the  as- 
signee. 1  Sid.  447.  Sir  W.  Jones,  223. 
Bacheloure  v.  Gage.  4  T.  R.  98. 
Mills  V.  Auriol,  (e) 

(6)  This  case  has  been  ever  since 


B,  afterwards  assigns  to  C,  who  is 
evicted  by  the  original  lessor  for  a  for* 
feitore  incurred  by  A.;  it  was  held 
that  C,  might  maintain  an  action  on 
the  covenant  against  A,  on  account  of 
the  privity  of  estate,  and  the  covenant 
running  with  the  land.  3  B.  &  A.  392. 
Campbell  v.  Lewis.  8  Tiiunt  715* 
Lewis  V.  Campbell.  Cro.  [Car.  503. 
Middlemore  v.  Goodale. 

An  appointee  b  not  to  be  considered 
as  an  assignee  with  respect  to  the  liabi- 
lity in  covenant  Thus,  where  aa  estate 
was  conveyed  to  a  trustee  in  fee,  to  the 
use  of  such  persons  as  W.  should  ap- 
point, and  W.  covenanted  in  the  same 
conveyance  for  himself,  his  heirs,  and 
assigns,  to  pay  a  certain  fee-farm  rent 
reserved  out  of  the  estate  to  the  lord. 


it  was  held  that  the  laiyi  was  not  bound 
in  the  hand  of  FF.'s  appointee  by  W.'a 
covenant.  6  East,  289.  JRoach  v.  Wad^ 
ham. 

(d)  In  Selwyn's  N,  P.  tit  «  Cove- 
nant" p.  450.  it  is  laid  down  that  the 
words  *<  yielding  and  paying  "  constitute 
an  express  covenant  And  Rol.  Abr. 
tit  «*  Covenant"  (C.)  pi.  10.  Styles,  406. 
Porter  v.  Sweetnam^  are  cited.  See  also 
1  Sid.  266.  ffelUerv.  Cashard,  S.P.  [2 
Mod.  91 »  92.  HoUis  v.  Carr.  3  Swanst 
647,  648.  S.  C.  But  see  2  Lev.  206. 
Harper y.  Burgh.  T.  Jones,  102.  S.  C. 
3T.R.'402.  Webby. Russell,  hj "Lord 
Kenyon.  9  Ves.  330.  Iggulden  v. 
May^  by  Lord  Eldon.  Piatt  on  Cove- 
nants, 53.  contra.] 

(e)  And  no  action  will   lie  against 
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considered  as  a  leading  one  upon  this 
subject.  Carth,  183.  Barker  v.  Darner. 
1  Show.  194.  S.C.  6  Mod.  194-,  195. 
Weyy.  YaUy.  1  Wils.  165.  'ThraUv. 
ComwaU.  1  H.  Black.  433.  MiUs  v. 
Auriol  4  T.  R.  94.  S.  C.  When- 
ever  the  action  is  brought  upon  the 
contract  itself,  it  is  transitory ;  for  dcK- 
tum  et  contractus  sunt  nuUitu  toei;  7  Rep. 
3.  a.  Bulwer*s  case.  2  Inst.  231.; 
therefore  the  lessor  may  bring  debt  or 


covenant  against  the  lesseSf  and  the 
lessee  covenapt  against  the  lessor^  in  any 
county.  7  Rep.  2.  a.  Bulwer's  case.  (/) 
Or  the  lessor  may  bring  debt  or  cove- 
nant in  England  for  lands  in  Ireland^ 
Jamaica,  kc  6  Mod.  194.  Weyv.Yally. 
So  may  the  assignee  of  the  reversion 
bring  covenant  against  the  lessee,  and  the 
lessee  against  the  assigneeofthe  reversion^ 
in  any  county,  upon  such  express  cove- 
nants  contained  in  the  lease  as  run  with 


an  assignee  of  the  lessee,  except  for 
breaches  of  covenant  happening  whilst 
he  is  assignee:  therefore  an  assignee 
may  always  get  rid  of  his  liability  by 
assigning  over,  which  he  may  do  to  a 
mere  pauper,  although  such  person 
neither  takes  actual  possession  nor  re* 
ceives  the  lease;  1  Bos.  &  PulL  21. 
Taylor  V.  Shum.  1  Str.  1222.  Le  Keux 
V.  Nash.  [8  B.  &  C.486.  Paul  v.  Nurse. 
2  Mann.  &R.  525.  S.C.];  and  although 
the  assignment  of  the  lease  remains  in 
the  hands  of  the  solicitor  of  the  assignor, 
who  has  a  lien  for  the  expences  of  pre- 
paring it  3 Camp. 394.  Odellv.Wake. 
And  this  may  be  done  by  the  assignees 
of  a  bankrupt,  although  by  accepting 
the  lease  they  have  discharged  the  bank- 
rupt from  liability  under  the  [6  Geo.  4. 
c.  16.  s.  75.] ;  and  by  assigning  them- 
selves to  an  insolvent  person,  leave  the 
lessor  without  any  responsible  tenant 
2  Madd.  330.  Onslow  v.  Corris.  [It 
has  been  doubted,  inasmuch  as  the 
privity  of  estate  has  ceased,  whether 
covenant  will  lie  against  an  assignee  of 
a  lease,  after  the  term  has  expired,  or 
after  an  assignment  over  by  him,  for  a 
breach  incurred  before  such  assignment 
(See  Piatt  on  Covenants,  495— 503.)  But 
the  latter  point  has  been  lately  decided 
in  the  affirmative,  2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  18. 
Harley  v.  King  ;  and  this  decision  ap- 
pears to  govern  the  former  point  also. 
See  also  2  VeQt  56*  Morley  y.  PoUUU. 


The  assignee  of  the  reversion  may  sue 
for  breaches  incurred  in  his  time,  though, 
before  action  brought,  he  has  assigned 
the  reversion.  Carth.  289.  Midgl^  v. 
Lovelace.  As  to  the  liability  of  the 
assignee  of  the  lease  to  the  lessee,  for 
breaches  in  respect  of  which  the  lessor 
has  recovered  against  the  lessee,  see 
5  B.  &  C.  589.  Burnett  v.  Lynch.  8 
D.  &  R.  368.  S.  C.  1  Cr.  &  M.  644: 
Wolveridge  y. Steward,  reversing  9  Bing. 
60.  Steward  v.  Wolveridge.  4  Mylne 
&Cr.54.  Eowleyy.  Adams.  Post,  32% 
et  seq.  notes  to  Pomfret  v.  Bicrqft.^ 

(/)  Covenant  or  debt  by  the  lessor 
against  the  executor  of  the  lessee  for 
arrears  of  rent  accrued  in  the  testator's 
lifetime,  is  transitory:  so  is  covenant, 
or  debt  in  the  detinet,  against  the  exe- 
cutor as  executor  for  rent  accrued  in  his 
own  time ;  for  he  is  chaxged  on  the  pri- 
vity of  contract  and  not  of  estate,  and  is 
liable  only  so  far  as  he  has  assets,  and 
whether  he  occupies  the  land  or  not: 
but  covenant  or  debt  in  the  debet  and 
detinet  against  the  executor,  not  naming 
him  as  executor,  for  rent  accrued  in 
his  own  time,  is  local ;  for  the  execu- 
tor is  in  such  case  charged  as  assignee 
on  the  privity  of  estate  and  not  of  com^ 
tracL  1  Sid.  266.  Hellier  v.  Casbard. 
2  Lev.  80.  Cormel  v.  Lisset.  And 
see  ant^,  1.  note  (I),  and  the  autho- 
rities there  cited;  and  antd,  p.  112:> 
note*  (c) 
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the  estate  in  the  land  demised^  such  as 
non-payment  of  rent^  not  repairing,  and 
the  Iike»  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of 
32H.  &  Thwrtbyy.  Plant.  For  as  the 
lessor  might  in  such  case  have  brought 
covenant  against  the  lessee,  or  the  lessee 
against  the  lessor,  in  any  county,  so  may 
now  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  against 
the  lessee,  and  the  lessee  against  the 
assignee  of  the  reversion,  by  virtue  of 
that  statute,  which  has  transferred  the 
privity  of  contract  with  respect  to  such 
covenants,  in  the  same  plight  as  the 
lessor  had  them  against  the  lessee,  or  the 
lessee  against  the  lessor.  In  the  case 
of  Crestoick  v.  Saunders^  2  Show.  200. 
it  is  said  to  have  been  adjudged,  that 
covenant  by  the  assignee  of  the  reversion 
against  the  lessee  for  not  repairing,  must 
be  laid  in  the  county  where  the  land 
lies,  and  the  case  of  Bord  v.  Cudmore^ 
in  Cro.  Car.  183.,  and  this  case  of 
Thur^  V.  Plant,  are  cited  in  support 
of  it.  But  these  authorities  do  not 
warrant  the  decision,  but  are  directly 
contrary  to  it,  and  so  are  all  the  other 
determinations.  An  assignee  of  a  re- 
version may  also  have  an  action  of  debt 
for  rent  against  the  lessee,  and  the  action 
being  founded,  not  upon  any  privity  of 
coniracty  but  upon  privity  of  estate  only, 
is  locaL  The  action  of  debt  lay  for  the 
assignee  of  the  reversion  at  common 
law ;  for  the  rent  being  incident  to  the 
reversion,  and  the  lessee  being  in  pos- 


session of  the  land,  and  in  the  percep- 
tion of  the  profits,  the  law  therefore 
created  such  a  privity  between  them  as 
would  support  this  action  for  the  rent. 
5  H.  7.  18.  b.  19.  a.  Bro.  Dette,  141. 
1  Rol.  Abr.  591.  (B),  pL  2.  8  Rep. 
22.  b.  Walker's  case.  4  Mod.  81.  Glo- 
ver  V.  Cape.  3  Mod.  338.  [Barker  v. 
Darner^  For  the  same  reason  of  privity 
of  estate,  the  lessor  may  have  debt  or 
covenant  for  rent,  or  for  not  repairing, 
&c.  against  the  assignee  of  the  term  at 
the  common  law ;  5  H.  7. 19.  a.  3  Rep. 
22.  b.  Walkers  case {g) ;  but  in  such 
case  the  action,  whether  debt  or  cove- 
nant, is  local,  because  it  is  founded  upon 
the  privity  of  estate  only,  between  the 
lessor  and  assignee  of  the  term,  the 
privity  of  contract  being  destroyed  by 
the  assignment.  Carth.  182,  183.  2 
East,  580.  Stevenson  v.  Lambard.  {h) 
Consequently,  the  assignee  of  the  rever- 
sion must  also  bring  the  action  against 
the  assignee  of  the  term  in  the  county 
where  the  land  lies ;  because  the  statute 
of  32  H.  8.  transfers  the  privity  of  con- 
tract to  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  lessor  had  it. 
3  Mod.  337,  338.  Barker  v.  Darner. 
S.  C.  1  Show.  199.  Carth.  182.  1  Salk. 
80,  81.  The  report*  of  the  case  in 
SalkM  seems  to  be  inaccurate,  in  not 
stating  that  the  action  of  covenant  was 
brought  against  the  assignee  of  the  term; 
for  the  decision  turned  upon  that  cir- 


(jg)  [It  has  been  thought  doubtful 
whether  there  does  not  also  exist  a 
privity  of  estate  in  respect  of  the  whole 
land  by  assignment  of  part  only ;  and 
consequently,  whether  the  lessor  mfiy  not 
charge  the  assignee  of  part  in  an  action 
of  debt  with  the  rent  of  the  whole.  1 
Bing.  N.  C.  760.  If,  however,  the  plain- 
tiff alleges  in  his  declaration  that  the 
whole  interest  of  the  lessee  came  to  the 
defendant  by  assignment,  and  the  de- 


fendant  traverses  that  allegation,  it  is  a 
fatal  variance  if  it  appears  in  evidence 
that  the  defendant  i^as  assignee  of  par- 
cel only  of  the  .land  originally  demised. 
1  Bing.  N.  C.  756.  Curtis  V.  Spitty. 
1  Scott,  737.  S.  C] 

{h)  [This  doctrine,  it  should  seem, 
is  not  applicable  to  actions  of  assumpsit. 
1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  834.  837.  Buckwarth 
V.  Simpson.    5  Tyrw.  344.  S.  C] 
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cumstance.  For  the  same  reason,  co« 
venant  by  the  iusignee  of  the  lessee 
against  the  lessor,  or  the  grantee  of  the 
reversion,  is  also  local;  for  it  lies  at 
the  common  law  in  respect  of  the  pri- 
vity of  estate,  which  is  always  local. 
5  Rep.  17.  a.  Spencer's  case.  F.  N.  B. 
146.  C.  But  in  all  these  cases,  if  such 
local  action  be  brought  and  tried  in  a 
wrong  county,  the  defect  is  aided  after 
verdict  by  statute  16  &  17  Car.  2.  c.  8. ; 
and  therefore,  when  the  defendant  in- 
tends to  take  advantage  of  the  wrong 
venue,  he  must  demur  to  the  declaration. 
7  T.  R,  58S— 588.      Matfor  of  Lon- 


don V.  Cok.  Willes'  Rep.  43L  Bed' 
liffe  of  Lichfield  v.  Slater,  (i)  It 
should  seem  that  the  lessor  cannot 
bring  an  action  of  covenant  after  he 
has  parted  with  the  reversion  for  any 
breach  of  covenant  accrued  subsequent 
to  the  grant  of  the  reversion,  but  the 
action  can  only  be  brought  by  the 
assignee  of  the  reversion ;  for  the  sta- 
tute of  H.  8.  has  transferred  the  privity 
of  contract  together  with  the  estate 
in  the  land  to  the  assignee  of  the  re- 
version. See  S  Lev.  154.  Beely  v. 
Purry, 


(t)  As  the  modem  mode  of  declar- 
ing is  not  to  set  out  the  parceb  in  the 
declaration,  the  defendant  cannot  in 
general  demur  for  this  cause,  without 
first  setting  out  the  indenture  upon 
oyer.     [A  wrong  venue  is  no  ground 


of  nonsuit  2  Bing.  N.  C.  575.  Boyes 
V.  Hewetson.  2  Scott,  831.  S.  C.  7  C. 
&  P.  127*  Much  valuable  learning  on 
the  subjects  of  the  principal  note  will 
be  found  in  1  Alcock  &  Napier,  Q.  B. 
(Irish),  366.  Grogan  v.  Margan.'l 


Case  36. 


Craft  versus  Boite. 
Hil.  20  &  21  Car.  11.  Regis.     RolL  902. 


Same  prece- 
dent    1  Mod. 
Bnt.  188. 


Genend  pre- 
amble of  good 
character. 


-'^'««*»'|TJE  it  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the 
^* '  ^  -*-^  term  of  St  Michael  last  past,  before  our  lord 
the  king  at  Westminster^  came  Joseph  Craft  clerk,  by  Daniel 
Marwood  his  attorney,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of 
our  said  lord  the  king  then  there  his  certain  bill  against  Joseph 
BoitCy  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c.  of  a  plea  of  tres- 
pass upon  the  case ;  and  there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to 
wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe;  which  said  bill  follows  in 
these  words,  to  wit ;  Londouy  to  wit,  Joseph  Crafty  clerk,  com- 
plains of  Joseph  Boite,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of 
the  marshalsea  of  our  lord  the  king  before  the  king  himself; 
for  that  whereas  he  the  said  Joseph  Craft  is  a  good,  true, 
pious,  fiuthful,  and  honeeit  subject  of  our  lord  the  now  king, 
and  as  such  good,  true,  pious,  faithful  and  honest  subject  of 
our  said  lord  the  now  king,  and  of  the  lord  Charles  the  First, 
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late  king  of  England,  firom  the  time  of  his  nativity  hitherto.  Craft  v. 
hath  behaved,  had,  and  governed  himself,  and  for  all  the  time  Boite. 
aforesaid  was  had,  held,  and  reputed  of  good  name,  fame,  ' 
condition,  conversation,  and  reputation,  as  well  among  vene- 
rable persons,  as  other  grave  and  faithful  subjects  of  our  said 
lord  the  now  king,  with  whom  he  the  said  Joseph  Craft  had  [  242  ] 
any  acquaintance ;  and  also  as  such  faithful  and  honest  subject 
of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  hath  hitherto  remained  and  con- 
tinued unhurt,  untouched,  and  immaculate,  without  any  kind 
of  theft,  felony,  fraud,  deceit,  and  without  the  imputation  or 
suspicion  of  the  same,  or  any  of  them.  By  means  of  which 
said  good  name,  fame,  condition,  conversation,  and  reputa- 
tion, and  by  reason  of  his  learning  in  the  study  of  divinity  in 
the  university  of  Oxford,  for  four  years  and  more,  he  the  said 
Joseph  Craft  had  obtained  the  favour  and  good-wiU  of  divers 
noblemen  and  great  men  of  this  realm  oi  England:  and  he 
the  said  Joseph  Crafty  for  the  space  of  three  years  now  last 
past,  hath  been,  and  yet  is,  a  minister  of  the  holy  gospel,  in 
the  holy  church  of  this  realm  of  England,  and  hath  taken 
upon  himself  the  holy  orders  of  the  said  church,  and  for  all 
the  time  last  above  mentioned  hath  been  in  that  function, 
with  the  greatest  praise  and  commendation  for  his  exemplary 
zeal  for  piety,  innocence  of  life,  and  integrity;  insomuch 
that  he  hath  not  only  obtained  and  had  the  love  and  good- 
will of  all  his  neighbours  and  other  faithful  subjects  of  our 
sud  lord  the  king,  and  nobles  and  great  men,  but  also  had, 
daily  gained  and  received  divers  great  gains,  profits,  and  ad- 
vantages to  the  great  and  more  ample  maintenance  and  sup- 
port of  him  the  ft^id  Joseph  Craft,  and  the  great  increase  of  his 
wealth:  nevertheless  the  mid  Joseph  Boite,  not  ignorant  of  Breach, 
the  premises,  but  contriving  and  maliciously  intending  to  de- 
prive him  the  said  Joseph  Craft  of  his  said  good  name,  fame, 
credit,  esteem,  and  reputation,  which  he  before  possessed,  and 
to  bring  him  the  said  Joseph  Craft  into  scandal,  infamy,  and 
dislike,  as  well  among  all  the  venerable  persons,  as  other  grave 
and  faithful  subjects  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  and  parti- 
cularly among  his  neighbours  and  friends,  and  also  to  cause 
the  said  Joseph  Craft  to  be  punished  according  to  the  laws 
and  statutes  of  this  realm  of  England,  made  and  provided 
against  those  who  should  commit  such  kind  of  felonies  or 
thefb,  on  the  20th  day  of  October,  in  the  20th  year  of  the 
reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second  the  now  king,  at  Zon- 
don,  to  wit,  in  the  parish  of  SL  Mary-k^Bow,  in  the  ward  of 
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Cheap,  in  the  fxresence  (1)  and  heazing  of  dirers  fisdthfiil  sab* 
jects  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  being  then  and  there  pre- 
sent, and  hearing  the  same,  falsely  and  (2)  malicioufily  spoke, 


(1)  The  declaration  must  shew  a 
pttblication  of  the  slander,  otherwise 
the  action  does  not  lie;  and  therefore 
it  is  averred  in  this  declaration,  that  the 
defendant  spoke  the  words  in  the  pre' 
sence  and  hearing  of  several  persons. 
But  these  words,  though  generally  used, 
are  not  absolutely  necessary:  any  others 
that  denote  a  publication  are  sufficient ; 
as,  that  the  defendant  spoke  the  words 
''palam;'  or  *'pubUce:'  Cro.  Eliz.  861- 
Taylor  v.  How,  So,  alleging  the  words 
to  be  spoken  in  the  presence  of  several 
persons,  omitting  the  word  '^ hearing" 
is  held  to  be  sufficient ;  for  it  shall  be 
intended  to  be  in  their  hearing.  Cro. 
Eliz,  486.  HaU^r.  Hennesley,   Cro.  Jac. 


39.  Kettan  v.  Manethg.  Cro.  Car.  199. 
Smart  v.  Basdale,  And,  as  the  declar- 
ation must  shew  a  publication,  there- 
fore, if  the  words  are  IVelshy  French^  or 
other  foreign  language,  the  plaintiff 
must  aver  that  the  hearers  understood 
such  language;  Hob.  268.  in  Fleet- 
wood V.  Curleg,  Cro.  Eliz.  865.  Price 
V.  Jenkings.  1  Rol.  Abr.  74.  (A.)  (a) ; 
unless,  indeed,  with  respect  to  Welsh 
words,  the  action  is  brought  ui  any  of 
the  courts  of  great  sessions  in  Wak8(b); 
for  it  shall  be  intended  the  hearers  un^ 
derstood  the  words.  But  it  does  not 
seem  necessary,  though  usual,  to  give 
the  signification  of  such  foreign  words 
in  the  declaration;  for  the  court  will 


(a)  In  an  action  for  a  libel  in  a  fo- 
reign language,  the  original  must  be  set 
out,  and  not  a  mere  translation.  6  T.  R. 
162.  Zenobio  v.  AxtelL  The  libel  itself 
must  be  set  out  in  the  declaration; 
hence,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  state  that 
the  defendant  published  a  libel,  '<  pur- 
**  porting  that  the  plaintiff's  beer  was 
*^  of  bad  quality,  and  sold  by  defi- 
"  cient  measure,"  &c. ;  for  such  a  mode 
of  statement  deprives  the  defendant  of 
taking  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon 
the  words  of  the  libel  by  demurrer. 
6  Taunt  169.  Woody. Brown.^  Marah, 
•  522.  S.  C.  [See  also  3  B.  &  A.  503. 
Wright  v.  Clements^  ant^,  p.  121."  note 
(a).]  So  in  actions  for  verbal  slander, 
the  words  must  be  stated.  3  M.  &  S.  110. 
Cook  V.  Cox.  [And  this  general  rule, 
requiring  the  words  to  be  specified,  is 
applicable  to  cases  where  special  da- 
mages are  made  the  ground  of  the  ac- 
tion. Therefore  a  declaration  for  words 
imputing  that  tulips  of  the  plaintiff, 
about  to  be  sold  by  auction,  were  stolen 


property,  whereby  purchasers  were  de- 
terred from  bidding,  and  the  sale  was 
defeated,  was  held  bad  in  arrest  of 
judgment  1  Mees.  &  W.  495.  Gue- 
sole  V.  Mathers.  There  is  an  ancient 
form  of  count  in  slander,  that  the  de- 
fendant <^  imposed  the  crime  of  fe- 
«lony"on  the  plaintiff;  which  words 
are  a  bad  translation  of  the  Latin 
"  crimen  felonite  imposuit,"  The  legal 
sense  and  meaning  of  those  words  is, 
that  the  party  made  the  charge  of  felony 
before  a  magistrate ;  and  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient, in  support  of  such  a  count,  to 
prove  that  the  plaintiff  was  charged 
with  felony  in  conversation.  2  B.  1^  C. 
283.  BUzard  v.  Kelfy.  8  D.  &  R.  519. 
S.  C.  See  also  6  M.  &  S.  29.  Davies 
V.  Noake.  The  objection  to  which  this 
form  of  count  is  open,  that  it  does  not 
specify  the  particular  felony  with  which 
the  party  was  charged,  is  not  valid  after 
verdict    2  B.  &  C.  283.] 

(6)  [Abolished  by  stat-1  W;4/Ci  7a 
^14.] 
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&S6erted,aQdwithaloudYoioe  published  and  proolumed  tbeae 
false,  feigned,  scandalous,  and  opprobrious  words  of  (3)  the 
said  Joseph  Craft,  in  these  English  words  following ;  that  is  to 
sajr,  "  Look,  there  is  a  thievidi  rogue,"  (meaning  and  point- 
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inform  themselves  by  those  who  under- 
stand the  language,  what  the  words 
mean  in  English.  Hob.  126.  1  Rol. 
Abr.  86.  (L.)  pi.  5.  And  it  is  safer 
not  to  translate  the  words;  for  it  has 
been  held  that,  where  the  words  in 
Welsh  signified  that  the  plaintiff  was 
perjured,  and  were  therefore  actionable, 
but  the  translation  of  them  into  Eng^ 
lish  did  not  amount  to  perjury,  but  only 
that  the  plaintiff  wasforsioomy  no  action 
would  lie.  Sty.  263.  Ross  v.  Zatr- 
rence,  (c)  It  is  an  established  rule, 
that  slanderous  words  must  be  under- 
stood by  the  court  in  the  same  sense 
as  the  rest  of  mankind  would  ordinarily 
understand   them.     Therefore,    where 


one  said  of  another  '<  that  his  character 
'<  taas  infamous  ;  thai  he  would  be  dis' 
^  graceful  to  any  society  ;  that  those  who 
^proposed  him  as  a  member  of  any  so* 
**  ciety  must  have  intended  an  insult  to 
''  it ;  that  he  would  publish  his  shame 
"  and  infamy  ;  that  delicacy  forbad  him 
^^from  bringing  a  direct  charge^  but  it 
'*  was  a  male  child^  who  complained  to 
"  him  :  "  these  words  were  understood 
to  mean  a  charge  of  unnatural  practices, 
and  sufficiently  certain  in  themselves  to 
be  actionable,  without  the  aid  of  an 
innuendo  to  that  purpose,  which,  it  was 
admitted,  would  not  enlarge  the  sense. 
5  East,  463.  Woolnoth  y.  Meadows,  (d) 
(2)  The  declaration  must  also  shew 


(c)  But  it  should  seem,  that  it  would 
now  be  held  necessary  to  set  out  a 
translation  in  the  declaration;  for  in 
Eex  V.  Manasseh  GoldsteiUf  which  was 
tried  at  the  Old  Baileyy  the  prisoner 
was  found  guilty  upon  an  indictment 
framed  on  the  statute  43  Geo.  3.  c.  139., 
for  forging  an  instrument  purporting  to 
be  a  treasury  note  or  receipt  of  the 
Prussian  government  The  case  was 
afterwards  argued  before  ten  of  the 
judges,  abs.  Bayley  J.  and  Wood  B.,  on 
4th  Feb.  1822;  and  a  majority  of  eight 
to  two  of  their  lordships  held,  that  the 
indictment  was  bad  for  want  of  a  trans- 
lation of  the  instrument,  which  was  in 
German.  3  Brod.  &  Bing.  201.  The 
reason  appears  to  have  been,  that  their 
lordships  considered  that  the  court 
ought  to  have  the  instrument  before 
them,  in  a  language  which  they  under- 
stand, to  ^y^  them  the  means  of  de« 


ciding  whether  it  be  within  the  statute. 
Bayley  on  Bills,  5th  ed.  445. 

{d)  ''The  rule  which  at  one  time 
(<  prevailed,  that  words  are  to  be  under- 
"  stood  in  mitiori  sensu,  has  been  long 
<'  ago  superseded,  and  words  are  now 
''  construed  by  courts  as  they  always 
<'  ought  to  have  been,  in  the  plain  and 
**  popular  sense  in  which  the  rest 
of  the  ''  world  natuially  understand 
them."  Per  Lord  EUenborough  C.  J. 
in  9  East,  95.  Eoberts  v.  Camden. 
[See  also  1  Cr.  &  M.  11.  Harvey  v. 
French.  10  Bing.  402.  Slowman  y.  2>ll^ 
ten.  4  M.  &  Sc.  174.  S.  &  4  B.  & 
Ad.  630.  Tomlinson  Y.  Brittlebank.  10 
Bing.  478.  Curtis  v.  Curtis.  4  M. 
&  Sc.  337.  S.  C.  3  M.  &  W.  191. 
FrancisY.  Roose.  4  M.  &W.  204.  Hughes 
v.  Rees.  7  M.  &  W.  12.  Rowcliff  v. 
Edmonds.']  To  be  actionable  in  them- 
selves,  the  worth  when  only  spokeoi 
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ing  with  his  finger  to  the  said  Joseph  Craft,  the  now  plaintiff,) 
'^did'st  ever  see  such  a  thievish  rogue?  he"  (again  meaning 
the  said  Joseph    Craft)  *^  hath  stolen  two  hundred  pounds 


a  malicious  intent  in  the  defendant; 
but  it  is  not  necessary  to  use  the  word 
«  maliciously;  "  for  the  word  *^falsdy'* 
alone  has  been  held  to  be  sufficiently 
expressive  of  a  malicious  intent  Moor, 
459.  Ow.  5L  Mercer  \.  Sparks.  S.C. 
Noy,  35.  (e)  Indeed  in  Sty.  392.  Anon. 
EoUcy  C  J.  was  of  opinion  that,  in  a 
declaration  it  is  not  necessary  to  us 
either  the  words  falsely  or  maliciously , 
but  in  an  indictment  or  information  it  is. 
I  suppose  he  meant  that  after  verdict 
the  omission  of  them  would  be  helped 
in  a  declaration. 

(3)  Notwithstanding  a  colloquium  is 
laid  to  have  been  had  by^the  defendant 
with  other  persons  of  and  concerning 
the  plaintiff,  it  still  seems  necessary  to 
introduce  the  slanderous  words  by  an 
averment,  that  the  defendant  spoke  them 
of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  other- 
wise it  seems  it  will  be  insufficient  upon 
a  special  demurrer;  for  though  per- 
haps after  verdict,  or  on  a  general  de- 
murrer, it  will  be  intended,  that  the 
words  were  spoken  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  innuendo  connects  the  word  he 
with  the  plaintiff,  of  whom  it  is  said  in 
the  former  part  of  the  declaration,  that 
the  defendant  had  had  a  discourse ;  yet 
as  it  is  necessary  to  aver,  that  the  de- 


fendant spoke  the  words  of  the  pbdntiff, 
that  cannot  be  supplied  by  inference 
or  axgument,  when  the  omission  of  the 
averment  is  specially  pointed  out  as  a 
cause  of  demurrer.  But  where  no  col- 
loquium is  laid  to  have  been  had  by  the 
defendant  of  the  plaintiff,  there  seems 
to  be  no  doubt  that  the  omission  of 
such  an  averment  is  a  fatal  defect  in 
the  declaration.  2  Rol.  Rep.  244. 
ScuU  V.  Hawkins.  As  where  the  plain- 
tiff declared  that  the  defendant  said 
these  words,  "  He"  (meaning  the 
plaintiff)  <<  is  a  thief,"  &c.  without  an 
averment  that  the  words  were  spoken 
to  the  plaintiff,  or  of  him,  according  to 
the  usual  course;  the  declaration  was 
held  ill,  because  it  did  not  appear  of 
whom  the  words  were  spoke^,  and  the 
innuendo  will  not  help  it ;  and  yet  there 
was  laid  a  colloquium  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  the  defendant  said  these  words, 
«  He,"  &c.  I  RoL  Abr.  83-  pi.  7.  85. 
pi.  7.  S.  P.  Cro.  Jac.  126.  Johnson  v. 
Aylmer.  Ibid.  39.  KeUan  v.  Manesby. 
1  Sid.  52.  Dacy  v.  Clinch.  2  Str.  934. 
Lowfield  V.  Bancroft.  But  where  it  is 
laid  that  the  defendant  in  a  discourse 
with  the  plaintiff  said  in  the  second 
person,  ^  You"  (meaning  the  plaintiff) 
"  are  a  thief,"  &c.,   the  declaration  is 


not  written,  must  be  such  as  in  their 
plain  and  popular  sense  convey  to  the 
minds  of  the  hearers  a  charge  of  some 
offence  for  vhich  the  plaintiff  is  amen- 
able to  the  law:  or  of  having  some 
disease  which  will  exclude  him  from 
society.  See  Selwyn's  N.  P.  tit.  "  Slan- 
der." And  the  jury  must  be  satisfied 
that  the  defendant  used  the  words  in 
the  sense  imputed.  Ibid.    It  would  be 


endless  to  cite  the  numerous  instances 
of  the  application  of  these  rules. 

(e)  [The  malice  here  mentioned  must 
be  understood  to  mean  malice  in  laWf 
which  the  law  implies  from  the  wrong- 
ful act  of  speaking  the  slanderous  words 
falsely,  as  distinguished  from  malice  in 
facty  or  in  the  popular  sense.  4  B.  &  C. 
255.  Bromage  v.  Prosser.  6  D.  &  R. 
296.    See  antd,  p.  130.  note  (d).2 
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« worth  of  plate  out  of  Wadham  college,"  (4)  (meaning  a 
college  called  Wadham  college,  in  the  university  of  Oxford). 
And  the  said  Joseph  Boite,  of  his  further  malice  against  him  ^^   • 
the  said  Joseph  Craft,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  21st  day  of 


sufficient  though  the  pldntiff  does  not 
allege  that  the  words  were  spoken  to 
the  plaintiff,  or  of  him ;  for  it  cannot 
but  be  intended  that  the  words  were 
spoken  to  Atm,  with  whom  the  conver- 
sation is  alleged  to  have  been  had. 
1  Rol.  Abr.  85.  pi.  8.  And  where  it  is 
laid  that  the  defendant  in  a  discourse 
with  the  plaintiff  said  to  him,  <<  You," 
&€.,  there  is  no  need  of  an  innuendo ;  for 
it  is  plain  enough  without  it  that  "  you" 
means  the  plaintiff.  2  Rol.  Rep.  243, 
24*.  Scutt  V.  Hawkins.  (/)  Where  the 
words  are  only  actionable,  because  they 
are  spoken  of  a  tradesman,  &c.,  as  that 
he  is  a  cheat,  bankrupt,  &c.,and  the 
declaration  avers,  as  it  must  do,  that  the 
defendant  spoke  the  words  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  way  of  his  trade,  &c.,  the 
plaintiff  must,  on  the  trial,  prove  that  the 
words  were  spoken  in  relation  to  his 
trade,  &c.  otherwise  he  will  be  non- 
suited, (ff) 

(4)  An  innuendo  is  only  explanatory 
of  some  matter  already  expressed ;  it 


serves  to  point  out  where  there  is  prece- 
dent matter,  but  never  for  a  new  charge; 
it  may  apply  what  is  already  expressed, 
but  cannot  add,  or  enlarge,  or  change, 
the  sense  of  the  previous  wor^s.  2  Sidk. 
5 IS.  JRex  V.  Greepe.  S.  C.  1  Ld.  Raym. 
256.  12  Mod.  1S9.  If  this  definition 
be  applied  to  the  present  case,  this  in- 
nuendo seems  to  be  improper.  For 
there  is  nothing  expressed  in  the  intro- 
ductory part  of  the  declaration  to  con* 
nect  Wadham  college  with  the  university 
of  Oxford:  it  may  be  situate  in  any 
other  place ;  all  that  the  plaintiff  says 
upon  the  subject  is,  that  he  studied  in 
that  university,  but  he  does  not  say 
either  that  he  was  a  member  of  Wadham 
college  in  the  university  of  Oxford^  or 
that  the  college  was  situate  in  that  uni- 
versity. Therefore  the  innuendo,  being 
an  addition  of  new  matter,  and  not  an 
explanation  of  what  is  before  expressed, 
seems  to.  be  wrong,  (h)  In  Rex  v. 
Home,  Cowp.  684.  JDe  Grey  C.  J.  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  judges  in 


(f)  [S^^  further  on  this  subject,  4 
M.&S.  164.  Rex  y.Marsden,  post,  243^. 
note  (/)•  7  B.  &  C.  459.  Clement  v. 
Fisher.  1  Mann.  &  R.  281.  11  Price, 
276, 277.  Jones  v.  Stevens,  per  Wood  B. 
1  Y.  &  Jerv.  480.  Hall  v.  Blandy.'\  , 

{g)  See  2  Saund.  307  a.  note  (1). 

(A)  Although  this  innuendo  be 
wrong,  yet  as  it  was  not  necessary  to 
sustain  the  action,  it  might  have  been 
rejected  as  surplusage.  9  East,  93. 
Roberts  v.  Camden.  [1  Cr.  &  M.  11. 
Harvey  v.  Trench.  But  this  can  only 
be  done  when  the  innuendo  is  bad  and 


merely  useless,  and  does  not  in  any 
way  Alter  the  nature  of  the  charge 
which  the  words  themselves  would 
import  For  if  a  good  innuendo,  as- 
cribing a  particular  meaning  to  the 
libel  or  slander,  be  not  supported  in 
evidence,  the  plaintiff  cannot  reject  it 
at  the  trial,  and  resort  to  another 
meaning,  even  in  a  case  where  the 
words  are  actionable  in  themselves, 
without  an  innuendo ;  because  such  an 
innuendo  gives  a  specific  character  to 
the  libel  or  slander,  which  becomes 
parcel  of  the  issue,  and  a  failure  in 
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October,  in  the  said  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the 
now  king,  at  London  aforesaid^  in  the  parish  and  ward  afore- 
said, falsely  and  malicioxisly  spoke,  asserted,  and  with  a  load 
voice  published  and  proclaimed  these  other  false,  feigned. 


the  House  of  Lords,  adopts  the  above 
definition  of  an  innuendo,  as  given  out 
of  Salkeld.  An  innuendo,  says  he, 
means  nothing  more  than  the  words 
"  id  estf"  "  seiUcety'  or  "  meaning" 
or  ''  aforesaid"  as  explanatory  of  a 
matter  sufficiently  expressed  before; 
as,  such  a  one,  meaning  the  defendant, 
or  such  a  subject,  meaning  the  subject 
in  question.  But  as  an  innuendo  is 
only  used  as  a  word  of  explanation,  it 
cannot  extend  the  sense  of  expressions 
beyond  their  own  meaning,  unless 
something  is  put  upon  the  record  for  it 
to  explain.  As  in  an  action  upon  the 
case  against  a  man  for  saying  of  an- 
other, "  He  has  burnt  my  barn,"  the 
plaintiff  cannot,  by  way  of  innuendo, 
say,  meaning  "  his  hsLmfiill  of  com  ;  " 
4  Rep. ^.  a.  Barham^  case ;  because 
that  is  not  an  explantUion  of  what  was 
said  before,  but  an  addition  to  it.  But 
if  in  the  introduction  it  had  been  aver- 


red, that  the  defendant  had  a  hsm  full 
of  com,  and  that  in  a  discourse  about 
that  bam,  the  defendant  had  spoken  the 
words  of  the  plaintiff,  an  innuendo  of 
its  being  the  bam  full  of  corn  would 
have  been  good;  for  by  coupling  the 
innuendo  with  the  introductory  aver- 
ment, "  his  barn  full  of  com,"  it  would 
have  made  it  complete.  So  in  an  action 
on  the  case  for  saying  that  the  plaintiff 
was  forswom;  he  cannot,  by  way  of 
innuendo,  say,  meaning  ''  that  he  had 
*'  perjured  himself  in  his  answer  to  a  bill 
^'  filed  against  him.*'  But  if  the  declar- 
ation had  contained  a  colloquium  re- 
specting an  answer  averred  to  have  been 
put  in  on  oath  by  the  plaintiff  to  a  bill 
filed  against  him,  in  which  he  was 
charged  to  be  forswom,  the  innuendo 
would  have  been  good.  8  East,  427. 
Hawkes  v.  Hawkey.  See  also  6  T.  R. 
691.  HoU  V.  Scholefield,  S.  P.  (t)  In 
TWAtVs    case,    5  St.  Tr.  590.,  one 


proof  of  which  will  be  fatal  to  the 
plaintiffs  case.  3  Camp.  461.  Smith  v. 
Carey.  4  B.  &  C.  655.  Sellers  v.  Till 
7  D.  &  R.  121.  S.  C.  1  Cr.  &  M.  675. 
Williams  v.  StoU.  3  Tyrw.  688.  S.  C. 
1  A.  &  £.  558.  Day  v.  Robinson.  2 
Nev.  &  M.670.  S.C.  2Bing.  N.C.  402. 
Jackson  V.  Adams.  2  Scott,  599.  S.  C. 
In  a  case  where  a  count  in  libel  con- 
tained several  innuendoes  connecting 
the  different  parts  of  the  alleged  libel 
with  the  plaintiff,  and  the  jury  neg- 
atived some  innuendoes,  and  afRrmed 
others,  and  a  general  verdict  was  taken 
for  the  plaintiff,  the  court  refused  a 
rule  for  a  new  trial,  but  held  the  de- 
fendant entitled  to  his  costs  as  to  so 


much  of  the  declaration  as  charged 
libellous  matter,  the  innuendoes  re- 
specting which  had  been  negatived.  2 
A  &  £.  645.  Prudkomme  v.  Eraser.  4 
Nev.  &M.  512.  S.C.] 

{%)  [The  principle  above  stated,  that 
an  innuendo  which  introduces  a  mean- 
ing broader  than  that  which  the  words 
naturally  bear,  is  bad,  as  being  too 
large,  unless  connected  with  proper 
introductory  averments,  has  been  sup* 
ported  by  numerous  modern  decisions. 
6  B.  &  C.  154.  9  D.  &  R.  197.  S.  C. 
Goldstein  v.  Foss.  4  Bing.  489.  1  M. 
&  P.  402.  S.  C.  2  Y.  &  Jerv.  146.  S.  C. 
in  error.  1  Cr.  &  Jerv.  143.  Alexander 
V.  Angle.    7  Bing,  119.  4  M.  &  P.  87a 
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ficandaloud^  and  opprobrious  words  of  the  said  Joseph  Craft 
in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  divers  faithful  subjects  of  our 
said  lord  the  now  king,  and  friends  and  neighbours  of  him  the 
said  Joseph  Craft,  then  and  there  present  and  hearing  the 
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part  of  the  libel  was  this,  ^  the  misma- 
«<  nagements  of  the  navy  have  been  a 
*^  greater  tax  upon  the  melrchants  than 
'<  the  duties  raiised  by  parliament."  In 
order  to  explain  what  was  meant  by 
the  navy»  the  information  stated  in  the 
iniroduetary  part  that,  '<  of  and  con- 
<<  ceming  the  royal  navy  of  this  kingdom 
^  and  the  government  of  the  said  navy, 
**  it  is  written  so  and  so,"  When  the 
information  came»  in  stating  the  libel> 
to  the  word  ''navy/'  by  an  innuendo, 
it  explains  it  thus ;  meaning  the  royal 
navy  of  this  kingdom;  which,  being 
coupled  with  the  averment  in  the  in- 
troductory part  of  it,  made  the  sense 
and  the  charge  complete.  Again,  in 
another  part  of  the  same  [information 
for  another  libel,  one  part  of  the  libel 
was  thus :  ''  there  is  another  plot 
"  against  you ; "  and  afterwards,  •'  it 
"  is  a  plot  preparatory  to  your  trial." 
What  trial  ?  The  introductory  part  of 
the  information  charged,  that  this  libel 
was  written  ''  of  and  concerning  the 
*<  defendant,  and  a  prosecution  to  be 
^  had  against  him  for  divers  seditious 
«*  libels,  by  him,  before  that  time,  com- 
'<  posed  and  publbhed."  The  inform- 
ation afterwards  explains  <' you"  thus. 


meaning  '^  the  defendafU.**  This,  con- 
nected with  the  averment  in  the  intro- 
ductory part,  was  a  sufficient  explana- 
tion of  the  charge.  In  the  case  of  Rex 
V.  Matthews,  9  St.  Tr.  p.  682,  et  seq. 
which  was  an  indictment  upon  stat. 
6  Ann.  c.  ?•,  the  words  of  the  libel 
were  these :  "  From  the  solemnity  of 
*^  the  Chevalier's  birth,  and  if  heredi- 
*'  tary  right  be  any  recommendation, 
^'  he  has  that  to  plead  in  his  favour.** 
It  was  there  sud.  What  Chevalier? 
Who  was  he  ?  What  recommendation  ? 
and  to  what  thing  ?  In  the  introductory 
part,  the  information  charged  the  libel 
to  have  been  written,  "  of  and  con- 
"  ceming  the  Pretender,"  and  "  of 
*'  and  concerning  his  right  to  the  crown 
««  of  Great  Britain.'*  And  it  was  held 
that  the  innuendos  in  the  body  of  the 
libel,  explaining  the  words  **  Cheva- 
"  lier,"  &c  to  mean  the  Pretender,  and 
his  hereditary  right  to  the  crown  of 
Great  Britain,  when  connected  with  the 
averments  in  the  introductory  part,  of 
its  being  written  "  of  and  concerning 
'*  the  Pretender,  and  his  right  to  the 
"  crown  of  Great  Britain,'*  were  a  suf- 
ficient explanation  to  make  good  the 
charge.     In  the  case  of  Bex  y.Alder^ 


S.  C.  1  A.  &  E.  554.  Day  v.  Rchin- 
son.  4Nev.&M.884.  S.  C.  1  Cr.&M. 
11.  Harvey  v.  French.  9  A.  &  £.  282. 
Gompertz  v.  Levy.  I  Perr.  &  D.  214. 
S.C.  9  A.  &E.  286.  note  fa).  Wheeler 
V.  Haynes.  1  Perr  &  D.  55.  S.  C.  For 
instances  where  the  innuendo  has  been 
held  warranted,  as  merely  explanatory 
of  the  preceding  matter,  see  5  Bing.  !?• 
Archbishop  of  Tuam  v.  Robeson*  2  M. 


&  P.  32.  S.  C.  10  Bing.  250.  Cleyg  v. 
Laffer.  3  M.  &  Sc.  727.  S.  C.  2  Cr. 
M.  &  R.  78.  Gardiner  v.  Williams. 
1  M.  &  W.  245.  S.  C.  in  error.  12 
A  &  E.  317.  Reg.  v.  Virrier.  4  Perr. 
&D.  161.  S.C.  See  also  I  Dowl.  N.  S. 
602.  Eaton  v.  Johns.  As  to  the  innu- 
endo in  the  case  of  an  tVontca/libel,  see 
4  M.  &  W.  446.  BoydeU  v.  Jones.2 
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same,  in  these  other  English  words  following ;  that  is  to  say, 
'^  Did'st  ever  see  such  a  thievish  rogae  ?"  (meaning  and  point- 
ing with  his  finger  to  the  said  Joseph  Crctft  the  now  plaintiff) 
^^he"  (again  meaning  the  said  Joseph    Craft)  <<  stole  two 


tony  Sayer's  Rep.  280.,  the  libel  was  an 
advertisement,  reciting  certain  orders 
made  for  coUecting  money,  on  account 
of  the  distemper  amongst  the  homed 
cattle,  advertised  by  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  for  the  county  of  Suffolk ;  and  • 
it  charged,  that  by  these  orders  the 
money  collected  had  been  improperly 
applied.  The  information  charged  this 
to  be  a  libel  on  the  justices  of  Suffolk. 
In  the  body  of  the  libel  it  was  not  said 
by  the  order  of  the  justices :  nor  did  the 
information  in  the  introductory  part 
say,  that  it  was  a  libel  '<  of  and  concern* 
**  iftg  the  justices  of  Suffolk"  But  when 
the  information  came  to  state  any  of 


the  orders  in  the  advertisement,  it  added 
this  innuendo ;  <<  meaning  an  order  of 
*'  the  justices  of  peace  for  the  county 
'<  of  Suffolk,"  But  these  innuendos 
could  not  supply  the  want  of  an  aver« 
ment  in  the  introductory  part,  of  its  be- 
ing written  of  and  concerning  the  justices; 
because  they  were  not*  explanatory  of, 
but  in  addition  to,  the  former  matter ; 
and  the  court  were  of  opinion,  that  the 
information  having  omitted  the  words 
**  of  and  concerning  the  justices,"  in 
the  introductory  part,  such  omission 
was  fatal ;  and  judgment  was  accord- 
ingly arrested,  (k) 


(k)ln  4  B.  &  A- 314..  The  King  v. 
Burdetty  the  information  stated  that  the 
defendant,  intending  to  insinuate  that 
divers  liege  subjects  of  our  lord  the  king 
had  been  inhumanly  cut  down,  maimed, 
and  killed,  by  certain  troops  of  our  said 
lord  the  king,  published  the  alleged 
libel,  "  of  and  concerning  the  govern- 
"  ment  of  this  realm,  and  of  and  concern- 
'^  ing  the  said  troops  of  our  said  lord  the 
^<  king;*'  the  alleged  libel  was  then  set 
forth,  and  only  one  innuendo  intro- 
duced, following  the  word  '« dragoons," 
and  which  was  as  follows  (meaning  the 
said  troops  of  our  said  lord  the  king, 
and  meaning  thereby  that  "  divers  liege 
'^  subjects  of  our  said  lord  the  king  had 
<<  been  inhumanly  cut  down,  maimed, 
<*  and  killed  by  the  said  troops  of  our  said 
"  lord  the  king.")  Two  objections  were 
taken  in  arrest  of  judgment :  first,  that 
it  did  not  sufficiently  appear  upon  the 
record,  that  the  libel  was  written  of 
and  concerning  the  government  of  the 


realm ;  secondly,  that  the  part  relating 
to  the  troops  was  indefinite,  and  should 
rather  have  been  charged  as  a  libel  on 
the  troops  generally,  than  as  <'  of  and 
<<  concerning  the  said  troops"  But  the 
court  overruled  both  objections.  The 
first,  because  they  said,  that  the  court 
must  understand  the  words  of  the  libel 
(as  undoubtedly  they  would  be  under- 
stood by  all  oliier  men)  as  written  of 
and  concerning  the  government  of  this 
kingdom.  The  second,  because  the 
word  "  certain  "  must  be  taken  to  mean 
part  of  the  troops,  and  the  word 
*'  said  '*  in  the  innuendo  to  point  at  the 
same  part:  but  if  not,  the  latter  part 
of  the  <<  of  and  concerning  "  might  be 
rejected,  and  the  libel  would  then  be 
chained  in  the  information  as  written 
**  of  and  concerning  the  government," 
which  is  sufficient  If  the  declaration 
allege  that  the  plaintiff  carried  on  two 
trades,  and  that  the  words  were  spoken 
of  and  concemiDg  him  in  the  way  of  his 
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"  hundred  pounds  worth  of  plate  out  of  Wadham  college," 
(meaning  a  collie  called  Wadham  college,  in  the  university  of 
Oxford),  Whereas  in  truth  he  the  said  Joseph  Craft  never 
committed  or  perpetrated  the  said  felonies,  or  either  of  them, 
or  any  such  like  crime ;  by  reason  of  the  speaking,  proclaim- 
ings and  publishing  of  which  said  several  false,  feigned,  scan- 
dalous, and  opprobrious  English  words,  he  the  said  Joseph 
Craft  is  not  only  greatly  hurt  and  injured  in  his  said  good 
name,  fame,  credit,  character,  and  reputation,  but  also  di- 
vers (5)  subjects  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  have  upon  that 
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(5)  There  is  no  special  damage  laid 
in  this  declaration,  the  general  words 
here  used  not  amounting  to  such* 
Where  the  words  are  actionable,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  lay  special  damage,  in 
order  to  support  the  action.  Sir  W. 
Jones,  196.  Lowe  y»JIareuHHHL(l)  But 
if  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  any  special 
damage,  he  must  state  it;  for  it  is  an 
established  rule,  that  no  evidence  shall 
be  received  of  any  loss  or  injury,  which 
the  plaintiff  has  sustained  by  the  speak- 
ing of  the  words,  unless  it  be  specially 


stated  in  the  declaration.  In  1  Str. 
666.  Browning  v.  Newmanj  Lord  Bag* 
mond  took  a  distinction  between  the 
case,  where  the  special  damage  is  the 
gist  of  the  action,  and  where  the  words 
are  in  thenkselves  actionable:  that  in 
the  former,  evidence  of  special  damage 
is  allowed,  though  the  particular  in- 
stances of  such  damages  are  not  specie 
fied  in  the  declaration ;  but  in  the  lat- 
ter case,  particular  instances  of  special 
damage  shall  not  be  given  in  evidence, 
unless    particularised    in    the    declar- 


tmdes,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  prove  that 
the  plaintiff  carried  on  one  of  the  trades, 
provided  the  words  proved  apply  to 
him  in  that  trade.  1  M.  &  S.287. 
HaU  V.  Smith.  S  M.  &  S.  369.  Figgins 
Y.CogsweiL  See  further,  as  to  introduc- 
tory averments  being  divisible,  4  M.  & 
S.  532.  7^  King  v.  Sutton.  [3  B.  & 
C.  113.  Mag  v.  Broum.  3  B.  &  C.  138. 
Lewis  V.  Walter.  4  D.  &  R.  810.  S.  C. 
6  Bing.  458.  Butherford  ▼.  Evans.  4 
M.  &  P.  163.  S.  C.  2  Cr.  &  J.  361.  Cox 
Y.TThomason.  2Tyrw.4]l.  S.C.  IChitt. 
Rep.  603.  Teesdale  v.  Clement.^  The 
omission  of  the  words  <<of  and  con- 
**  ceming,"  cannot  in  general  be  supplied 
by  introductory  words  expressive  of  the 
defendant's  intention  to  vilify  the  plain- 
tifl^  unless  the  words  themselves  neces- 
sarily point  at  the  plaintiff  more  than 
at  any  other  individual.  4  M.  &  S.  164. 
The  King  v.  Marsden.  [7  B.  &  C. 
VOL.  I. 


459.  Clement  v.  Fisher.  1  Mann.  &  R. 
281.  S.C.] 

(/)  [For  the  law  presumes  that  the 
uttering  of  the  slanderous  words  has  of 
itself  a  natural  and  necessary  tendency 
to  injure  the  plaintiff.  3  Bing.  N.  C.  382. 
3  Scott,  736.  Accordingly,  in  such  case, 
a  traverse  of  the  special  damage,  if  laid, 
is  immaterial  and  bad.  2  Bing.  N.  C.  372. 
380.  Smithy.  Thomas.  2 Scott, 546. 556. 
S.  C]  If  the  words  be  actionable  in 
themselves,  they  are  not  the  less  so,  be- 
cause they  are  laid  to  have  been  spoken 
of  the  plaintiff  as  a  candidate  for  a  seat 
in  parliament.  1  N.  R.  47.  Hartvood  v. 
Astleg.  Although  words  be  actionable  in 
themselves  without  an  innuendo^  yet,  if 
an  innuendo  ascribe  a  particular  mean- 
ing to  them,  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to 
prove  that  they  are  spoken  in  that 
sense.  3  Camp.  461.  Smith  v.  Careg. 
[Antd,  p.  248.  243  a.  note  (A).] 
G  G 
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occasion  withdrawn  themselves,  and  do  daily  more  and  more 
withdraw  themselves  from  the  society  of  him  the  said  Joseph 
Craft;  and  he  the  said  Joseph  Crafty  far  declaring  his  inno- 
cence in  the  premises,  hath  been  compelled  and  obh^ed  to  lay 


ation.  (m)  There  the  plaintiff  declared 
that,  by  reason  of  these  words,  one 
J.M.^  and  divers  other  persons  who 
were  his  customers,  left  off  dealing  with 
him.  However,  modem  practice  does 
not  warrant  thb  distinction;  for  it 
seems  now  fully  estabtished,  that  in  each 
case  the  special  damage  must  be  alike 
particularly  specified  in  the  declar- 
ation.  Therefore,  in  an  action  by  a 
victualler  for  calling  his  wife  a  whore, 
whereby  several  cvutomers  left  his  house, 
without  naming  any,  this  is  not  laying 
a  special  damage.  Bull.  N.  P.  7-  But 
where  the  declaration,  in  an  action  of 
slander  imputing  incontinence  to  the 
plaintiff,'  stated  that  he  was  a  preacher 


to  a  dissenting  congregation  in  a  cer- 
tain chapel,  and  derived  considerable 
profit  from  his  preaching,  and  by  rea- 
son of  the  slander  ^^ihe  said  persons 
''  frequenting  the  chapel  had  refused  to 
'<  permit  him  to  preach  there,  and  had 
<<  discontinued  giving  the  profits  which 
<«  they  usually  had,  and  otherwise  would 
^  have  given,"  it  was  held  sufiicient 
without  saying  who  those  persons  toere. 
8  T.  R.  IdO.  Hartley  v.  Herring.  So 
in  an  action  of  slander  of  title,  whereby 
the  plaintiff  lost  the  sale  of  his  lands, 
it  was  held  too  general,  and  therefore 
bad.  Sir  W.  Jones,  196.  Lowe  v.  Basye* 
wood,  (n)  The  special  damage  must 
be  the  legal  and  natural  consequence 


(m)  The  same  distinction  seems  for- 
merly to  have  obtained  as  to  giving  in 
evidence  other  words  than  those  laid  in 
the  declaration;  but  it  has  been  held 
that  the  plaintiff  may  prove  other 
words,  whether  actionable  in  them- 
selves or  not,  as  evidence  of  the  animtis 
with  which  the  defendant  spoke  the 
words  which  are  laid.  Rustell  v.  M^Quis^ 
ter,  cited  in  note  to  1  Camp.  48. 
Thompson  v.  Bernard.  [8  C.  &  P.  444. 
Delegal  v.  Highley.  Where,  however, 
there  is  nothing  equivocal  in  the  words 
charged,  the  usual  course  of  late  has 
been  to  exclude  evidence  of  other  words 
for  which  another  action  maybe  brought; 
otherwise  the  damages  may  be  increased 
by  those  words,  and  yet  the  record  would 
be  no  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  founded 
on  them.  2  Stark.  93.  Stuart  v.  LovelL 
1  Mood.  &  R.  455.  Pearce  v.  Omshy. 
Ibid.  477.  Symmons  v.  Blahe.  7  C.  & 
P.  112.  Defines  y.Davks.  When  evi- 
dence of  other  words  is  admitted,  the 


judge  should  tell  the  jury  to  consider 
both  sets  of  words  in  order  to  ascertain 
the  animus;  but  if  their  opinion  on  that 
point  is  against  the  defendant,  to  give 
the  plaintiff  damages  in  respect  of  those 
words  only  which  are  laid  in  the  decla- 
ration. 1  Mann.  &  Gr.  807.  BarweU  v. 
Adhins.  2  Scott,  N.  R.  11.  S.  C]  The 
defendant  may  prove  such  other  words 
to  be  true ;  because  he  has  had  no  oppor- 
tunity of  justifying  them.  2  Staric  417. 
Wame  v.  ChadweU. 

(n)  [Accordingly  it  was  holden  in 
3  Bing.  N.  C.  371.  MaUzchy  v.  Soper.  S 
Scott,  723.  S.  C.  that,  without  ailing 
special  damage,  no  action  for  slander  of 
title,  whether  written  or  oral,  will  lie;  and 
that  there  must  be  an  express  allegation 
of  some  particular  damage  resulting  to 
the  plaintiff  from  such  slander.  For 
this  action  is  not  properly  an  action  for 
words  spoken,  or  for  libel  written  and 
published;  but  an  action  on  the  case 
for  special  damage  sustained  by  reason 
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oat  diTers  lai^  Bums  of  money,  and  to  undergo  divers  great 
labours  of  his  body,  to  the  damage  of  him  the  said  Joseph 
Craft  of  2001 ;  and  therefore  he  produces  suit,  &c 
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And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Saturday  next  after  the  Imparlance 

and  plea. 


of  the  words  spoken;  otherwise  it  does 
not  sustain  the  declaration.  If  a  third 
person  is  guilty  of  an  UUgal  and  tortious 
act  to  the  plaintiff  in  consequence  of 


the  words,  the  defendant  is  not  answer- 
able for  ity  but  the  plaintiff  must  bring 
his  action  against  such  third  person. 
8  East,  1.   Vicars Y.Wilcocks.{o)    The 


of  the  speaking  or  publication  of  the 
slander  of  the  plaintiff's  title.    It  is  ne- 
cessary to  allege  and  prove  malice.    4 
Burr.  242S.    Hargrove  v.  Le  Breton, 
3  Taunt  246.  Smithy.  Spooner.  There- 
fore the  action  is  notmaintainable  against 
a  person  acting  handjkkf  and  claiming 
title  to  the  premises ;   3  Taunt  246. ; 
or  professing  an  intention  to  dispute  the 
title  hereafter.     1  M.  &  S.639.  Fitt  v. 
Zhmovan.    It  has  been  held  that  it  is 
sufficient  to  aver  in  the  declaration  that 
the  words  were  malicious,  injurious,  and 
unlawful,  without  averring  them  to  be 
false.    1  M.  &  S.  304.  Rowe  v.  Roach.^ 
(o)  [So  where  the  plaintiff  alleged 
special  damage  from  words  spoken  by 
the  defendant,  it  was  held  that  this  alle- 
gation could  not  be  supported  by  proof 
that  the  defendant  had  spoken  the  words 
to  B.,  and  that  damage  accrued  in  con- 
sequence of  i^.'s  improperly  repeating 
them  as  the  words  of  the  defendant ;  for 
that  though  every  man  must  be  taken 
to  be  answerable  for  the  necessary  con- 
sequences of  his  own  wrongful   acts, 
yet  such  a  spontaneous  and  unauthor- 
ised communication  could  not  be  con- 
sidered as  the  necessary  consequence  of 
the  original  uttering  of  the  words.    7 
Bing.  211.  Wardv.  Weeks.   4  M.  &  P. 
796.  S.  C.    Secus,  if  the  hearer  repeat- 
ed them  in  the  course  of  a  duty.  1  Car. 
.&M.403.     KendUUmw.MaUby.   So  it 
has  been  held,  that  words,  which  are  not 
deCeunatory  in  their  nature,  are  not  ac- 


tionable, even  though  followed  by  special 
damage,  on  the  ground  that  such  damage 
cannot  be  considered  as  the  natural  re- 
sult of  the  speaking  of  the  words.     5  B. 
&  Ad.  645.  Kelly  v.  Partington.  2  Ne  v.  & 
M.46a  S.  C.  But  the  authority  of  F«ca« 
V.  WilcocksydAU}  one  of  the  points  therein 
particularly  decided^  viz.  that  the  refusal, 
in  consequence  of  the  words,  by  a  third 
person  to  perform  a  contract  previously 
made  with  the  plaintiff,  was  not  a  special 
damage  to  ground  an  action,  has  been 
doubted.    See  2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  707.  715, 
716.  Green  v.  Button.     1  Tyrw.  &  Gr. 
1 18.  S.  C.  Stark,  on  Libel,  205. 2d  ed.    2 
Smith's  Leading  Cases,  302,  et  seq.  An- 
other point  was  decided  in  Viiars  v.  Wil- 
cocks,  viz.  that  an  allegation  of  special  da- 
mage from  the  words  spoken,  by  reason 
of  R.  P.*a  refusal  to  employ  the  plaintiff, 
was  not  supported  by  shewing  that  JR.JP. 
refused  to  employ  him,  in  consequence 
of  the  words  spoken,  and  because  his 
former  mcuter  had  discharged  him  for 
the  offence  imputed  to  him  by  the  words. 
However,   in  1  A.  &  E.  43.    Knight  v. 
GMs.  3  Nev.  &  M.  467.  S.  C,  where  the 
mistress  who  had  dismissed  the  plaintiff 
from  her  lodging  and  employment  stated, 
when  called  as  a  witness,  that  she  did  so  in 
consequence  of  the  slanderous  words  of 
the  defendant,  her  landlord,  not  because 
she  believed  them,  but  because  she  was 
afraid  it  would  offend  her  landlord  if 
the  plaintiff  remained,  it  was  held  that 
the  special  damage  so  resulted  from  the 
QQ  2 
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Because  the 
plaintiff  stole 
three  ounces  of 
sllyer  plate  out 
ofWadham 
college. 


Wherefore  he 
spoke  the  words 
in  the  declar- 
ation. 


octave  of  St  Hilary  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  the  said 
Joseph  Boite  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then  to 
answer,  &c  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Wiestminsterj  comes 
as  well  the  said  Joseph  Craft  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  said 
Joseph  Boite  by  Andrew  Loder  his  attorney ;  and  the  said 
Joseph  Boite  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.,  and  says 
that  the  said  Joseph  Craft  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  his 
said  action  thereof  against  him ;  because  he  says,  that  long 
before  the  said  several  times  when  the  said  words  specified  in 
the  said  declaration  are  supposed  to  have  been  spoken  and 
published  by  him  the  said  Joseph  Boite^  to  wit,  on  the  first  day 
of  June,  in  the  said  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  the  now 
king,  he  the  said  Joseph  Craft,  three  ounces  of  silver  plate,  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  warden,  fellows,  and  scholars  of 
the  college  called  Wadham  college,  in  the  university  and  city 
of  Oxford,  in  the  coimty  of  the  same  city,  at  the  said  city  of 
Oxford,  in  the  county  of  the  said  city,  within  the  said  college 
found,  feloniously  and  as  a  felon  of  our  lord  the  king  stole, 
took,  and  carried  away ;  wherefore  he  the  said  Joseph  Boite, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  20th  day  of  October,  in  the  20th 
year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  the  now  king,  at  London  afore- 
siud,  in  the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid,  spoke,  asserted,  and  with 
a  loud  voice  published  and  proclaimed  to  the  said  Joseph  Craft, 
and  of  the  said  Joseph  Craft,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of 
divers  faithful  subjects  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  then  and 
there  being  present  and  hearing  the  same,  the  English  words 
specified  in  the  said  declaration,  that  is  to  say,  ^^  Look,  there 
*^  is  a  young  thievish  rogue,"  (meaning  him  the  said  Joseph 
Craft,)  "did'st  ever  see  such  a  thievish  rogue?  he"  (again 
meaning  the  said  Joseph  Craft)  ^^hath  stole  two  hundred 
*^  pounds  worth  of  plate  out  of  Wadham  college,"  (meamng 
a  coU^e  called  Wadham  college,  in  the  imiversity  of  Oxford;) 


persons  particularised  in  the  declaration, 
as  having  left  off  dealing  with  the  plain- 
tiff, by  reason  of  the  speaking  of  the 


words,  may  be  called  as  witnesses  to 
prove  the  fact.  See  Lib.  Pkc  45. 
pi.  66.    Lill.  Ent.  79,  80.    Ibid.  61, 62. 


words  used  as  to  afford  ground  for  an 
action.  And  Vicars  v.  Wilcocks  was 
distinguished  by  the  court,  inasmuch  as 
in  that  case  there  were  two  distinct  causes 
of  the  special  damage,  the  words  used, 
and  an  act  done  by  a  third  person;  but 


here  the  whole  proceeded  from  the  de- 
fendant himself.]  The  loss  of  substan- 
tial  benefit  arising  from  the  hospitality 
of  friends  is  sufficient  special  damage, 
1  Taunt  S9.  Moore  v.  Meagher. 
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and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  Slst  day  of  October^  in  the  said 
20th  year,  at  London  aforesaid,  in  the  parish  and  ward  afore- 
said, he  the  said  Joseph  Boite  likewise  spoke,  asserted,  and 
with  a  loud  voice  published  and  proclaimed  to  the  said  Joseph 
Craft,  and  of  the  said  Joseph  Crafty  the  said  other  English 
words  specified  in  the  said  declaration,  that  is  to  say,  **  Did'st 
*^  ever  see  such  a  thievish  rogue  ?  "  (meaning  the  said  Joseph 
Craft;)  "he"  (again  meaning  the  said  Joseph  Craft)  "  stole 
"two  hundred  pounds  worth  of  plate  out  of  Wadham  college,'* 
(meaning  a  college  called  Wadham  college,  in  the  university 
of  Oxford^  as  he  well  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid  (6) ;  and 


Craft  t?. 
Boite. 


(6)  This  plea  of  justification  seems 
to  be  properly  pleaded.    It  confesses 
the  speaking  of  the  words  alleged  in 
the  declaration,  but  says,  the  plaintiff 
was  guilty  of  a  felony,  and  specifies  the 
nature   of  it  together  with   the  time 
when,  and  the  place  where,  the  plaintiff 
committed  it :  so  that  the  plea  alleges 
the  plaintiff  to  be  guilty  of  that  species 
of  felony,  which  the  defendant  charged 
him  with;  and   therefore  the  plaintiff 
may  come  prepared  to  answer  and  dis- 
prove it  at  the  trial.    The  present  prac- 
tice is  not  to  repeat  the  words  over  again 
in  the  plea  as  is  done  here,  but  to  say, 
"  and  therefore  the  said  defendant,  at 
**  the  said  several  times,  in  the  said  de- 
<<  claration  in  that  behalf  mentioned, 
"  said  and  spoke  of  the  said  plaintiff  the 
<<  said  several  words,  in  the  said  declar- 
<*  ation   mentioned,    for  the  speaking 
<<  whereof  the  ^said  plaintiff  has  above 
*<  complained  against  him,  as  he  lawfully 
<<  might/'  &c.    The  law  does  not  al- 
low of  pleas  of  justification,  containing 
general  charges  of  fraud  or  felony  com- 
mitted by  the  plaintiff,  because  they  do 
not  apprise  the  plaintiff  of  the  defence 
which  \a  intended  to  be*  set  up.     Thus 
in  Newman  v.  Baiteg,   (cited  in  1  T.- 
R.  750.    J  Anson  v. '  Stuart^)    which 
was  an  action  by  a  justice  of  the  peace 
against  the  defendant,  who  charged  him 
With  pocketing  all  the  fines  and  pe- 


nalties forfeited  by  delinquents  whom 
he  convicted,  without  distributing  them 
to  the  poor,  or  in  any  other  manner 
accounting  for  a  sum  of  SOL  then  in 
hand ;  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and 
that,  during  the  time  he  acted  as  such, 
he  convicted  divers  and  sundry  persons 
respectively,  in  divers  and  sundry  fines 
and  sums  of  money,  for  and  on  pretence 
of  their  having  respectively  committed 
divers  respective  offences  against  the 
form  and  effect  of  divers  statutes  of 
this  realm ;  which  said  respective  fines 
and  sums  of  money,  amounting  in  the 
whole  to  50/.,  he  received  of  the  re- 
spective delinquents,  so  by  him  convict- 
ed, and  had  not  'paid  the  same  to  the 
several  persons  to  whom  the  same  ought 
to  have  been  paid,  by  virtue  of  the  re- 
spective statutes,  but  had  kept  and  de- 
tained the  same,  contrary  &c.     To  this 
there  was  a  special  demurrer ;  and  the 
court  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
justification  was  bad^  because  it  did  not 
specify  any  one  fine  or  penalty,  which 
had  been  unjustly  levied.     So  where  in 
an  action  for  a  libel,  for  printing  of  the 
plaintiff  that  he  was  a  swindler,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
been  illegally,  fraudulently,  and  disho- 
nestly concerned  and  connected  with, 
and  was  one  of  a  gang  of  swindlers  and 
common  iDformers,  and  had  also  been 
aa  3 
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this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the 
said  Joseph  Craft  ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action 
thereof  against  him. 


guilty  of  deceiving  and  defrauding 
divers  persons,  with  whom  he  had  had 
dealings  and  transactions,  wherefore  he 
printed,  &c.  To  this  there  was  a  spe- 
cial demurrer ;  and  the  court  of  K.  B. 
was  of  opinion  that  the  plea  was  bad, 
as  being  too  general.  The  defendant 
ought  to  have  alleged  some  particular 
crimey  with  the  time,  place,  and  the 
persons  with  whom  the  plaintiff  was 
supposed  to  be  connected.  When  the 
defendant  took  upon  himself  to  justify 
generally  the  charge  of  swindling,  he 
must  be  prepared  with  the  facts  which 
constitute  the  charge,  in  order  to  main- 
tain his  plea.  And  he  ought  to  state 
those  facts  specifically,  to  give  the 
plaintiff  an  opportunity  of  denying 
them ;  for  the  plaintiff  cannot  come  to 
the  trial  prepared  to  justify  his  whole 
life.  The  defendant  could  not  prove 
the  justification^  as  he  has  pleaded  it, 
by  general  evidence;  but  he  has  no 
justification  unless  he  can  prove  the 


special  instances,  and  knowing  them  he 
ought  to  put  them  on  the  record,  that 
the  plaintiff  may  be  prepared  to  an- 
swer them:  And  they  reversed  the 
judgment  of  the  C.  P.  which  had  held 
the  plea  good.  1  T.  R,  748.  J* Anson 
V.  Stuart,  (p)  The  plea  of  justification 
must  confess  the  speaking  of  the  words 
alleged,  otherwise  it  is  bad ;  as  if  the 
declaration  be,  ^*  thou  hast  played  the 
**  thief  with  me,  and  hast  stolen  my 
'<  cloth^  and  half  a  yard  of  velvet;"  the 
justification  was,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
his  tailor,  and  upon  the  day  of,  &c.  he 
delivered  to  him  a  yard  and  a  half 
of  velvet  to  make  him  a  pair  of  hose, 
which  he  made  too  little,  ratione  cu^ 
just  he  spoke  these  words^  "  thou  hast 
"  stolen  part  of  the  velvet  which  I 
"  delivered  you,  absque  hocy  that  he 
<'  spoke  any  words  aliter  velalio  modo,'* 
this  justification  is  not  good,  for  it  does 
not  confess  any  words^  though  it  tra- 
verses  the  words  alleged.     And  it  was 


(p)  So  a  justification  repeating  gene- 
ral charges  against  an  attorney  of  gross 
fraud,  &c.  was  held  bad  on  demurrer. 
1  Taunt.  S^S.  ffobnes  y.  Caieshy.  [11 
Price,  235.  Jones  v.  Stevens.  So  where 
to  a  declaration  for  words  imputing  to 
the  plaintiff,  a  pawnbroker,  that  he  had 
committed  the  unfair  and  dishonour- 
able practice  of  duffing,  that  is,  of  re- 
plenishing or  doing  up  goods,  being  in 
his  hands  in  a  damaged  or  worn  con- 
dition, and  pledging  them  with  other 
pawnbrokers,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
that  the  plaintiff  did  replenish  and  do 
up  divers  goods,  being  in  his  hands  in 
a  damaged  or  worn  out  condition,  and 
pledge  them  with  divers  other  pawn- 


brokers, the  plea  was  held  bad  on  special 
demurrer,  as  not  being  sufficiently  spe- 
cific 10M.&W.  S61.  HickinbothamY. 
LeachJ]  A  plea  justifying  the  publi- 
cation of  the  reasons  of  the  plaintiff's 
dismissal  from  the  service  of  the  East 
India  Company,  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  was  ordered  as  governor  in 
council  to  dismiss  the  plaintiff  for  the 
reasons  alleged,  was  held  insufficient; 
because  it  did  not  shew  that  the  mode 
of  publication  was  such,  as  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendant  as  governor  in 
council  to  adopt  3  Taunt  4>56.  Oliver 
V.  Lord  William  Bentinck.  [See  also 
1  PHce,  76.  Lane  v.  ffowman.'] 
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And  die  said  Joseph  Craft  says,  that  he,  by  any  thing 
by  the  said  Joseph  Boite  above  in  pleading  alleged,  ought 
not  to  be  barred  from  having  his  said  action  thereof  against   ^ 
him  the  said  Joseph  BoUe,  because  he  says,  that  the  said  Joseph 


244  6 

Craft  v. 

BOITE. 

— y- ' 

ReplieatioDy 


bad  on  another  ground^  that  it  did  not 
answer  the  words,  *'  thoa  hast  stolen 
"  my  cloth."  Cro.  Eliz.  239.  Johns  v. 
Gitdngs.  (q)  So  it  is  holden  to  be  no 
justification  to  an  action  of  slander  to 
say,  that  such  an  one  told  the  slander  to 
the  defendant  But  if  the  person  repeat- 
ing the  slander  at  the  same  time  mention 
the  name  of  the  person  from  whom  he 
heard  it,  that  may  be  pleaded  in  justifi- 
cation to  an  action  brought  against  the 
former.  12  Rep.  130.  Earl  of  Norths 
ampion's  case.  7  T.  R.  17.  Davis  v. 
Lewis.  And  the  reason  seems  to  be, 
because    the  defendant   gives  tb  the 


party  injured  a  certain  cause  of  action 
against  the  original  speaker.  There- 
fore it  is  not  sufficient  in  a  justification 
of  slander^  that  the  defendant  named 
the  original  author  of  it  at  the  time,  to 
allege  that  the  original  slanderer  used 
such  and  such  words,  or  to  that  effect; 
although  in  the  libel  declared  on  the 
defendant  state  that  another  had  spoken 
the  same  slanderous  words  of  the  plain- 
tifi;  or  words  to  that  effect^  but  the  de- 
fendant must  give  the  very  words  used, 
though  it  be  only  necessary  to  prove 
some  material  part  of  them.  2  East, 
226.     MaiOand  v.  Goldney.  (r)      So 


(q)  [So  where  a  libel,  as  set  out  in 
the  declaration,  stated  that  the  plaintifi*, 
being  a  proctor,  was  suspended  from  his 
office  three  times,  twice  by  Sir  J,  Ni- 
eholl  and  once  by  Lord  Stowelly  a  jus- 
tification, addressed  to  the  whole  de- 
claration, that  he  had  been  suspended 
once  by  Sir  John  NiehoUy  was  held  bad. 
6Bing.266.  Clarkson  y.  Lawson.  3M. 
&P.605.S.C.  A  plea  is  bad  (according 
to  the  well-known  rule  of  pleading,  antd, 
p.  28  a.  note  (3)),  which  professes  to  jus- 
tify the  whole  slander,  but  faUs  short 
of  a  justification  of  every  material  part 
ofit;2B.&C.678.  Weaver  y.  Lloyd. 
4  D.  &  R.  23a  S.  C.  9  Bing.  532. 
Goodbmme  y.  Bowman.  3M.&Sc69. 
S.  C.  8  A. &E.  746.  Cooper y.Lawson. 
1  Perr.  k  D.  15.  S.  C.  5  Bing.  N.  C. 
66w  Ingram  v.  Lawson.  8  Scott,  471. 
S.  C;  or  which  falls  short  of  a  justifi- 
cation of  the  slanderous  words  in  the 
sense  imputed  to  them  by  the  declara- 
tion ;  for  the  plea  necessarily  confesses 
that  such  sense  is  correctly  imputed ; 
and  if  the  defendant  disputes  this,  he 


must  do  so  under  the  general  issue. 
10  B.  &  C.  263.  M'Pherson  v.  Daniels. 
5  Mann.  &  R.  251.  S.  C.  2  B.  & 
Ad.  673.  Mountney  v.  Watton.  S.  C. 
10  Bing.  519.  Roberts  v.  Brown. 
4  M.  &  Sc  407.  S.  C.  The  justifi- 
cation,  however,  will  be  complete  if  it 

^covers  the  essence  of  the  libel.     1  Bing. 

*^403.  Edwards  v.  BelL  8  M.  &  R.  467. 
S.C.  2  Bing.  N.  C.  654.  Clarke  v.  Taylor. 
3  Scott,  95.  S.  C.  So  it  is  sufficient  if  it 
meets  every  thing  which  constitutes  the 
substantial  imputation  on  the  plaintifi* 
contained  in  the  libel,  without  extending 
to  every  epithet,  or  term  of  abuse,  which 
may  be  found  in  the  description  or 
statement  of  such  imputation.  3  Bing. 
N.C.759.  Morrison  y.Harmer.  5  Scott, 
410.  S.  C.  But  the  justification  must, 
it  should  seem,  extend  to  every  part 
which  would  by  itself  form  a  substan- 
tive ground  of  action  for  defamation. 
2  Bing.  N.  C.  665.  667.  8  A.  &  E.  751. 
3Bing.N.C.  766,] 

(r)  [The  doctrine  of  Lord  North- 
ampton*B  case  as  above  laid  down  has, 
ao  4 
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Saitef  of  his  oum  wranff  without  such  causey  as  is  by  him  the 
said  Joseph  Boite  above  in  pleading  alleged  (7)9  on  the  said  20th 
day  of  October^  in  the  said  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said 
lord  the  now  king,  spoke,  asserted,  and  with  a  loud  voice  pub- 
lished and  proclaimed  of  the  said  Joseph  Crafi  the  said  English 
words  ia  the  said  declaration  first  above  specified,  that  is  to 
say,  '^  Look,  there  is  a  young  thievish  rogue : "  (meaning  him 


where  the  declaration  was  for  saying, 
<<  you  are  a  thief,  and  stole  20/.  from 
<<  me,"  it  is  no  justification  that  the 
plaintiff  stole  a  hen  from  the  defendant 
Cro.  Jac.  677.  HUsden  v.  Mercer,  But 
the  defendant  may  plead  not  guilty  as 
to  part  of  the  words  alleged,  and  justify 
speaking  of  the  rest ;  or,  which  is  now 
the  usual  course,  since  the  statute 
4  Ann.  c.  16.  by  which  the  defendant 
with  the  leave  of  the  court  may  plead 
several  matters,  the  defendant  may 
plead  not  guilty  to  the  whole  declara- 
tion, and  plead  a  plea  of  justification  to 
part  of  the  words  alleged  either  in  the 
declaration,  or  in  any  count  of  it(«) 


(7)  This  is  held  to  be  the  proper 
way  of  replying  to  a  plea  of  justifica- 
tion of  slander.  For  it  is  laid  down  in 
CrogaJbi^  case,  8  Rep.  67-  a«,  and  re- 
cognbed  by  subsequent  authorities, 
Doc.  Plac.  115.  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  Rep. 
C.  P.  76.  Jones  v.  Kitchen^  that  the 
general  plea,  de  injurid  sud  proprid 
absque  tali  causdf  is  properly,  when  the 
defendant's  plea  does  consist  merely 
upon  matter  of  excuse^  and  of  no  mat- 
ter of  interest  whatsoever,  and  didtmr 
de  injurid  sud  propridy  kc^  because  the 
injury  properly  in  this  sense  is  to  the 
person,  or  to  the  reputation,  as  battery 
or  imprisonment  to  Ihe  person,  or  scan- 


at  all  times,  been  looked  at  with  disap- 
probation, and  has  lately  been  wholly  de- 
nied to  be  law ;  and  it  has  been  held  that 
it  is  not  an  answer  to  an  action  for  oral 
slander  for  a  defendant  to  shew  that  he 
heard  it  from  another,  and  named  the 
person  at  the  time,  without  shewing 
that  he,  the  defendant,  believed  it  to  be 
true,  and  that  he  spoke  the  words  on 
a  justifiable  occasion.  lOB.&C.  263. 
Mcpherson  v.  Daniels.  5  Mann.  &  R. 
251.  S.  C.  7  Bing.  216.  Ward  v.  Weeks. 
4  Moo.  &  P.  796.  S.  C.  It  had  been  pre- 
viously held,  that  the  doctrine  did  not 
extend  to  the  publication  of  a  written 
libel.  5  Bing.  392.  De  Crespigny 
V.  WeUesley.  2  Moo.  &  P.  695.  S.  C. 
3  B.  &  C.  24.  M'Gregw  v.  Thwaiies. 
4.  D.  &  R.  695.  S.  C.  3  Bing.  N.  C. 
962.  Delegal  v.  Highky.  5  Scott, 
394.  S.  C»    So  even  if  the  doctrine  be 


upheld,  it  will  be  necessary  for  the  de- 
fendant to  aver  in  his  plea  that  he  heard 
the  slander ;  for  he  must  offer  himself 
as  a  witness ;  3  B.  &  C.  24'. ;  and  that  • 
the  person  from  whom  he  heard  it  spoke 
it  falsely  and  maliciously;  for  other- 
wise he  does  not  give  the  plaintiff  any 
cause  of  action  against  tiie  original 
speaker.  10  B.  &  C.  263.  But  it  has 
been  laid  down,  that  if  the  defendant 
said  at  the  time  he  spoke  the  words,  that 
he  heard  the  slander  from  another  per> 
son,  and  named  that  person,  he  may 
prove,  in  mitigation  of  damages,  under 
the  general  issue,  that,  in  fact,  he  did 
hear  it  from  that  person.  6  C.&  P.  583. 
Bennett  v.  Bennetty  per  Alderson  B.] 

(s)  [See  6  Bing.  587.  Ckarhson  v. 
Lawson.  3  M.  &  P.  605.  S.  C.  2 
B.&Ad.679.  2Bing.  N.C.664w  See 
also  1  DowL  N.  S.  602.  Eaton  v.  Johns.} 
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the  said  Joseph  Craft;)  ^^  did'st  ever  see  such  a  thievish  rogue? 
'*  he"  (again  meaning  the  said  Joseph  Craft)  *^  hath  stolen  two 
'^  hundred  pounds  worth  of  plate  out  of  fVadham  collie," 
(meaning  a  collie  called  fVadham  college^  in  the  university 
of  Oxford) ;  and  also  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  21st  day 
of  October^  in  the  20th  year  above  said,  at  London  aforesaid,  in 
the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid,  he  the  said  Joseph  BoUe  likewise 
spoke,  asserted,  and  with  a  loud  voice  published  and  pro- 
diumed  of  the  said  JosephCraft  the  said  other  EngUsh  words 
in  the  said  declaration  last  above  specified,  that  is  to  say, 
**  Didst  ever  see  such  a  thievish  rogue  ?"  (meaning  the  said 
Joseph  Craft;)  ^^  he"  (meaning  the  said  Joseph  Craft)  ^' stole 
''  two  hundred  pounds  worth  of  plate  out  of  JFadham  col- 
^*  lege,"  (meaning  the  said  cdlege  called  Wadham  college 
in  the  university  of  Oxford,)  in  manner  and  form  as  he  the 
aaid  Joseph  Craft  hath  above  thereof  complained'  against  him, 
and  this  he  prays  may  be  inquired  of  by  the  country.  And 
the  said  Joseph  Boite  thereof  likewise,  &c.  Therefore  let  a 
jury  thereof  come  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster, 
on  Saturday  next  after  15  days  of  Easter,  and  who  neither, 
&c  to  recognise,  &c.  because  as  well,  &c.  the  same  day  is 
given  to  the  said  parties  there,  &c.;  afterwards  the  process 
thereof  is  continued  between  the  aforesaid  parties  of  the  plea 
aforesaid,  by  the  jury  being  respited  thereof  between  them 
beforeour  lord  theking  at  Westminster,  until  Monday  next  after 
one  month  of  Easter,  unless  the  king's  faithful  and  well-beloved 
Sir  John  Kelynge  knight,  chief  justice  of  our  lord  the  king 
assigned  to'hold  pleas  before  the  king  himself,  shall  first  come 
on  Saturday  next  after  three  weeks  of  Easter,  at  Guildhall, 
London,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  for  default  of 


Cravt  r. 
Boite. 


[  245  ] 


VaUn  faeioB, 


dal  to  the  reputation ;  there>  if  the  de- 
fendant excuse  himself  upon  his  own 
assault,  or  upon  hue  and  cry  levied,  de 
mfurid  sud  proprid  generally  is  a  good 
plea.  For  there  the  defendant's  plea 
connsts  only  upon  matter  of  excuse,  (t) 
Here  too  the  modem  practice  is  not  to 
repeat  the  words  over  again  in  the  re- 
plication as  this  does,  but  merely  to 
say,  <<that  the  defendant  of  his  own 


**  wrong,  without  the  cause  by  the  said 
'<  defendant  in  his  said  plea  above 
**  alleged  in  that  behalf,  said  and  spoke 
'^  the  said  words  in  the  said  declaration, 
**  [or  in  the  first,  second,  &c.  counts  of 
*^  the  said  declaration  mentioned,]  for 
*<  the  speaking  whereof  the  said  plain- 
<<  tiff  has  above  complained  against 
**  him,  to  wit,  at,  &c.  aforesaid,  in  the 
**  county  aforesaid." 


(i)  See  2  Saund.  894  a.  note  (1> 
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FlMtea, 


Defendant 
made  de&ult 


Some  of  the 
jury  appear. 


A  tales  prayed 
by  the  plaintiff. 


[246] 


*  It  is  now  the 
practice,  where 
aU  the  words 
arc  found,  to 
lay  in  the  poa- 
tea  as  in  the 
plea  and  re- 
plication, **  that 
the  defendant 
spoke  the  said 
several  words 
in  the  said  de- 
claration within 
mentioned,** 
without  repeat- 
ing the  w<mls 
in  the  different 


jurors,  &C.  At  which  day  before  our  lord  the  kiiig  at  JFu^ 
mtnstery  came  the  said  Joseph  Craft  by  his  said  attorney,  and 
the  said  chief  justice  before  whom,  &c  sent  here  his  record 
had  before  him  in  these  words*  Afterwards  on  the  day  and 
at  the  place  within  contained  before  the  king's  fdthful  and 
well  beloved  Sir  John  Kelynge  knight,  the  chief  justice  within 
named,  having  associated  unto  himself  John  Squire  gentleman, 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c.  came  the  within- 
named  Joseph  Craft  by  his  attorney  within  contained ;  and  the 
within-written  Joseph  Boite,  although  solemnly  called,  did  not 
come,  but  made  default ;  therefore  let  the  jury,  whereof  men- 
tion is  within  made,  be  taken  against  him  by  de&ult;  and  the 
jurors  of  that  jury  being  called,  some  of  them,  that  is  to  say, 
J.  fV.j  C.  A.,  T.  C,  G  r.,  H.  5.,  and  T.  P.,  come  and  are 
sworn  upon  that  jury ;  and  because  the  residue  of  the  jurors 
of  the  said  jury  did  not  appear,  therefore  others  of  the  by- 
standers, by  the  within-written  sheriffi  of  London  for  this  pur- 
pose elected  at  the  request  of  the  said  Joseph  Craft  and  by 
the  command  of  the  said  chief  justice  are  newly  appconted, 
whose  names  are  aflSled  to  the  within-written  panel  according 
to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
the  jury  so  newly  appointed,  that  is  to  8ay,JI  K,  T.  H.,  T.  Jt, 
F.  N.,  E.  B.,  and  A.  K,  being  called,  likewise  come,  who 
being  elected,  tried,  and  sworn  to  speak  the  truth  of  the  with- 
in contained,  together  with  the  said  other  jurors  before  im- 
panelled and  sworn,  say  upon  their  oath,  that  the  said  Joseph 
Boite  of  lus  own  wrong  without  such  cause  as  by  the  said 
Joseph  Boite  is  within  in  pleading  alleged,  on  the  within- 
written  20th  day  of  October ,  in  the  within-written  20th  year  of 
the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  London  withia 
written  in  the  within-written  parish  and  ward,  spoke  and 
asserted,  and  with  a  loud  voice  published  and  proclaimed  of 
the  said  Joseph  Craft  the  within-written  English  words  * 
first  within  specified  in  the  within-written  declaration;  that 
is  to  say,  "  Look,  there  is  a  young  thievish  rogue,'*  (meaning 
him  the  said  Joseph  Craft;)  **  didst  ever  see  such  a  thievish 
"  rogue?  he"  (again  meaning  the  said  Joseph  Craft)  '^hath 
«  stolen  two  hundred  pounds  worth  of  plate  out  of  Wadham 
^^  college,"  (meaning  a  college  called  Wadham  college  in  the 
university  of  Oxford);  and  also  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
within-written  2lBt  day  of  October,  in  the  within-written 
20th  year,  at  London  within  written,  in  the  parish  and  ward 
within  written  lie  the  said  Jofeph  BoHe  likewise  spoke,  assert- 
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ed,  and  with  a  loud  voice  published  and  proclaimed  of  the 

said  within-written  Joseph  Craft  the  other  English  woids  lastly 

within  specified  in  the  within-written  declaration ;  that  is  to 

say,  "Didst  ever  see  such  a  thievish  rogue?"  (meaning  him  ^"jj,.  °^" 

the  said  Joseph  Craft;)  "he"  (again  meaning  the  said  Joseph 

Craft)  "  stole  two  hundred  pounds  worth  of  plate  out  of 

"  Wajdham  collie,"  (meaning  the  said  college  called  Wiadham 

college  in  the  university  of  Oxford,)  in  manner  and  form  as 

the  said  Joseph  Craft  has  within  alleged :  and  they  assess  the 

damages  of  him  the  said  Joseph  Craft  on  the  within-written 

occasion,  besides  his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit 

in  that  behalf  expended,  to  50/.,  and  for  these  costs  and  charges 

to  5Ss.  and.  4d.  (8).     Therefore  it  is  considered  that  the  said  Judgment 


(8)  The  statute  21  Jac.  1.  c.  16.  s.  6. 
enacts,  that  in  all  actioDs  for  slanderous 
words,  if  the  jury  upon  the  trial  of  the 
issue  in  such  actions,  or  the  jury  that 
shall  inquire  of  the  damages,  do  find  or 
assess  the  damages  under  forty  shillings, 
then  the  plaintiff  shall  have  and  recover 
only  so  much  costs  as  the  damages  so 
given  or  assessed  amount  to,  without 
any  further  increase  of  the  same.  In 
the  construction  of  this  statute  it  is 
held,  that  it  only  applies  to  the  case 
where  the  words  are  in  themselves  ac- 
tionable, and  not  where  the  words  are 
not  actionable,  but  the  special  damage 
alone,  is  the  ground  of  the  action.  Sir 
W.  Jones,  196.  Lotoe  v.  Harewood. 
1  Salk.  206.  Browne  v.  Gibbons.  Andr. 
S75.  Bass  v.  Hickford.  And  in  2  Ld. 
Raym.  1588.  Burri^  v.  Perrg,  this  dis- 


tinction is  taken,  that  where  the  words 
are  not  actionable,  but  the  action  is 
maintained  by  reason  of  special  da- 
mages the  plaintiff  has  sustained  upon 
account  of  the  words,  the  plaintiff  shall 
have  full  costs,  though  the  damages  are 
under  40«. ;  for  it  is  not  the  words  but 
the  special  damage  which  is  the  cause 
of  the  action.  But  where  the  words 
are  actionable  of  themselves,  and  spe- 
cial damages  are  laid  by  way  of  aggra- 
vation, and  damages  are  under  40«., 
there  shall  be  no  more  costs  than  da- 
mages ;  for  it  is  properly  an  action  for 
words  within  the  statute  21  Jac  1.  c.  16. 
And  this  distinction  has  been  adhered 
to  ever  since.  2  Black.  Rep.  1062. 
Collier  v.  Gaillard.  3  Burr.  1688. 
Surmany.Shelleto.  Bull.  N.  P.ll.(tt) 
It  sometimes  happens  that  some  of  the 


(u)  [Words  actionable  in  themselves, 
as  being  spoken  of  a  man  in  his  trade, 
are  to  be  regarded  as  actionable  in 
themselves,  with  reference  to  the  above 
distinction,  in  the  same  manner  as  words 
imputing  an  offence  punishable  by  law. 
1  Dowl.  406.  Grenfell  v.  Pierson.  2  Cr. 
M.&R.249.  Goodallv.EnseU.  STyrw. 
793.  S.C.  But  the  importance  of  the  dis- 
tinction itself  lias  been  much  diminished 


by  Stat.  3  &  4  Vict  c.  24.  s.  2.,  which 
enacts  that ''  if  the  plaintiff  in  any  action 
'*  of  trespass,  or  of  trespass  on  the  case, 
*^  brought  or  to  be  brought  in  any  of 
"  her  majesty's  courts  at  Westminster,  or- 
''in  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  at 
**  Lancaster,  or  in  the  court  of  Common 
**  Pleas  at  Durham,  shall  recover  by 
**  the  verdict  of  a  jury  less  damages 
<<  than  40«.>  such  plaintiff  shall  not  be 
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Joseph  Craft  do  recover  against  the  said  Joseph  Boite  the  said 
damages  by  the  said  jury  in  form  aforesaid  assessed^  and  also 
10^  6s.  and  %d.  by  the  court  here  adjudged  to  the  said  Jb- 


couDts  in  a  declaration  are  for  words 
which  are  actionable,  and  the  other 
counts  contain  words  which  are  not 
actionable,  and  there  is  a  general  con- 
clusion, that  by  reason  of  the  speaJcing 
of  the  words  in  all  the  counts,  the 
plaintiff  has  sustained  special  damage, 
which  he  particularly  specifies,  as  he 
must  do ;  in  this  case,  if  the  jury  find 
damages  under  40f.  upon  the  whole 
declaraHoHy  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled 
to  full  costs.  Therefore  it  is  prudent, 
in  order  to  prevent  full  costs,  if  the 
special  damage  were  not  proved,  to 
have  it  so  found,  otherwise  the  defendant 
may  be  tricked.      As  in  the  case  of 


Saville  v.  Jardine,  2  H.  Black.  5Sh 
where  the  declaration  consisted  of  five 
counts:  the  first,  second,  and  fourth 
were  for  words  which  were  actionable; 
the  third  and  fifth  counts  were  for  say- 
ing to  the  plaintiff  **  you  are  a  swindler," 
which  were  held  by  the  court  not  to  be 
actionable,  and  special  damage  was  laid, 
"  by  reason  of  the  speaking  which  said 
"  several  words  in  the  declaration^*^  &c. 
Verdict  for  plaintiff  generally  on  the 
whole  declaration,  with  Is*  damages. 
The  court  was  of  opinion  that  the  ver- 
dict being  general,  some  damages  must 
be  intended  to  have  been  given  on  each 
count;  and  as  the  words  in  two  of  the 


<'  entitled  to  recover  or  obtain  from  the 
''  defendant,  in  respect  of  such  verdict, 
*'  any  costs  whatever,  whether  it  shall 
<'  be  given  upon  any  issue  or  issues  tried, 
^'  or  judgment  shall  have  passed  by  de- 
''  fault,  unless  the  judge  or  presiding 
<'  officer  before  whom  such  verdict  shall 
<<  be  obtained,  shall  immediately  after- 
"  wards  certify  on  the  back  of  the  re- 
'*  cord,  or  on  the  writ  of  trial,  or  writ 
*<  of  inquiry,  that  the  action  was  really 
<<  brought  to  try  a  right  besides  the 
''  mere  right  to  recover  damages  for  the 
''  trespass  or  grievance  for  which  the 
<<  action  shall  have  been  brought,  or 
<<  that  the  trespass  or  grievance  in  re- 
<*  spect  of  which  the  action  was  brought 
«  was  wilful  and  malicious."  The  dis- 
tinction, however,  continues  to  be  ma- 
terial in  this  respect;  that  where  the 
damages  are  under  40^.,  and  the  words 
are  actionable  in  themselves,  the  statute 
of  James  applies,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot 
possibly  recover  more  costs  than  da^ 
mages ;  for  the  judge  has  no  power  to 


certify  to  entitle  him  to  full  costs :  2  Cr. 
M .  &  R.  249.  5  Tyrw.  793. :  but  where 
the  words  are  not  actionable,  and  the 
action  is  maintained  by  reason  of  the 
special  damage,  the  judge  may  cer- 
tify under  the  stat  of  Vict  that  the 
grievance  was  malicious,  so  as  to  en- 
title the  plaintiff  to  full  costs.  4  Scott, 
N.  R.  7S9.  Pryme  v.  Broton.  Where, 
in  slander,  the  defendant  pleaded  not 
guilty,  and  a  justification,  and  at  the 
trial  the  defendant  called  no  evidence 
to  support  the  latter  plea,  but  it  turned 
out  that  the  defamatory  words  were 
privileged,  whereupon  a  verdict  was 
found  for  the  defendant  on  the  general 
issue,  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  special 
plea  without  any  damages ;  it  was  held, 
in  the  construction  of  the  statute  of 
James,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
his  costs  occasioned  by  such  plea ;  for 
that  the  statute  did  not  apply  to  such  a 
case,  but  that  it  was  governed  by  the 
sUt  4  Ann.  c  16.  6  Bing.  N.  C.  181. 
Skmnmr  y.  Shoppee.  8  Scott,  275.  S.  C] 
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seph  Craft  with  his  assent^  for  his  said  costs  and  damages  of     Craft  v.  ' 
increase :  which  sdd  damages  in  the  whole  amount  to  63/.        Boite. 
And  the  said  Joseph  Boite  in  mercy,  &c.  ' 


counts  are  not  actionable,  the  damages  negatived  the  special  damage,  and  of 

in  respect  of  them  were  given  for  the  course  have  found  a  verdict  for  the 

special  damage,  and  therefore  the  plain-  defendant  on  the  third  and  fifth  counts, 

tiff  was  entitled  to  fuU  costs.     In  this  See  Turner  v.  Hortan^    Wilies'  Rep. 

case  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  if  it  438.  (x) 
had   occurred,    the  jurj  would    have 


(ar)  [5  B.  &  Ad.  645.  Kelly  v.  Par-  of  the  defendant's  having  pleaded  spe- 

dnffton.     2  Nev.  &  M.  460.  S.C]    In  cially,  will  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 

cases  within   the   statute,   if  the  da-  full  costs.    4  East,  567.      Halford  v. 

mages  are  under  40f.,  the  circumstance  Smith, 


Craft  verstis  Boite.  Case  S6. 

CTION  upon  the  case  for  slanderous  words. — The  s.c.  i  Vent, 

plaintiff  declared  that  the  defendant  at  London,  &c.  Raym.  [gi' 
falsely  and  maliciously  spoke  these  scandalous  words  of  the  t^^^'  f  ^' 

plaintiff,  namely,  Looh,  there  is  a  thievish  young  rogue :  he  hath  action  Imid  in 

stolen  two  hundred  pounds  worth  of  plate  *  out  of  Wadham  col-  ^?°"  ^"^ 

lege  (meaning  in  the  university  of  Oxford,)  to  the  plaintifi^s  words  spoken 

damage  of  200Z. ;  and  thereupon  he  brought  his  action.     The  ^^]^^' 

defendant  justified  the  words,  because  he  said  that  the  plaintiff,  local  juatifica- 

at  Oxford  in  the  county  of  Oxford,  stole  certain  plate  out  of  the  ^a  thlSue'"*' 

sud  Wadham  college,  wherefore  he  spoke  the  said  words  at  thereon  is  tried 
London  aforesaid,  as  he  well  might.     The  plaintiff  replied,  of  ^^  not  at'oz- 

his  own  wrong  without  such  cause;  and  thereupon  issue  was  *»«!•■  it  ought 

joined,  which  was  tried  at  NisiPrius  in  London,  and  a  verdict  aided' by  the 

found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  fifty  pounds  damages.  ^  is  &  n 

And  it  was  moved  by  Saunders  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  .  • "[  247] 
here  was  a  mis-trial ;  for  the  speaking  of  the  woi)ds  at  London 
was  confessed  by  the  defendant  in  his  justification ;  and  the 
point  in  issue  Is,  whether  the  plaintiff  committed  the  felony 
alleged  by  the  defendant. in  his  justification,  or  not?  which 
was  triable,  and  to  be  tried  in  the  county  of  Oxford  Cro. 
Eliz.  26 L  Forde  against  Brooks:  action  for  slander  for  perjury 
at  Dale  in  Essex ;  the  defendant  justified  that  the  plaintiff  ^as 
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Craft  v.     perjured  at  Wegtminstery  and  the  venue  was  awarded  to  be  from 
Boite.        Westminster  in  Middlesex  ;  and  bo  is  the  case  of  Bowyer  v.  Jen- 
•    .        kynsy  Moor's  Rep.  410.*    And  it  is  clear  that  it  was  so  at 
468.  S.C.   See  the  common  law.  (1)    But  the  question  was  upon  the  new 
2Saund.5/.      gtatutc  of  16  &  17  Car.  2.   c.  8.  whereby  it  is  enacted, 
that  no  judgment,  shall  be  arrested  or  reversed ;  '^  for  that 
^^  there  was  no  right  venue,  so  as  the  cause  were  tried  hj  a 
"jury  of  the  proper  pounty  or  place  where  the  action  is 
"  laid."    And  Saunders  urged  that  the  statute  ought  to  be 
construed,  that  the  cause  shall  be  tried  in  the  proper  county 
where  the  issue  arises  (2):  and  here  the  issue  arises  in  Oxford- 
shire; for  if  a  literal  construction  should  be  made,  the  statute 
would  oust  all  trials  by  the  proper  county,  where  a  local  jus- 
tification is  pleaded  which  arises  out  of  the  county  where  the 
action  is  laid.     As  in  an  action  of  false  imprisonment  in  Lon- 
don,  the  defendant  justifies  in  Ox/brd  as  sheriff  of  Oxfordshire, 
and  traverses  London  ;  now,  if  issue  be  joined  upon  the  cause 
of  imprisonment,  it  ought  to  be  tried  in  Oxfordshire;  but  by 
this  construction  it  may  be  tried  in  London.     So  in  debt  upon 
bond  brought  in  London ;  if  the  condition  be  to  build  a  house 


(1)  It  is  a  rule,  that  if  to  a  tran- 
sitory  action  the  defendant  pleads  any 
matter  which  is  itself  transUoryy  he  is 
obliged  to  lay  it  at  the  place  mentioned 
in  the  declaration.  See  antd,  p.  8  a. 
note  (2),  and  p.  85.  note  (1).  2  Saund. 
5  d.  (y)  But  if  the  justification  be  local, 
the  defendant  must  plead  it  in  the 
county  where  the  matter  arose;  and  at 
the  common  law  the  cause  must  have 
been  tried  there,  and  not  in  the  county 
where  the  action  was  laid ;  otheiwise  it 
was  error.  8  Edw.  3. 8  pi.  20.  22  Edw. 
8. 16.  pi.  53.  Cro.  Eliz.  870.  Clerk  v. 
James.  2  RoL  Abr.  598.  pi.  3  &  4. 
Hob.  5.  Crow  v.  Edvoards.  Ibid.  76. 
Banks  V.  Parker.  Yelv.  49.  ChameU 
V.  Holland.  2  Saund.  5  c,/.  Cowp.  165. 
Mostyny.Fabrigas.  Com.  Dig.  Amend- 


ment (H.  3.).  Vin.  Abr.  Trial  (M.  a.> 
So  where  the  general  issue  was  pleaded 
to  part,  and  a  local  justification  to  the 
residue,  the  general  issue  must  have 
been  tried  in  the  county  where  the 
action  was  laid,  and  the  justification  in 
the  county  where  the  matter  of  the 
justification  arose ;  otherwise  it  was 
error.  3  Lev.  394.  Hunt*s  case.  Cra 
Jac.  127.  JVowel  v.  Dier.  Ibid.  87. 
Lapworih  v.  Wast.  See  Hargrove  and 
Butler.  Co.  Litt  125.  note  (2).  See 
2  Saund.  Bf  g. 

(2)  And  the  statute  was  so  construed 
in  the  first  case  which  was  decided 
upon  it  See  Stirke  v.  Bates,  Easter, 
19  Car.  2.  K.  B.  1  Lev.  207,  206. 
1  Sid.  326. 


(y)  [And  now,  by  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T. 
4  W.  4.  all  statement  of  venue  in 
pleadings  is  abolished,  except  as  respects 


the  name  of  a  county  (t.  e.  the  venue  in 
the  action)  in  the  margin  of  the  de- 
claration.   See  antd,  p.  8  a.  note(i/).] 
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at  Yorky  and  issue  joined  whether  it  was  built  or  not,  it  may  be 
tried  at  London  according  to  this  construction.  And  so  it  will 
now  be  impossible  by  pleading  to  remove  any  veime  out  of  the 
county  where  the  action  is  laid.  And  the  statute  extended 
only  to  order  a  wrong  venue;  as  if  the  issue  arises  at  Dale  in 
the  county  of  Oxford^  and  the  venue  isfrom  Sale  in  the  same 
county,  here  is  a  rijfht  county,  but  a  wrong  venue.  Butin  the 
case  at  bar  it  is  a  wrong  county,  which  (as  he  conceived)  was 
neither  aided  nor  intended  to  be  aided  by  the  said  statute.  — 
And  of  such  opinion  was  Twysden  justice  strongly.  But 
Kelynge  chief  justice,  Ramsford  and  Morton  justices,  were  of 
a  contrary  opinion,  and  said,  that  the  words  of  the  statute 
were  plain :  and  here  the  issue  was  tried  by  a  jury  of  the  pro- 
per county  where  the  action  was  laid,  which  was  within  the 
express  words  of  the  statute,  and  as  they  conceived  within  the 
intent  of  the  statute ;  whereupon  they  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  upon  the  first  motion,  against  the  opinion  of 
Justice  Twysden  and  several  others,  as  I  was  afterwards  in- 
formed. (3) 


Craft  r. 

BOITE. 
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(3)  The  judgment  m  this  case  was 
at  first  received  with  considerable  dis- 
approbation ;  Comb.  75.  Lander  v.  Elr 
Uot;  the  better  opinion  being,  that  the 
intent  of  the  statute  was  to  aid  a  wrong 
venue  in  the  iome  county^  where  the  issue 
arose^and  not  a  wrong  county y  according 
to  the  distinction  made  by  Saunders. 
However  the  subsequent  decisions  are 
comformable  hereto.  2  Lev.  164,  165. 
Adderley  v.  Wise.  1  Vent.  263.  Jennings 
V.  Bunking.  S.C.  2  Lev.  121.  S  Keb. 
509.  Sir  T.  Raym.  392.  Horton  v. 
Nastfan.  3  Lev.  394.  Huni%  case,  and 
Briggs  v.  Chew^  there  cited.  1  Ld. 
Raym.  330.  Sir  RitAard  Leving  v. 
Ladbf  Calverly.  S.  C.  Carth.  448. 
2  Ld.  Raym.  1212.  Maitland  v.  Taylor. 
7  T.  R.  583.  Mayor  of  London  v.  Cole. 
WiUes'  Rep.  431.  Bailiffs  of  Litchfield 
y.Slatter. 

Note* — ^There  is  a  distinetion  between 


a  libel  and  words.  To  write  and  pub- 
lish maliciously  any  thing  of  another, 
which  either  makes  him  ridiculous  or 
holds  him  out  as  a  dishonest  man^  is  held 
to  be  actionable,  or  punishable  criminally, 
when  the  speaking  of  the  same  words 
would  not  be  so.  For  writing  is  a 
more  deliberate  act,  and  contains  more 
malice  than  bare  speaking.  Therefore, 
speaking  the  words  *^  rogue  and  rascaly 
**  cheat  and  swindler"  or  to  say  of 
another  that  he  has  the  itchy  are  held 
not  to  be  actionable;  but  the  writing 
of  these  words  maliciously  is  held  to  be 
so.  Hardr.  470.  King  v.  Lake.  Skin. 
123.  Austin  y.Oulpq)er.  2Wils.403. 
Villers  v.  Monsley.  I  T.  R.  748. 
J* Anson  v.  Stuart.  2  Show.  313.  Aus- 
tin V.  Culpeper.  2  Str.  898.  Barman  v. 
Delany.  The  same  distinction  has  been 
adhered  to  ever  since.  1  Bos.  &  Pull. 
33L  BeUy.  Stone,  (z) 


(z)  4  Taunt  355.    TViorley  v.  Lord    vis.    4  Mann.  &  R.  127.  S.  C.    5  Bing. 
&rry.  [9  B.  &  C.  172.  Clement  y.  Chi-    17.  Archbishop  of  Tuam  v.  Robeson.    2 
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Moo.  &  P.  32.  S.  C.  S.  p.  It  18  a  question  say,  whether  the  defendant  intended  to 
of  fact  for  the  jury,  whether  the  par-  injure  the  plaintiff  by  the  publication, 
ticular  publication  amounts  to  a  libel,  9B.&C.  643.  ZTam  v.  FTt&on.  4  Mann, 
according  to  the  distinction  established  &  R«  605.  S.  C.  10  B.  &  C.  4<72.  Cle- 
by  these  authorities.  2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  156.  ment  v.  Fisher.  5  Mann.  &  R.  730.  S.  C. 
Chalmers  y.  Payne.  5  Tyrw.  766.  S.  C.  It  must  be  observed,  that  notwithstand- 
6  M.  &  W.  105.  ParmUer  v.  Coupland.  ing  the  jury  find  the  publication  libel- 
1 1  A.  &  E.  920.  BayUs  v.  Latorence.  3  lous,  still,  if  on  the  record  it  appears 
Perr.  &  D.  526.  S.  C.  See  also  4  A.  &  not  to  be  so,  judgment  must  be  arrested; 
£.  1016.  Stockdak  y.TarU,  The  judge  for  it  is  not  enough,  to  entitle  a  plain- 
may  state  his  own  opinion  to  the  jury  ;  tiff  to  judgment,  that  he  should  charge 
yet  he  is  not  bound  to  do  so,  or  to  de-  malicious  motives  and  a  calumnious  ten- 
fine  to  them  generally  what  constitutes  dency ;  he  must  also  shew  on  the  record 
a  libel.  1 1  A.  &  £.  920.  3  Perr.  &  D.  that  there  is  a  libel  on  him.  12  A.  &  E. 
526.  But  it  would  be  a  misdirection  if  719.  Heame  v.  Stawell.  4  Perr.  &  D. 
the  judge  were  to  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  696.  S.  C] 


Case  37.  Faulkner's  Case  by  Indictment  of  Easter  Term- 

In  the  2lBt  Year  of  King  Charles  IL  No.  21. 
Town  and  Borough  of  Southwark,^  TJE  it  remembered^  that  at  the 

in  the  county  of  Surrey,         J    Wm  .  ^  , . 

-"-^  general  session  oi  the  peace 
of  our  lord  the  king,  holden  at  the  court-house  on  St  Marga-- 
refs  Hilly  within  the  town  and  borough  of  Soutkwarh  in  the 
county  of  Surrey y  for  the  said  town  and  borough^  on  Friday y 
that  is  to  say,  the  8th  day  of  January y  in  the  20th  year  of  the 
reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  by  the  grace  of  God, 
of  England y  Scotland,  Franccy  and  Irehmdy  king,  defender  of 
the  faith,  &c.  before  Sir  William  Thimery  knight,  mayor  of 
the  city  of  Londony  Sir  Richard  Brown,  knight  and  baronet. 
Sir  John  Fredericky  knight,  and  Sir  Thomas  Bludworthylanghty 
aldermen  of  the  said  city,  justices  of  our  said  lord  the  king 
assigned  to  keep  the  peace  within  the  town  and  borough  afoi«- 
suid  iQ  the  county  aforesaid,  and  also  to  hear  and  detenmne 
divers  felonies,  trespasses,  and  other  misdemesnors  within  the 
sud  town  and  borough  in  the  county  aforesaid,  committed,  by 
the  oath  of  twelve  jurors  (1),  good  and  lawful  men  of  the 

(1)  It  seems  clear  that  it  must  be  ex-  wise  it  will  vitiate  the  indictmeot  Cro. 
pressed  in  the  caption,  that  the  offence  Eliz.  S5^  GyncarcTs  case.  2  H.  H.P. 
was  presented  by  twelve  jurors ;  other-    €•  167«    And  Lord  Hale  is  of  opinion^ 
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town  and  borough  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid,  then  and      Faulk - 
there  sworn  and  charged  to  inquire  for  our  said  lord  the  king,    ner's  Case. 
and  far  the  body  of  the  said  city*  it  is  presented  f  that  John  ^        ' 
FaulkneTy  of  the  parish  of  St  Saviour  in  the  town  and  borough  part  of  the 
of  Southwark  in  the  said  county  of  Surrey,  yeoman,  on  the  6th  cnptionobjected 
day  of  December^  in  the  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  249. 
diaries  the  Second,  by  the  grace  of  God,  oi  England^  Scot-  t  See  post, 
land,  France,  and  Ireland,  king,  defender  of  the  faith,  &c.  and  by,  308. 
continually  afterwards  until  the  day  of  the  taking  of  this  in-  ^^^^  (*^^* 
quisition,  at  the  parish  aforesaid  within  the  town  and  borough 
aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid,  voluntarily,  obstinately,  and 
without  any  licence,  admission,  or  allowance  of  two  justices 
of  our  said  lord  the  king  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  within 
the  town  and  borough  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid,  took 
upon  himself  to  keep,  and  did  keep,  a  common  tippling-house 
and  in  the  same  tippling-house  there  for  all  the  time  afore- 
said conmionly  and  publicly  sold  and  uttered  ale  and  other 
drink  to  divers  liege  subjects  of  our  said  lord  the  king  to 
the  jurors  aforesaid  unknown,  in  contempt  of  our  said  lord  the 


that  the  names  of  all  the  jurors  ought 
also  to  be  certified  from  the  inferior 
court  to  the  K.  B.  in  the  caption  or 
schedule  returned,  which  is  certainly 
correct.  Ibid.  In  Hawk.  P.  C-  254-.  f. 
126.  fol.  edit.,  it  is  said,  that  indict* 
mcnts  have  been  quashed  for  an  omission 
of  the  names  of  the  jurors  in  the  caption  : 
but  there  is  a  reference  to  this  prece- 
dent in  Saunders,  where  it  is  stated  in 
the  caption,  that  the  indictment  was 
taken  by  twelve  men,  &c.  without  naming 
them,  and  that  no  exception  appears  to 
have  been  taken  on  this  account.  How- 
ever, though  it  is  necessary  that  the 
officer  below  should  return  the  names 
of  the  jurors  to  the  certiorari,  yet,  in 
making  up  the  record  in  the  King's 
Bench,  the  established  practice  of  the 
Crown-office  has  been  not  to  insert  the 
names  of  the  jurors  in  the  caption.     In 


2  Black.  Rep.  718.  Rex  v.  Inhabitants 
of  St.  Michael,  it  is  said,  that  the  judg- 
ment was  reversed  upon  this  objection, 
that  the  names  of  the  jurors  were  not 
inserted  in  the  caption.  But  this  seems 
to  be  a  mistake ;  for  upon  a  search 
being  made,  it  appears  that  the  court 
took  time  to  consider,  and  after  Mr. 
Justice  Blachstone  removed  into  the 
Common  Pleas,  held  the  judgment  to 
foe  good.  This  observation  was  made 
by  the  court  in  Clarhson  v.  Woodhotise, 
M.  T.  23  Geo.  3.  K.  B.  and  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice JBuUer  in  Rex  v.  Atkinson.  IS.  T. 
24.  Geo.  3.  K.  B.  And  in  AyleU^ 
case  in  the  House  of  Lords,  July  6. 
1786,  the  point  was  decided,  that  the 
names  of  the  jurors  need  not  appear  in 
the  caption  in  the  King's  Bench  re- 
cord, (a) 


(a)  See  these  cases  in  the  note  to  236.  Rex  v.  Marsh.    6  Nev.  &  M .  668. 

4  East,  176.  The  King  v.  Darley.  [See  S.  C.  Accord."]    The  names  are  always 

also  6  A.  &  £•  247*  note  (a).  6  A.  &  £•  inserted  in  cases  of  treason. 
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Faulkner's  Case. 


Faulk- 
ner's Case. 


now  Jdng  and  his  laws,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said  lord 
the  now  king  his  crown  and  dignity,  &c. 


[  249  ] 
Cases?. 

ac.  2Keb. 
506.     An  in- 
dictment 
founded  only 
upon  a  ttatute 
must  conclude 
against  the  form 
of  the  statute. 
A  mistake  of 
the  clerk  in 
certifying  the 
caption  of  an 
indictment 
removed  into 
K.B.  byeer- 
tiorari  may  be 
amended  in  the 
same  term  in 
which  it  is 
certified,  but 
not  in  another 
term. 


Faulkner's  Case,  by  Indictment  of  Easter  Term. 

Ejti  ULKNER  was  indicted  at  the  sessions  of  the  peace 
JL     held  within  the  town  and  borough  of  Sauthwark  in  the 
county  of  Surrey  for  the  town  and  borough  aforesaid,  before 
Sir  WilUam  Turner  knight,  mayor  of  the  city  of  London^  and 
divers  aldermen  of  the  same  city,  justices  of  the  peace  within 
the  said  borough  of  Sauthwarky  by  the  oath  of  good  and  lawfal 
men  of  the  town  and  borough  aforesaid,  sworn  and  charged 
to  inquire  for  our  said  lord  the  king,  and  the  body  of  the  said 
city  J  that  he,  for  a  certwi  time  mentioned  in  the  indictment, 
had  taken  upon  himself  to  keep,  and  had  kept,  a  common 
tippling-house  within  the  said  borough,  without  the  licence, 
admission,  or  allowance  of  two  justices  of  the  peace,  and  during 
the  same  time  the  said  Faulkner  had  sold  ale  publicly  to  divers 
subjects  of  the  king  unknown  to  the  jury ;  and  the  indict- 
ment concluded  in  this  manner,  "  in  contempt  of  our  said 
"  lord  the  now  king  and  his  laws,  and  against  the  peace  of 
"  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  his  crown  and  dignity,"  &c. 
And  this  indictment  being  brought  into  the  King's  Bench  in 
this  term,  it  was  moved  by  Saunders  to  be  quashed  for  two 
exceptions:    1.  Because  it  appears  that  the  jury  were  not 
sworn  or  charged  to  present  any  offence  within  the  borough  of 
Southwark,  but  they  were  sworn  and  charged  to  present 
offences  within  the  city  of  London;  for  the  words  are,  "  to 
**  inquire  for  our  said  lord  the  king,  and  the  body  of  the  said 
"  ei^;"  and  there  is  no  city  mentioned  before  but  the  city  of 
London ;  and  therefore  the  presentment  of  the  jury  of  a  fact 
in  the  borough  of  Southwark  is  beyond  their  oath ;  for  they 
were  not  sworn  or  charged  thereto.     But  the  court  would  not 
quash  the  indictment  for  this  exception,  because  it  is  only  the 
mistake  of  the  clerk  in  certifying  the  caption,  which  may  be 
amended  in  the  same  term  in  which  it  is  certified  into  this 
court,  although  it  cannot  be  amended  afterwards  in  another 
term  (1) :  wherefore  Twysden  justice  said  to  Saunders,  that  he 


(1)  So  ti  H.  H.  P.  C.  168.    2  Hawk.    Jones,  421.  Sampson's  case,  by  the  opi- 
P,  C.   24?4.   8.  97.  fol.  edit    Sir  W.    nion  of  Jones  and  Brampston.     1  Rol. 
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had  moved  this  exception  too  soon.     Then  he  moved  the  Faulk- 

second  exception,  that  the  indictment  concludes  at  common  neb's  Case, 

law,  as  if  it  had  been  an  offence  by  the  common  law,  and  ^ 
does  not  conclude  against  the  form  of  the  statute  as  it  ought 


Abr-  196.  (A),  S.  C.  Style,  85.  Rex 
V.  Apsley.  1  Sid.  175.  Rex  v.  Love. 
Bro.  Amendment,  32.  6  Mod.  273. 
Reg.  V.  TtOchm.  Ibid.  278. 8  Rep.  156.  b. 
157.  a.  JBlackamore's  case.  2  Ld. 
Rayra.  968.  Reg  v.  Haskins.  6  Mod. 
5».  S.  C.  1  Vent  344.  Anon.  2  Ld. 
Raym.  1039.  Reg.  v.  FranJdyn.  1  Str. 
442.  Rex  v.  Carter.  Com.  Dig. 
Amendment,  (2  C.  2.).  1  Bac  Abr. 
89.  On  the  other  hand  it  was  ad- 
judged in  The  King  v.  Christopher  At- 
kinsofh  esquire,  E.T.  24  Geo.  3.  K.B., 
in  which  all  the  authorities  were  cited 
and  considered^  that  a  caption  may  be 
amended  after  the  term,  and  made 
agreeable  to  the  truth  of  the  case. 
That  case  in  effect  was  this  :  The  de- 
fendant was  Indicted  for  peijury  at  the 
sessions  of  oyer  and  terminer  for  the 
county  of  Middlesex^  in  Fdfruarg,  1783. 
The  indictment  was  removed  into  K.  B. 
by  the  defendant  in  Easier  term  follow- 
ing by  certiorari  directed  to  the  justices 
of  oyer  and  terminer.  It  was  returned 
with  a  caption  not  properly  applicable, 
either  to  the  court  of  oyer  and  termi- 
ner, or  to  the  sessions  of  the  peace.  The 
caption  was  in  this  form :  **  Middlesex. 
**  Be  it  remembered,  that  at  the  ge- 
«*  neral  session  of  oyer  and  terminer  of 
<<  our  lord  the  king,  holden  in  and  for 
**  the  county  of  Middlesex^  at  the  ses- 
^  sion-house  for  the  said  county,  on 
<<  Monday  the  24th  day  of  Fehruary^  in 
"the  23d  year  of  the  reign  of  our 
"  sovereign  lord  George  the  3d,  king 
"  of  Great  Britain,  &c.  before  William 
"  Mainwarinfff  Thomas  Cogany  Henry 
**  Zaiii66,and  Charles  Sheppard,  esquires, 
"  and  others  their  fellows^  justices  of  our 
*^  said  lord  the  king>  assigned  to  heep  the 


**  peace  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  also 
"  to  hear  and  determine  divers  felonies^ 
*'  trespasses  and  other  misdemeanors  com 
"  mitted  in  the  same  county,  by  the 
«  oath  of  G.  C,  W.  A^  H.  JS.,  J.  A., 
(and  others,  naming  them,)  "  gent., 
**  good  and  lawful  men  of  the  county 
**  aforesaid,  now  here  sworn  and  charged 
"  to  inquire  for  our  said  lord  the  king, 
'*  and  for  the  body  of  the  same  county, 
*•  it  is  presented  in  manner  and  form, 
**  as  appears  by  a  certain  bill  of  indict- 
**  ment  to  this  schedule  annexed."  The 
record  was  made  up  by  the  prosecutor 
in  the  usual  form,  omitting  the  names 
of  the  jurors.  The  defendant  pleaded 
to  the  indictment  in  the  same  Easter 
term,  and  at  the  sittings  after  Trinity 
term,  1783,  was  found  guilty.  In  Easter 
term,  1784,  Mr.  Bearcroft  moved  in  ar- 
rest of  judgment  upon  two  objections 
to  the  caption  of  the  indictment,  1. 
That  it  was  an  indictment  for  perjury 
at  common  law,  which  appeared  as  well 
from  the  nature  of  the  perjury,  as  from 
the  conclusion  of  the  indictment,  be- 
cause not  laid  contra  formam  statuti ; 
and  it  appeared  by  the  caption,  that  this 
indictment  was  found  before  those  who 
had  no  jurisdiction  in  perjury  at  com- 
mon law,  namely,  justices  of  the  peace. 
2.  That  the  tiames  of  the  jurors  did  not 
appear  upon  the  record.  As  to  the 
first  objection  he  said,  the  indictment 
was  found  before  W.  JIf.,  &c  justices 
assigned  to  heep  the  peace.  There  is  a 
difference  between  the  commission  of  the 
peacCf  and  of  oyer  and  terminer.  The 
latter  is  one  of  the  highest  commissions, 
is  inherent  in  the  court  of  K.  B.,  and 
may  be  granted  to  others.  The  form 
of  the  commission  is  essential  to  be  set 
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to  have  done ;  for  at  common  law  the  keeping  of  a  tippling- 
house>  and  the  selling  of  ale  without  licence^  &c.  was  no  of- 
fence ;  but  it  is  made  an  offence  by  the  statutes  of  5  &  6  Ed.  6, 
c  25.  and  3  Car.  1.  c.  3. ;  and  therefore  the  indictment,  being 


forth,  because  their  powers  are  differ- 
ent from  other  justices.  Commission- 
ers of  oyer  and  terminer  have  jurisdic*- 
tion  in  treason:  that  there  was  not  a 
possibility  of  arguing  that  this  was  a 
commission  of  oyer  and  terminer,  ex- 
cept from  its  being  called  so ;  but  that 
was  not  sufRcient.  The  court  could 
not  but  see  that  the  indictment  was 
found  before  justices  of  peace.  In 
fact,  Mr.  S/uppardj  one  of  the  persons 
named  as  a  commissioner  of  oyer  and 
terminer,  was  not  in  that  commission,  but 
only  in  the  commission  of  the  peace. 
There  are  only  four  justices  named  in 
the  caption,  and  four  are  necessary  to 
hold  a  session  of  oyer  and  terminer; 
and  therefore  there  was  not  a  sufficient 
number.  Then  it  remained  to  shew  that 
justices  of  peace  have  no  jurisdiction  in 
perjury  at  common  law.  1  Salk.  406. 
Eeff.  V.  Yarrington.  SJ  Str.  1088.  Rex  v. 
Sainton,  are  authorities  to  prove  it.  As 
to  the  second  objection,  the  record  was 
made  up  in  a  slovenly  manner.  The 
indictment  is  said  to  be  found  by  twelve 
jurors,  good,  &c.,  they  ought  to  be 
named.  They  were  not  words  of  course. 
If  any  one  of  the  twelve,  or  among  the 
twenty-three  jurors,  were  not  probus  et 
legalis  homo^  as  if  he  were  outlawed,  or 
attainted  of  treason  or  felony^  Hiat  would 
vitiate  the  whole  indictment,  and  the 
defendant  might  plead  it ;  but  by  stat- 
ing it  in  this  general  way,  the  party 
does  not  know  who  the  jury  are;  and 
for  this  he  cited  2  H.  H.  P.  C.  167. 
Afterwards  in  the  same  term,  the 
Attorney-General  (^Arden)  moved  to 
amend  the  return  to  the  certiorari^  by 
inserting  the  commission  of  oyer  and 
terminer,  and  the  names  of  the  justices 


before  whom  the  indictment  was  found, 
according  to  the  fact  appearing  by  the 
said  commission  and  the  minutes  of  the 
court,  and  that  the  caption  might  be 
amended  agreeable  to  that  return,  and 
also  by  inserting  the  names  of  the  ju- 
rors, as  stated  in  that  return.  There 
was  also  produced  an  affidavit  of  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  and  of  his  clerk,  and 
the  crier  of  the  court,  by  which  it  ap- 
peared, that  the  sessions  of  the  peace, 
and  of  oyer  and  teiminer  for  the  county 
of  Middlesex,  are  holden  at  the  same 
time,  and  in  the  same  court,  but  opened 
and  adjourned  by  separate  proclama- 
tions, the  jurors  under  both  commis- 
sions are  the  same  persons,  and  it  is  the 
general  practice  to  swear  such  jury,  as 
well  under  the  commission  of  the  peace, 
as  of  oyer  and  terminer;  that  at  the 
sessions^  or  a  convenient  time  after,  in 
the  sessions-book  are  entered  memoran- 
dums of  the  days  of  holding  the  ses- 
sions, as  well  under  the  commission  of 
the  peace,  as  of  oyer  and  terminer,  the 
names  of  the  justices^  and  entries  of  the 
proceedings  in  respect  to  indictments, 
recognisances,  &c.,  or  a  summary  there- 
of, from  several  official  papers,  docu- 
ments, and  memorandums  taken  at  the 
time ;  that  all  indictments  under  either 
commission  are  put  together  upon  one 
file,  and  an  alphabetical  list  thereof  en- 
tered in  the  said  book ;  that  it  is  the 
practice  in  making  returns  to  writs  of 
certiorari,  to  take  the  indictments  from 
off  the  file,  and  to  transmit  them  to 
K.  B.  If  the  indictment  were  preferred 
under  the  commission  of  oyer  and  ter- 
miner, a  printed  schedule  of  the  form 
of  a  caption,  stating  the  commission  of 
oyer  and  terminer,    is  affixed  to  sach 
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solely  founded  upon  statute  law,  ought  to  have  concluded      Faulk- 
against  the  form  of  the  statute ;  and,  because  It  is  not  so  con-    ner's  Case, 
eluded,  was  bad.  (2)     And  of  such  opinion  was  the  court,  ' 


indictment ;  if  under  the  commission  of 
the  peace,  a  printed  schedule  of  the 
form  of  a  caption  of  the  session  of  the 
peace  is  fixed^  signed  by  the  clerk  of 
the  peace*     That  about  the  Sd  of  Fe- 
bruary^ 1783,  the  clerk  of  the  peace  was 
taken  ill,  and  continued  many  months 
unable  to  transact  business,  which  was 
left  to  the  managementof  a  junior  clerk 
not  used  to  the  business  ;  that  on  the 
24<th  of  February y  the  session  of  oyer 
and  terminer  was  begun  and  holden ; 
that   eighteen   justices    were    present^ 
whose  names  were  the  same  day  entered 
in  the  sessions-book,  ten  of  whom  were 
justices  in  the  commission  of  oyer  and 
terminer;    that  at  the  opening  of  the 
sessions  on  that  day,  the  jury  were  call- 
ed and  sworn  under  both  commissions, 
and  their  names  entered  in  the  sessions- 
book,  and  marked  as  sworn  under  the 
commission  of  oyer  and  terminer ;  that 
when  the   indictment  against  the  de- 
fendant was  returned  by  the  jury  into 
court  a  true  bill,  the  deponents  believed 
all  the  justices  (except  two  who  were 
only  in  the  commission  of  the  peace) 
were  present ;  that  it  was  immediately 
entered  in  the  rough  calendar,  and  af- 
terwards copied  into  the  sessions-book ; 
that  when  the  certiorari  was  delivered, 
the  clerk  through  mistake  took  a  return 
of  a  caption  of  the  peace,  and  inserted 
the  words  oyer  and  terminer,  which  he 
believed  would  make  a  proper  return ; 
he  conceived  Mr.  Sheppard  to  have  been 
in  the  commission  of  oyer  and  terminer, 
or  he  woul(l  not  have  inserted  his  name. 
This  application  by  the  Attorney-Ge- 
neral was  opposed  by  Bearcrofiy  Woody 
and  Dallas*    They  contended  that  no 
amendment  could   be  made  after  the 
term,  and  relied  upon  2  H.  H.  P.  C. 


168.    2  Hawk.  P.  C.  244.    2Ld.Raym* 
968.  1  Saund.  249.   1  Sid.  165.,  and  the 
other  cases  first  above  cited  in  this  note, 
as  direct  authorities  in  point  to  prove, 
that  no  amendment  of  the  caption  can 
be  made  after  the  term  in  which  the 
indictment  is  brought  in  by  the  ceriio' 
rari.    And  on  the  other  side,  in  sup- 
port   of  the   amendment,   were   cited, 
1  Sid.  244.  Bex  v.  Percival.  2  Bulst  35. 
Odington  v.  Darby.    4  Burr.  2527-  Bex 
V.  Wilkes.    S  Black.  Comm.  406.  and 
Comb.  73.  Bex  v.  HochnaU.  3  Mod.  167. 
S.  C.     This  last  was  an  information  not 
removed  into  the  K.  B.  by  certiorari^ 
but  priginally  filed  in  that  court  in  Hi' 
lary  term ;  the  clerk  in  the  Crown-of- 
fice by  mistake  made  it  up  with  a  me- 
morandum of  its   being  exhibited   on 
such  a  day  next  after  quindenam  sancti 
Martini  instead  of  Hilarii  ;  the  conse- 
quence of  which  was,  that  the  ofience 
which  was  laid  on  the  27th  of  January 
appeared  to    be  committed  after  the 
information  was  exhibited.     After  mo- 
tion in  arrest  of  judgment,  the  court 
amended  the  memorandum,  by  striking 
out  Martini  and  inserting  Hilarii^  as 
being  the  misprision  of  the  clerk.    The 
report  in  the  printed  books  is  obscure 
and  confused,  but  the  above  is  a  true 
state  of  the  case,  from  a  MS.  note  of 
it ;  and  indeed  it  may  be  so  affected 
from  the  printed  report    There  were 
also  cited  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment,   2  Ld.  Raym.    151&      Rex  r. 
Hayes.    2  Str.  843.  S.C.    2R6LEep. 
59.  Cro.  Jac.  502.  Harris's  ost.    1  .Str. 
138.  Phillips  y.  Smith.    Cra.  Jac  T:H. 
Thomey'%   case.      Rtx  t.  P^M^juhoy, 
25  Geo.  2.(1771), wheie a  jmsw certiamri 
was  sent  to  Irekmd,  to  wiacx  a  ciStwnt 
transcript  from  what  v^  befoc  mat 
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after  Kelynge  chief  justice,  and  Twysden  justice,  had  com- 
muned together  in  court  And  for  this  exception  the  indict- 
ment was  quashed.  (3) 


was  returned,  and  the  former  transcript 
was  amended  by  it ;  and  Rex  v.  Fair- 
wecUheTy  which  is  not  in  prints  but  the 
case  may  be  collected  from  the  follow- 
ing rules  in  the  Crown-office :   SuffoOu 
The  King  v.  JFairweatherf  for  insulting 
a  justice  of  peace  in  the  execution  of  his 
office.      The  indictment  was  removed 
into  K.  B.  in  Hilary  term.     There  wag 
a  demurrer  by  the  defendant;  and  in 
JEctsteVy  1  Geo.  2.  a  rule  on  the  king's 
coroner  and  attorney  to  join  in  demur* 
rer.     Another  rule  the  same  term.     A 
peremptory  rule  the  same  term.     Same 
day,  it  was  ordered  that  the   clerk  of 
the  peace  of  the  county  aforesud  should 
attend  the  court  here  on  the  first  day  of 
the  next  term,  to  answer  why  he  the 
said  clerk  of  the  peace  made  an  insuffi- 
cient return  of  a  caption  to  an  indict- 
ment into  this  court ;  on  motion  of  Mr. 
Aimey,     Rule  enlarged  on  motion   of 
Mr.  Prime.     Trinity,  2  Geo.  2.     Rule 
absolute  for  defendant  to  withdraw  his 
demurrer,  and  plead  de  novo,  for  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  to  amend  the  caption 
to  the  indictment,  to  pay  the  defendant 
the  costs  occasioned  thereby-     Refer- 
ence to  the  master  to  tax  those  costs, 
on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Sergeant  Haw 
kins.    The  copy  of  the  caption  of  the 
indictment  filed  appears  to  have  been 
amended  by  interlining  the  names  of 
the  jurors. 

Lord  Mansfield  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  The  doubt  upon 
this  return  is,  whether  the  indictment 
was  taken  under  the  commission  of  oyer 
and  terminer^  or  of  justices  of  the  peace. 
There  is  no  doubt  but,  though  the  in- 
dictment itself  is  returned,  a  a^jn/  only 
of  the  caption  is  returned;  it  appears 
by  inspection,  that  it  is  a  printed  copy, 


with  a  blank  for  the  particular  case,  but 
all  the  matter  of  form  is  printed.    The 
return  shews  the  blunder,  and  how  it 
came  about     There  is  a  printed  return, 
stating  the  authority  of  commissioners 
of  oyer  and  terminer,  and  another  of 
justices  of  the  peace.     Upon  this  return 
the  form  applicable  to  justices  of  the 
peace  is  used  in  print  and  if  it  had  rested 
there,  and  the  form  of  the  commission 
of  the  peace  been  pursued  throughout, 
it  would  have  been  a  different  question ; 
for  then  the  amendment  would  be  some- 
thing plainly  to  contradict  the  return, 
and  it  would  be  more  doubtful  which 
was  right  the  first  or  the  second ;  but 
it  is  not  so.     The  blunder  must  strike 
every  body ;   for  in  the  printed  form, 
instead  of,  at  a  sessions  of  the  peace^  the 
clerk  has  struck  out  ihepeacey  and  put 
in  oyer  and  terminer ;  then  he  himself 
says,  it  was  at  a  commission  of  oyer  and 
terminer ;  he  meant  to  return  it  as  taken 
under  the  comnussion  of  oyer  and  ter- 
miner expressly.     The  doubt  is  whe- 
ther the  authority  is  properly  set  out, 
and  perhaps  (without  prejudice  to  the 
question)  it  would  be  defective.     Who 
are  the  commissioners  of  oyer  and  ter- 
miner? The  return  says  four,  of  whom 
Sheppard  is  the  last;  but  not  four  only; 
it  says,  and  others.     Then  does  there 
remain  in  the  original  minutes  enough 
to  amend  by  ?  Beyond  a  possibility  of 
doubt  I  think,  there  does.    There  ap- 
pear the  names  of  the  jurors  sworn  un- 
der the  commission  of  oyer  and  termi- 
ner.   There  appear  the  n«knes  of  the 
justices,  who,   the  clerk  swears,  were 
there.     What  is  then  to  impeach  it? 
Nothing.     No  oath  that  any  of  them 
was  not  there.     Therefore,  if  by  law, 
the  return  to  a  certiorari  can  be  amend- 
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ed,  after  the  term  ia  which  the  indict* 
ment  comes  in,  there'  is  no  doubt  but 
these  circumstances  will  be  sufficient  to 
amend  it.  Lord  Mansfield  then  stated 
the  record  and  the  facts  of  the  case, 
observing,  that  the  caption  was  not  pro- 
perly applicable^  either  to  a  court  of 
oyer  and  terminer,  or  a  session  of  the 
peace.  It  is  not  denied  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  but  the  indictment  was 
really  preferred  at  a  court  having  com- 
petent jurisdiction,  or  that  the  caption 
in  the  court  below  might  be  right  and 
proper ;  but  it  is  insisted  that  the  cap- 
tion cannot  be  amended  after  the  term 
in  which  it  is  returned  into  the  court. 
On  the  other  side  it  is  said,  that  if  the 
original  caption  of  the  indictment  be 
right,  the  court  may  at  any  time  amend 
the  caption  returned,  and  make  it  cor- 
respondent to  the  original,  because  the 
return  is  merely  a  ministerial  act ;  and  if 
the  officer,  either  through  negligence  or 
design,  returns  a  false  record,  that  can- 
not defeat  the  justice  of  the  case;  but 
the  court  is  bound  to  inquire  into  the 
real  truth  of  the  case,  and  to  amend  the 
record  accordingly.  One  point  is  ex- 
tremely clear,  that  the  return  of  the 
caption  to  this  court  is  merely  a  minis- 
terial act  Faulkner'B  case,  1  Saund. 
249.  and  JRex  v.  Hockenhul,  3  Mod. 
167.  Comb.  73.  And  adnutting  it  to 
be  a  ministerial  act,  the  rule  in  Philips 
V.  Smithy  1  Str.  1 36.  is  conclusive,  that 
ministerial  acts  are  amendable  at  com- 


mon law  at  any  time.  It  is  to  be  at- 
tended to,  that  this  application  is  to 
make  the  caption  returned  agreeable  to 
that  which  was  originally  in  the  court 
below ;  or  in  other  words,  to  make  the 
copy  the  same  as  the  original,  and  not 
to  alter  the  original  caption.  In  none 
of  the  cases  cited  by  tiie  defendant  is 
it  stated  that  the  original  caption  was 
different  from  that  which  is  returned, 
or  any  motion  made  to  amend.  On  the 
other  side,  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Hocken" 
hul  is  in  point,  that  the  amendment 
may  be  made  after  the  term  in  which 
the  record  \a  brought  into  this  court 
The  facts  of  that  case  were  very  simi- 
lar to  the  present ;  for  there  had  been  a 
trial  and  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment 
before  the  motion  to  amend  was  made, 
and  yet  the  caption  was  amended.  The 
only  answer  attempted  is,  that  the  re- 
port in  3  Modem  is  confused :  whether 
it  was  on  information  or  indictment 
makes  no  difference ;  but  it  is  cleared 
up  by  Comberbach  that  it  was  an  in- 
formation, and  both  cases  agree  as  to 
what  was  done  by  the  court*  Rex  v. 
Fainoeathervras  a  similar  decision.  That 
was  an  indictment  for  words  spoken  of 
a  justice  of  the  peace,  which  was  found 
at  the  quarter-sessions  for  Suffolk^  and 
removed  into  this  court  and  filed  here 
in  Hilary  term  the  I  Geo.  2. ;  and  in  the 
Trinity  term  after,  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  was  ordered  to  amend  the  caption 
by  adding  the  names  of  the  jurors,  f 


*  But  sec'  the  report  of  this  case  above,  p.  249.  note  ( 1 ),  from  which  it  appears  that  the  record 
in  that  case  was  not  brought  into  the  court  of  K.  B.  from  another  court  as  here  stated,  but  was  an 
original  information  fihtd  in  the  court  of  K.  B.,  and  the  amendment  was  not  of  the  caption,  but  of  a 
mistake  made  by  their  own  officer  in  the  memorandum. 

f  When  this  case  comes  to  be  considered,  it  may  perhaps  appear  doubtful  whether  it  be  any 
authority  in  support  of  the  amendment.  The  indictment  was  removed  into  K.  B.  in  HUary  term 
Hie  defendant  demurred.  In  Easter  term  there  is  a  rule  to  join  the  demurrer :  it  was  then  too 
late  according  to  former  authorities  to  amend  the  caption.  The  court  were  therefore  proceeding 
against  the  clerk  of  the  peace  (according  to  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  HaU^  lot,  ctV.)  by  granting 
a  rule  upon  him  to  shew  cause  why  he  had  made  su  insufficient  return  of  the  caption  to  the 
indictment.  This  rule  was  enlarged.  It  must  be  presumed  that  in  the  meantime  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  had  made  some  terms  of  compromise  with  the  defendant.  For  a  rule  absolute  is  granted 
in  the  first  instancy  for  the  defendant  to  withdraw  his  demurrer,  and  plead  ds  novo,  and  that  thq 
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We  think  these  authorities  alone,  not 
contradicted  by  any  determination  what- 
eTer»  would  bind  us  to  make  the  amend- 
ment prayed.  The  application  is  not 
to  alter  any  part  of  the  charge,  not  to 
vary  the  verdict,  or  finding  of  the  jury ; 
it  is  not  to  cure  any  original  defect, 
but  to  make  the  return  of  the  proceed^ 
ings  in  the  inferior  court  conformable 
to  what  they  have  really  been,  and  to 
make  that  return  speak  truth,  which 
now^  by  mere  blunder  of  the  ofBcer, 
is  contended  to  contain  a  falsehood. 
The  amendment  in  Rex  v.  Hayes  went 
mucli  farther  than  this.  For  the  va- 
riance at  that  time  was  thought  mate- 
rial ;  and  if  it  were  so,  the  effect  of  the 
amendment  was  that  the  defendant  was 
found  guilty  of  a  charge  materially 
different  from  that  on  which  he  was 
tried.  There  is  a  great  distinction  be- 
tween amending  the  returned  caption 
of  an  indictment  and  amending  the 
indictment  itself.  The  case  of  Bex  v. 
Alcock,  1  Sid.  155.  is  a  clear  authority, 
that  whenever  a  transcript  only  is  re- 
turned, any  mistake  therein  may  be 
amended  by  the  original  record.  The 
counsel  for  the  defendant  seeing  this, 
and  admitting  that  a  transcript  might 
in  all  cases  be  amended  by  the  original 
record,  contended  that  the  caption 
transmitted  here  was  the  original  cap- 
tion^ and  therefore  there  was  nothing 
to  amend  by.  But  to  this  there  are 
two  answers  :  firsts  the  cases  of  TTie 
King  v.  Hbckenhuly  and  King  v.  Fair^ 
weather,  are  express  authorities  to  the 
contrary;  secondly,  if  there  were  no 
determination  on  the  point,  it  is  impos- 
sible to  consider  the  caption  returned 
here  as  the  original  caption.  The  cap- 
tion is  no  part  of  the  indictment ;  it  is 
only  a  copy  of.  the  style  of  the  court 
at  which  the  indictment  is  found.    It 


is  said  here  in  the  certificate,  that  the 
indictment  was  found  at  the  court  de- 
scribed in  the  caption.  If  what  is 
returned  here  was  considered  as  the 
original  caption,  one  of  these  two  cir- 
cumstances must  follow, — either  by  the 
removal  of  one  indictment  all  the  records 
of  the  same  session  must  be  removed 
also,  or  every  other  indictment  would 
fall  to  the  ground,  because  they  would 
remain  useless  pieces  of  parchment  witli- 
out  the  style,  authority,  or  substance 
of  a  court.  Neither  of  these  proposi- 
tions is  contended  for,  nor  is  there  the 
least  colour  for  them.  The  long  and 
universal  practice  of  amending  in  civil 
cases  after  judgment  and  error  brought, 
even  where  in  idea  of  the  law  the  ori- 
ginal record  is  removed  into  this  court> 
would  be  a  strong  authority  in  favour 
of  the  amendment^  even  if  the  caption 
returned  here  ^were  to  be  considered 
as  the  original  one,  which  it  is  not* 
In  a  writ  of  error  from  the  Common 
Pleas,  though  in  law  the  original  is 
considered  as  removed  here,  in  fact 
it  remains  in  the  court  below.  The 
instances  in  which  amendments  have 
been  made  by  the  record  below  are 
innumerable,  and  whenever  amendments 
are  made  by  the  common  law  there  is 
no  distinction  between  criminal  and  civil 
cases.  1  Sid.  40.  Bedding's  case.  2  Rol. 
Rep.  59.  Cro.  Jac.  502.  Ibid.  276. 
Ibid.  529.  Parker  v.  Sir  John  Curson^ 
are  all  cases  of  amendments  in  criminal 
prosecutions,  and  three  of  them  after 
verdict.  Coroners  return  original  in- 
quisitions, yet  they  may  be  amended  in 
all  points,  but  the  finding  of  the  jury. 
1  Sid.  259.  Bex  v.  Glover.  Ibid.  225. 
Bex  V.  Harrison.  In  the  King  v. 
Wheadeyy  Mich.  3  Jac.  1.  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  for  the  county  of  Wilts  was 
ordered  to  bring  into  court  the  original 


clerk  of  the  peace  should  be  at  liberty  to  amend  the  caption  and  pay  the  defendant  his  costs.  It 
is  impossible  to  suppose  that  a  rule  of  this  sort  would  have  been  made  absolute  in  the  first  instance 
unlen  it  bad  been  obtained  by  consent. 
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indictment  against  the  defendant,  and 
if  upon  examination  it  should  agree 
with  the  indictment  remaining  here  in 
court,  then  the  defendant  should  be 
discharged  from  the  same  indictment 
on  account  of  the  insufficiency  of  it 
This  necessarily  supposes  that,  if  the 
indictment  returned  did  not  agree  with 
the  original,  the  court  would  amend  it. 
In  the  case  of  the  King  v.  Serjeant  and 
others^  HxL  3  Jac.  1.,  the  clerk  of  the 
assize  for  the  county  of  Lincoln  was 
ordered  to  bring  into  court  the  whole 
bag  or  file  of  indictments  found  at  the 
gaol  delivery,  together  with  the  names 
of  the  jurors.  And  in  the  King  v. 
Beae/ii  Mich.  7  Jac.  1.,  the  clerk  of  the 
assizes  for  the  county  of  Dorset  was 
ordered  to  amend  the  certificate  of  the 
indictment  against  the  defendant  ac- 
cording to  the  original.  The  certificate 
must  mean  either  the  caption  or  tran- 
script of  the  indictment  itself,  and  these 
authorities  combat  what  is  said  in 
1  Sid.  155.  jRex  v.  Alcock.  These 
cases  shew  that  previous  to  Charles  the 
Second,  as  well  as  since,  courts  have 
invariably  proceeded  on  the  same  idea 
as  a  fundamental  rule,  that  a  fiction  of 
law  should  never  pre  vail  against  the  truth 
of  the  fact  to  defeat  the  ends  of  justice. 


Upon  the  whole  we  are  aU  of  opinion, 
that  in  this  case  the  amendment  must 
be  made  as  prayed,  that  is,  by  altering 
the  return  of  the  caption,  and  inserting 
the  style  of  the  sessions  before  whom  it 
was  in  fact  and  really  found. 

Rule  for  amendment  made  absolute. 

And  judgment  being  given  thereon, 
a  writ  of  error  was  brought  into  the 
House  of  Lords,  and  the  amendment 
assigned  for  error,  but  the  judgment 
was  affirmed  by  the  unanimous  opinion 
of  the  judges  then  present,  11  Jufyy 
1785  (b).  And  see  also  12  H.  7.  25. 
pi.  3. 

(2)  See  Mex  v.  Dickenson,  ante, 
p.  135.  note  (3),  s.  1. 

(3)  It  seems  to  me,  that  another  ob- 
jection might  have  been  taken,  namely, 
that  this  was  not  an  indictable  ofience  : 
because  the  statutes  above  cited,  which 
have  created  this  offence,  have  pre* 
scribed  a  particular  specific  mode  of 
punishment.  See  4<  Mod.  144.  Hex  v. 
Harriot.  1  Show.  398.  S.  C.  6  Mod. 
86.  Anon.  1  Str.  679.  Rex  v.  Buck. 
Comb.  17.  Rex  v.  Jane.  1  Sal]^.  45. 
Stephens  v.  Waison.  2  Burr.  803.  Rex 
v.  Robinson.  1  Burr.  543.  Rex  v. 
Wright ;  and  Rex  v.  Dickenson,  ante, 
135.  note  (4). 


(6)  See  another  report  of  this  case, 
both  in  K.  B.  and  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  in  the  Crown  Circuit  Compa- 
nion, 9th  edit.'  1820,  p.  400,  et  seq. 
[See  also  the  note  to  Rex  v.  Darley,  4 
East,  176.;  which  case  seems  to  decide 
the  S.  P.  as  Rex  v.  Atkinson.  But  in  6 
A.  &  E.  236.  Rex  v.  Marsh.  6  Nev.  & 
M.  668.  S.  C,  the  caption  of  an  indict^ 
ment  stated  the  presentment  to  be 
made  by  the  oaths  of  A.  B.y  C.  Z>., 
&C.  (naming  twelve  grand  jurors),  and 
others,  gdod  and  lawful  men  &c.:  A 
rule  was  obtained  (with  a  view  to  a 
writ  of  error,  on  the  ground  that  the 


grand  jury  in  fact  consisted  of  more 
than  twenty-three,  which  by  law  it 
must  not),  calling  on  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  of  the  quarter  sessions,  from 
which  the  indictment  had  been  removed 
by  certiorari,  to  shew  cause  why  the 
caption  should  not  be  amended,  by  in- 
serting the  true  names  and  numberof  the 
grand  jury  sworn :  Proof  was  given  by 
affidavit  that  the  real  number  exceeded 
twenty-three :  The  clerk  did  not  deny 
this,  but  stated  that  he  had  no  minute  or  re- 
collection of  the  names  or  number :  The 
court,  afler  argument,  discharged  the  rule, 
on  the  ground  that  there  was  nothing  to 
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Faulkner's  Case. 


amend  by.  Hovevery  it  should  seem 
that,  generally  speaking,  a  person  found 
guilty  at  a  sessions  irregularly  holden  is 
entitled  to  have  the  record  of  the  pro- 
ceedings correctly  made  up  according 
to  the  fact  And  the  court  of  Q.  B. 
will  grant  a  mandamus  to  the  justices  to 


make  up  such  record.  5  B.  Sp  Ad.  1 1  IS. 
Bex  V.  Middlesex  (Justices  of),  3  Nev. 
&  M.  110.  S.  C.  The  defendant  cannot 
assign,  as  error  in  fact,  a  matter  in  con- 
tradiction to  the  record.  2  B.  &  Ad. 
862.    Bex  v.  Carlik.'] 


Case  38. 


Same  prece- 
dent.    2  Mod. 
Ent.  193. 


Crafford  Gib- 
bens  was  seised 
in  fee  of  the 
reversion,  cz« 
pectant  on  an 
estate  for  life ; 
and  being  so 
seised  on  the 


6th  day  of 
February, 
20  Car.  I.  by 
an  indenture 


demised  the 
tenements  to 
John  Lctton 
for  twenty-one 
years,  to  com- 
mence after  the 
death  of  the 
tenant  for  life, 


•  Took  versus  Glascock. 

HiL  19  &  20  Car.  11.  Regis,  in  Comuni  Banco.  RoL  1512. 

EuexA  -JOHN  GLASCOCK,  late  of  the  parish  of  Sauth- 
^*  ^  C#  waldm  the  county  aforesaid,  miller,  was  summoned 
to  answer  to  Margaret  Took  widow,  of  a  plea  that  he  render 
to  her  five  pounds  which  he  owes  to,  and  unjustly  detains 
from,  her,  &c.  And  whereupon  the  said  Margaret  by  John 
Sharp  her  attorney,  says,  that  whereas  one  Crafford  Gib- 
hens  gent,  being  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  of  and  in 
the  reversion  of  a  certain  messuage  and  four  acres  of  land, 
and  a  wind-mill  with  the  appurtenances,  immediately  ex- 
pectant after  the  death  of  George  Gibhens  gent,  his  father,  who 
was  seised  of  the  tenements  aforesaid  as  of  freehold,  as  tenant 
thereof  by  the  law  of  England  ;  and  he  the  said  Crafford  be- 
ing so  seised  of  the  reversion  of  the  said  tenements  with  the 
appurtenances,  the  said  Cra/^rrf  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  6th 
day  of  February  in  the  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  ma- 
jesty Charles  the  first,  king  of  England,  at  Southwald  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  by  his  certain  indenture  made  between 
the  same  Crafford,  by  the  name  of  Crafford  Gibbens  of  Grain'- 
stead  in  the  county  of  Essex,  gent,  of  the  one  part,  and  one 
John  Letton,  by  the  name  of  John  Letton  of  Southwald,mtiie 
county  aforesaid,  miller,  of  the  other  part,  (which  other  part, 
sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  said  John  Letton,  the  same  Marga- 
ret brings  here  into  court,  the  date  whereof  is  the  same  day 
and  year  aforesaid,)  demised,  granted,  and  to  farm  let  to  the 
said  John  Letton,  the  tenements  aforesaid  with  the  appurte- 
nances, by  the  name  of  one  messuage  or  tenement  with  a 
garden  and  backside,  and  two  parcels  or  closes  of  land  to  the 
same  adjoining,  containing  by  estimation  four  acres,  be  the 
same  more  or  less,  and  also  one  wind-mill  with  the  "appurte- 
nances, commonly  called  by  the  name  of  Bentky-Mill,  next 
adjoining  to  the  said  messuage  or  tenement ;  which  said  mcs- 
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suage  and  premises  were  situate^  ip^y  and  being  in  SotahwaM     Took  v. 
aforesaid,  and  late  were  in  the  tenure  or  occupation  of  Ro^   Glascock. 
bert  HoUowatfy  and,  before  that  time,  of  Robert  HoUaway  the  ^ 

elder,  or  his  assigns ;  to  have  and  to  occupy  the  aforesaid  te- 
nements with  the  appurtenances,  to  the  said  John  Letton,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  from  and  immediately 
afiter  the  death  and  decease  of  George  Gibbens  gent  father  of      [  251  ] 
the  said  Crafford,  unto  the  fuU  end  and  term  of  twenty-one 
years  then  next  following,  and  fully  to  be  complete  and  ended ; 
yielding  and  paying  therefore  yearly  during  the  said  term  to 
the  said  Crafford,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  ten  pounds  to  be  for  the  rent  of 
pidd  at  the  two  most  usual  feasts,  or  times  of  pajrment  in  the  *®°  pounds- 
year,  to  wit,  at  the  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed 
Virgin  Mairy  and  St  AEchael  the  Archangel^  by  equal  and  even 
portions :  by  virtue  of  which  demise  the  said  John  Letton  was 
possessed  of  the  interest  (1)  of  the  said  term  expectant  after 


(1)  Here  the  lease  is  not  to  com- 
mence until  a  future  period,  viz.  the 
death  of  tenant  for  life ;  but  the  lessee 
has,  in  the  meantime,  a  right  of  entry, 
which  is  called  his  interest  in  the  term, 
or  inieresse  termini;  and  this  he  may 
grant  to  another ;  or  if  he  dies,  his  exe- 
cutors or  administrators  may  enter.  Co. 
Litt  46.  b.  270.  b.  For  this  reason  it 
is  that  the  lessee  is  said  in  this  declar- 
ation to  be  possessed  of  the  interest  of 
the  said  term.  However,  to  many  pur- 
poses he  is  not  tenant  for  years  until  he 
enters ;  as  a  release  made  to  him  is  not 
good  to  increase  his  estate  before  entry. 


Co.  Litt  46.  270.  a.  (a) ;  but  this  is 
not  to  be  understood  of  a  conveyance 
by  deeds  of  lease  and  release  under  the 
Statute  of  Uses,  (b)  So  the  lessor  can- 
not grant  away  the  reversion  by  the 
name  of  the  reversion^  before  entry. 
Co.  Litt  46.  (c)  But  when  the  lessee 
enters  in  pursuance  of  his  right  to  enter, 
he  is  then,  and  not  before,  in  possession 
of  his  term ;  and  in  that  case  the  lan- 
guage of  pleading  is,  "  by  virtue  of 
*<  which  said  demise  the  lessee  entered 
*^  into  the  demised  premises,  and  was 
"  thereof  possessed  " 


(a)  But  if  a  rent  he  reserved,  and 
the  lessor,  before  entry  of  the  lessee, 
release  to  him  all  his  right  in  the  land, 
although  this  cannot  enure  to  increase 
the  estate,  yet  it  shall  to  extinguish  the 
rent  Co.  Litt  270.  b.  So  if  the  lessor 
expressly  release  the  rent     Ibid.  46. 

(b)  **  Nor  of  terms  in  remainder,  nor  of 
terms  granted  out  of  a  vested  remainder 
or  a  reversion,  when  such  terms  are 
vested  estates,  and  when  they  would 
entitle  the  termor  to  the  possession,  if 
the  particular  estate  were  immediately 


to  determine."  Watkins  on  Convey- 
ancing, by  Morley  and  Coote,  p.  34. 
As  to  the  distinction  between  rever- 
sionary  leases  and  leases  of  the  reversion ^ 
see  p.  36.  ibid.  [2  M.  &  W.  684.  Smitl^ 
v.2)ay.] 

(c)  [1  Cr.  &  J.  398.  Edge  v.  Straf 
fordy  per  Bayley  B.  So  on  the  principle 
that  the  lessee  has  a  right  only,  and  not 
an  estate,  before  entry,  it  is  held  that 
the  doctrine  of  merger  is  inapplicable 
to  an  interesse  termini,  5  B.  &  C.  111. 
Doe  v.  Walher,    7  D.  &  R.  487.  S.  C] 
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Took  versus  Glascock. 


Took  v* 
Glascock. 


Tliat  on  the 
IStli  day  of 
March,  20  Car. 
1.   Craffordby 
bargain  and 
sale, 


the  death  of  the  said  George  ;  and  the  said  John  Letton  being 
80  possessed  of  the  interest  of  the  said  term,  and  the  said  Craf' 
ford  being  so  seised  of  the  reversion  thereof  expectant  after 
the  death  of  the  said  George,  he  the  said  Cra/fbrrf  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  18th  day  of  March,  in  the  20th  year  of  the  reign 
of  his  late  majesty  Charles  the  First,  late  king  of  England,  &c 
at  Southwald  aforesaid,  by  his  certain  indenture  of  bargain  and 
sale  (2),  made  between  the  said  Crafford,  by  the  name  of 
Crafford  Gibbens  of  Cliffords  Inn,  London,  son  and  heir  of 
Winifrid  Gibbens,  late  wife  of  George  Gihbens  of  Southwald, 
in  the  county  oi  Essex  gent  which  said  Winifrid  was  daughter 
and  heir  of  Arthur  Crafford  esquire,  of  the  one  part,  and  Gil- 
hert  Kinder,  by  the  name  of  Gilbert  Kinder  of  Southwald  afore- 
said, gent,  of  the  otlvsr  part ;  (which  said  other  part,  sealed 
with  the  seal  of  the  said  Crafford,  she  the  said  Margarethnii^ 
here  into  court,  the  date  whereof  is  the  same  day  and  year,) 


(2)  This  species  of  conveyance  was 
introduced  by  the  Statute  of  Uses, 
27  H.  8.  c.  10.,  which  in  pleading  [is 
called  the  statute  ybr  transferring  uses 
into  possession.  It  is  a  real  contract, 
whereby  the  bargainor,  for  some  pecu- 
niary consideration,  bargains  and  sells 
tlie  land  to  the  bargainee,  and  becomes 
by  such  bargain  seised  to  the  use  of  the 
bargainee,  and  then  the  statute  com- 
pletes the  purchase ;  or,  as  Mr.  Justice 
Doderidge  expresses  it  (Cro.  Jac.  697* 
Eustace  v.  Seawen),  the  bargain  first 
vests  the  use,  and  then  the  statute  vests 
the  possession.    It  is  enacted  by  sta- 


tute 27  H.  8.  c.  16.  that  no  lands  shall 
pass  from  one  to  another,  whereby  any 
estate  of  inheritance  or  freehold  shall 
be  made,  or  take  effect  in  any  person, 
or  any  use  thereof  to  be  made,,by  reason 
only  of  any  bargain  and  sale,  unless  it 
be  made  by  writing,  indented,  sealed,and 
inrolled  in  one  of  the  king's  courts  of 
record  at  Westminster,  or  with  the  cus- 
tos  rotulorum  of  the  county,  within  six 
months  next  after  the  date  of  the  said 
indenture.  The  computation  is  here 
by  lunar,  not  by  calendar  months. 
2  Inst  674.  (d) 


((f)  When  the  word  "  month"  is  used 
in  a  statute  without  the  addition  of 
« calendar,"  or  any  other  words  to 
shew  that  the  legislature  intended 
calendar,  it  is  understood  to  mean  a 
"  lunar  month."  6  T.R.22*.  Lacon 
V.  Hooper.  8  East,  407.  Glassington  v. 
Rawlins.  [1  Bing.  307.  310.  Crooke  v. 
M'TavUh.  8  Moo.  265.  S.C.  6M.&S. 
226.  In  re  Swit^ord.  So,  in  legal 
proceedings,  it  means  lunar  month, 
unless  the  contrary  appear  from  the 


subject-matter  to  which  it  is  applied. 
4  B.  &  C.  932.  Johnstone  v.  Huddleston, 
perBaglegJ.  7D.&R.  411.  S.C]  In 
contracts  the  word  may  mean  *'  lunar  " 
or  **  calendar  "  month,  according  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties;  1  M.&  S.  111. 
Lang  v.  Gale  ;  or  the  custom  of  trade, 
as  in  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory 
notes,  where  it  means  *<  calendar.*'  See 
also  1  Esp.  186.  JoUy  v.  Young;  and 
3  Brod.  &  Bing.  187.  CockeU  v.  Grt^. 
[3  M,  &  W.  473.  WM  r.  Faimtaner.^ 
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and  afterwards  within  six  months,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  day  of      Took  v. 
Marchj  in  the  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  said  late  king,  in    Glascock. 
due  manner  inrolled  in  the  court  of  chancery  (3)  of  the  said  !     "^ 

11.  1.  1        /.  o    -i  .       ,  mrolled  the 

late  Jang,  according  to  the  form  oi  the  statute  m  that  case  19th  of  March, 
made  and  provided,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  QjfnJ^^'  *" 
87/.  and  10«.  of  lawful  money  of  JEfiff  land  to  the  said  Crafford  ^^  g^^  and  io» 
in  hand  paid  by  the  said  Gilbert  at  or  before  the  sealing 
and  delivery  of  the  same  indenture,  the  receipt  whereof  the 
siud  Crafford  by  the  same  indenture  acknowledged,  and  him- 
self therewith  to  be  f uUy  satisfied,  and  thereof,  and  of  every 
part  and  parcel  thereof,  acquitted,  exonerated,  and  discharged 
the  aforesaid  Gilbert^  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  hargained  and 
and  every  of  them,  for  ever,  by  the  said  indenture,  gave,  raises  to  Gilbert 
granted,  bargained,  sold,  enfeoffed,  and  confirmed  to  the  said  Kinder. 
GUberty  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  the  said  tenements  with 
the  appurtenances,  by  the  name  of  all  that  messuage  or  tene- 
ment, garden,  and  backside,  with  their  appurtenances,  situate 
and  being  in  Southwald  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county  of  JSssex, 
then  or  late  in  the  tenure  or  occupation  of  John  Letton,  and 
theretofore  in  the  tenure  or  occupation  oi  Robert  Hollauoay^  or 
his  assigns ;  and  all  those  two  parcels  or  closes  of  pasture-land 
in  Southwald  aforesaid,  containing  by  estimation  four  acres, 
and  adjoining,  or  near  to,  the  said  messuage,  backside,  and 
garden,  or  one  of  them,  late  also  in  the  occupation  of  the  said 
Robert  Holloway,  or  his  assigns,  and  then  in  the  occupation  of      C  252  ] 
the  said  John  Letton ;  and  also  that  wind-mill  called  Bentley^ 
Mill  in  Southwald  aforessdd,  then  before  in  the  occupation  of 
the  said  Robert  HoUowaj/y  and  then  or  late  in  the  occupation  of 
the  said  John  Letton,  and  all  the  going  gear  and  appurtenances 
belonging  to  the  said  mill ;  and  also  all  that  close  or  parcel  of 
meadow  and  pasture  commonly  called  or  known  by  the  name 
of  Wrenn^s  Park,  containing  by  estimation  one  acre,  be  the 

(S)  It  is  necessary  to  shew  in  what  arrested ;  for  the  statute  27  H.  8.  c..l6. 

court  the  deed  is  inrolled,  otherwise  it  speaks  of  some  special  courts,  and  it  is 

is  insufficient     As  where  in  debt  upon  not  reasonable  to  put  the  lessee  to  such 

a  lease  for  years,  the  plaintiff  declared  infinite  labour  as  to  search  in  all  the 

that  such  a  one  by  indenture  did  grant,  courts,  as  well  at  Westminster  as  in  the 

bargain,  and  sell  for  money  the  rever-  country,  with  the  clerks  of  the  peace ; 

sion   to  him  in   fee,  which   indenture  and  the  words  juxtaformam  statuti  will 

was  inrolled  on  such  a  day  according  to  not  help  it-   Yelv.  213.    Woolbyv,  Pir- 

the  form  of  the  statute,  but  did  not  lej/.    S.C.  Cro.  Jac.291.     See2Saund. 

shew  in  what  court  it  was  inrolled ;  after  12.  Jefferson  v.  Morton,  note  (20). 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  judgment  was 
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Took  v.      ^^^^^  more  or  less,  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the  parish  of 
Glascock.    Sauthwald  sioieBOid,  and  then  or  late  in  the  occupation  of 
*  ,     '    Henry  Strettan,  or  his  assigns ;  all  which  premises  were  parts 
were^^enr    ^^^  parcels,  or  reputed  to  be  parts  and  parcels,  of  the  manor 
the  manor  of      of  Bowds,  Otherwise  Daumfields,  in  the  said  county  of  JEssex ; 
and  also  all  houses,  outhouses,  bams,  stables,  edifices,  build- 
ings, hedges,   ditches,   woods,  underwoods,  ways,  commons 
of  pasture,  profits,  commodities,  hereditaments,  and  appur- 
tenances whatsoever,  belonging  or  in  anywise  appertaining 
to  the  said  messuage  or  tenement,  wind-mill,   and  several 
parcels  of  land,  meadow  and  pasture,  and  to  every  or  any  of 
them ;  and  also  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  reversion, 
remainder,  clium,  benefit,  and  demand  whatsoever,  of  him  the 
said  Crafford  Gibbens^  of,  in,  or  out  of  the  siud  premises,  and 
every  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  also  all  deeds,   evi- 
dences, counterparts,  leases,  muniments,  and  writings,  touch- 
ing or  concerning  the  said   premises,  or  any  part  thereof, 
which  the  said  Crafford  Gibbens,  or  any  other  person  or  per- 
sons in  trust  for  his  use,  then  had  or  should  have  in  his  or 
their  custody  or  power,  or  could  lawfully  come  by,  without  a 
suit  in  law ;  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  messuage  or  tene- 
ment, wind-mill,  several  parcels  of  land,  and  all  other  the 
premises  above  in  and  by  the  said  indenture  granted,  bargained, 
sold,  and  conveyed,  with  their  and  everyof  their  appurtenances, 
to  the  stud  Gilbert  Kinder,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  to 
the  sole  and  proper  use  and  behoof  of  him  the  sidd  Gilbert^  his 
by  virtue  of  the  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever;  by  virtue  of  which  said  bargain 
!»i?ancrinroi-    ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  inrolment,  and  by  force  of  a  certain  statute  made 
ment,  and  the     in  the  parliament  of  our  late  sovereign  lord  Henry  the  Eighth, 
cTlbCTt^Kinder  ^**^  ^°g  ^^  Englandy  held  at  Westminster  in  the  county  of 
was  seised  in      ^Middlesex,  on  the  4th  day  o( February y  in  the  27th  year  of  his 
*  r  253  1     ^^9  ^^^  transferring  uses  into  possession,  he  the  said  Gilbert 
was  seised  of  the  reversion  of  the  said  tenements  with  the 
appurtenances  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee ;  and  the  said  Gil- 
berth&mg  so  seised  of  the  reversion  of  the  said  tenements  with 
the  appurtenances,  and  the  said  John  Letton  being  so  possessed 
Gilbert  made  a  of  the  interest  of  the  term  aforesaid,  he  the  said  Gilbert  after- 
Deoember  wards,  to  wit,  on  the  9th  day  of  December,  in  the  22d  year  of 

22  Car.  1.  and  the  reign  of  his  said  late  majesty,  at  Southwald  aforesaid, 
Margaret  and  made  his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  and  thereby 
died.  willed  and  bequeathed  the  said  tenements  with  the  appurte- 

nances to  the   said   Margaret,  by  the  name  of  Margaret 
Kinder,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ;  and  afterwards  the 
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said  Gilbert  died  at  Southwald  aforesaid  seised  of  such  his  es-      Took  v. 
tate  therein;  after  whose  decease  she  the  saidi^ar^are^  claimed    Glascock. 
the  reversion  of  the  tenementsaforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances  ' 
and  was  thereof  seised  in  her  demesne  as  of  fee  by  virtue  cidjneTthe 
of  the  devise  and  bequest  aforesaid ;  and  the  said  Margaret  re^e"»on  by 

the  devise. 

being  so  seised  of  the  reversion  aforesaid,  and  the  said  John 
Lettan  being  so  possessed  of  the  interest  of  the  term  afore- 
said, the  said  Margaret  afterwards,  at  Southwald  aforesaid,  ^*^"'  ^^\' 
took  to  her  husband  ChxistopherTook  gent,  by  virtue  whereof  Christopher 
the  said  Christopher  and  Margaret  were  seised  of  the  said  re-  '^^'^• 
version  in  their  demesne  as  of  fee  in  right  of  her  the  said 
Margaret  (4);  and  the  said  Christopher  and  Margaret  being 
so  seised  of  the  said  reversion,  and  the  said  John  Letton 
being  so  possessed  of  the  interest  of  his  term,  the  said  Christo^ 
pher  afterwards  died  at  Southwald  aforesaid ;  after  whose  de- 
cease the  said  Margaret  became  sole  seised  of  the  said  rever- 
sion with  the  appurtenances  in  her  demesne  as  of  fee ;  and  Christopher 
the  said  Margaret  being  so  seised  of  the  reversion  aforesaid,  Mwgarel  h^ 
and  the  said  John  Letton  being  so  possessed  of  the  interest  of  came  sole  seised, 
his  said  term,  he  the  said  John  Letton  afterwards,  at  Southwald  assigned  his 
aforesaid,  assigned  all  his  interest  of  the  said  term  in  the  te-  j"^«"»*  !"**'« 
nements  aforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances,  to  the  said  John  Glascock,  the. 
Glascock;  by  virtue  of  which  assignment  the  said  John  Glas--  defendant. 
cock  was  possessed  of  the  interest  of  the  said  term  of  and  in 
the  tenement  aforesaid  with  the  appurtenances ;  and  the  said 
John  Glascock  being  so  possessed  of  the  interest  of  the  said 


(4)  This  is  the  correct  way  of  plead-  hold  in  right  of  the  said  J,  his  wife  ; 
ing  the  seisin  of  husband  and  wife,  the  court  upon  a  special  demurrer 
where  the  estate  belongs  to  the  wife  in  shewing  for  cause  that  it  ought  to  have 
fee.  They  are  both  seised  in  right  of  been  alleged,  "  ^lat  the  plaintiff  and 
the  wife  ;  and  therefore  if  the  husband  "  his  tvife  tcere  seised  in  their  demesne 
pleads  that  he  alone  is  seised  in  his  de-  **  as  of  fee  in  right  of  the  wife^^  were  of 
mesne  as  of  freehold  or  as  of  fee,  in  opinion,  that  the  way  of  pleading  pointed 
right  of  his  wife,  it  will  be  bad  upon  a  out  by  the  demurrer,  was  the  only  pro- 
special  demurrer.  Thus,  where  in  co-  per  and  formal  one.  Doug.  329.  Poly- 
Tenant  the  declaration  stated  that  fT.  S.  blank  v.  Hawkins.  So  in  2  Lutw.  1422. 
was  seised  in  fee,  and,  being  so  seised,  1425.  Catlin  v.  Milner^  where  it  is 
granted  the  lease  on  which  the  action  stated  that  the  husband  alone  was  seised 
was  brought,  and  upon  his  death  the  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  in  right  of  his 
reversion  descended  upon  J.  the  plain*  wife,  it  was  held  not  to  be  good  plead- 
tiff's  wife  as  heir  at  law,  whereupon  the  ing  ;  for  they  are  both  seised  in  right 
plaintiff  became,  and  was,  seised  of  the  of  the  wife ;  and  so  are  all  the  prece- 
said  reversion  in  his  demesne  as  of  free'  dents. 
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Took  v. 
Glascock. 

r , ' 

George  Gibbens 
the  tenant  for 
life  died. 


5/.  were  in 
arrear, 


whereby  an 
action  accrued. 

Breach. 
[  254.  ] 


Plea. 


Ixmft  before 
Crafford  Gib- 
bens bad  any 
thing,  John 
Hooper  and 
others  were 
seised  in  fee, 
to  the  use  of  B. 
in  fee.     The 
2d  of  March, 
21  H.  8.  B. 
devised  the 
premises  to 
Guy  Craflbrd 
and  Johanna 
his  wife  in  tail, 


term  of  and  in  the  tenements  aforesaid,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, and  the  said  Margaret  being  eo  seised  of  the  rever^ 
sion  aforesaid,  the  said  George  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  15th 
day  of  Aprily  in  the  19th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  present  ma- 
jesty, died  at  Southwald  aforesaid ;  after  whose  decease  the 
said  John  Glascock  entered  into  the  tenements  aforesaid  with 
the  appurtenances,  and  was  thereof  possessed  by  virtue  of 
demise  and  assignment  aforesaid ;  and  the  8aid«7bAn  Glascock 
being  so  possessed  thereof,  and  the  said  Margaret  being  so 
seised  of  the  reversion  of  the  said  tenements  with  the  appurte- 
nances, five  pounds  of  the  rent  aforesaid  for  half  a  year  end- 
ing at  the  feast  of  St.  Michael  the  Archangel  kst  past,  were  in 
arrear  to  the  said  Margaret  at  that  same  feast,  and  are  yet  un- 
paid ;  whereby  an  action  has  accrued  to  the  said  Margaret  to 
demand  and  have  of  the  said  John  Glascock  the  said  five 
pounds ;  nevertheless  the  said  John  Glascock  (although  often 
requested)  hath  not  paid  the  said  five  pounds  to  the  said  Mar- 
garety  but  hitherto  altogether  hath  and  still  doth  refuse  to  pay 
the  same,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  Margaret  of  sixty  shillings; 
and  therefore  she  brings  suit,  &c. 

And  the  said  John  Glascock^  by  Godfrey  Cliibnale  his  attor- 
ney, comes  and  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.,  and 
says,  that  the  said  Margaret  on^t  not  to  have  her  said  action 
thereof  against  him,  because  he  says,  that  long  before  the  said 
Crafford  Gibbens  had  any  thing  in  the  reversion  of  the  said 
tenements  with  the  appurtenances,  one  John  Rooper  esquire, 
Humphrey  Tyrrel^  William  Rooper  gent,  son  of  the  said  John^ 
Nicholas  Levisony  merchant  of  the  Staple^  and  Henry  Fincfuwiy 
were  seised  of  the  said  tenements  with  their  appurtenances, 
in  their  demesne  as  of  fee,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  dame 
Johanna  Bradbury  widow  and  her  heirs ;  and  they  being  so 
seised  thereof  to  the  use  and  behoof  aforesaid,  she  the  said 
dame  Johanna  Bradbury  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  2d  day  of 
March,  in  the  2l8t  year  of  the  reign  of  our  late  sovereign 
lord  Henry  the  Eighth  late  king  of  England,  at  Southwald 
aforesaid,  ordained  and  made  her  last  will  (5)  and  testament 
in  writing,  and  thereby  gave  and  devised  that  one  Guy  Craf- 
ford, and  Johanna  then  his  wife,  should,  amongst  other  things, 


(5)  It  appears  that  Lady  Bradbury  could  in  Chancery  compel  the  execution 

was  cestui  qui  use  of  the  lands.    Devises  of  the  devise.    Plowd.  41 4>.  10  H.  ?•  20. 

of  uses  were  frequent  before  the  Statute  pL  9.  S.  C.    Bro.  Executors,  175. 
of  Uses;  and  the  devisee  of  the  use 
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have  the  said  tenements  with  the  appurtenances  specified  in 
the  said  declaration  to  them  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies 
lawfully  issuing ;  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and 
year,  she  the  said  dame  Johanna  Bradbury  died  at  Southwald 
aforesaid;  after  whose  decease  the  sidd  John  Booper  esquire, 
Humphrey  Tyrrell  gent,  William  Booper  gent,  son  of  the  said 
John,  Nicholas  Levison  merchant  of  the  Staple,  and  Henry 
Fincham,  by  virtue  of  the  said  last  wiU  and  testament  of  the 
said  Johanna  Bradbury,  became  seised  of  the  tenements  afore- 
said with  the  appurtenances  above  specified  in  the  said  de- 
claration in  their  demesne  as  of  fee  to  the  use  and  behoof  of 
the  said  Cruy  Crafford  and  Johanna  his  wife  and  the  heirs  of 
their  bodies  lawfully  issuing,  and  remained  and  continued  so 
seised  thereof  to  the  same  use  and  behoof,  until  the  4th  day 
of  February  in  the  27th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  late  sove- 
reign lord  Henry  the  Eighth  late  king  of  England;  on  which 
day,  by  virtue  of  the  said  act  (6)  made  and  provided  in  the 
parliament  of  the  sidd  late  king  Henry  the  Eighth  at  West" 
minster  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  on  the  same  4th  day  of 
February  in  the  27th  year  aforesaid,  for  transferring  uses  into 
possession,  the  said  Guy  Crafford,  and  Johanna  his  wife  were 
seised  of  the  tenements  aforesaid  with  the  appurtenances 
above  specified  in  the  said  declaration  in  their  demesne  as  of 
fee-tail,  to  wit,  to  them  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  lawfully 
issuing;  and  being  so  seised  thereof,  the  said  Guy  Crafford 
and  Johanna  his  wife,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of 
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Took  v. 
Glascock. 


B.  died,  and 
the  trustees 
were  seised  to 
use  of  the  said 
Guy  Crafford 
and  Johanna 
his  wife  in  tail. 


and  then  came 
the  sUtute  of 
uses,  by  which 
etftui  que  toe 
became  seised  ] 
in  tail. 

[  255  ] 
Guy  Crafford 
and  Johanna 


(6)  This  statute  draws  the  possession 
to  the  use,  for  it  is  enacted  by  the  first 
section,  **  that  where  any  person  or 
**  persons  stand  seised,  or  hereafter  shall 
"  happen  to  be  seised,  of  any  lands  or 
"  other  hereditaments  to  the  use,  con- 
"  fidence,  or  trust  of  any  other  person 
"  or  persons,  by  any  conveyance  what- 
"  ever,  in  every  such  case,  all  and  every 
^  such  person  that  have  any  such  use, 
**  confidence,  or  trust  in  fee-simple, 
''  fee-tail,  for  term  of  life  or  for  years, 
"  or  any  use,  confidence,  or  trust  in 
"  remainder  or  reversion,  shall  from 
"  henceforth  stand  and  be  sebed,  deem- 
"  ed,  and  adjudged  in  lawful  seisin  and 
^  possession  of  the  same  lands  or  other 
**  hereditaments  to  all  intents  and  pur- 

VOL.  I. 


"  poses,  of  and  in  such  like  estates  as 
"  they  had  in  the  use,  trust,  or  confi- 
'<  dence  of  or  in  the  same ;  and  that 
**  the  estate,  title,  right,  and  possession 
**  that  was  in  such  person  or  persons 
^*  that  were,  or  hereafter  shall  be,  seised 
<<  of  any  lands  or  hereditaments  to  the 
**  use,  confidence,  or  trust  of  any  such 
'<  person  or  persons,  shall  be  from  hence- 
*^  forth  clearly  deemed  and  adjudged  to 
'<  be  in  him  or  them  that, have  or  here- 
'<  after  shall  have,  such  use,  confidence, 
"  or  trust,  after  such  quality,  manner, 
"  form,  and  condition  as  they  had  be- 
*'  fore,  in  or  to  the  use,  confidence,  or 
«  trust  that  was  in  them."  See  2  Bl. 
Com.  327.  387.  7th  edit 
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OltASOOCK, 

' i ' 

his  wife  died 
seised,  &c. 

aad  the  estate 
dewended  to 
Arthur  Craf. 
ford  in  tail 


Arthur  died, 


and  the  estate 
descended  to 
Mary  and  Wini- 
frid  Crafford  as 
coheirs. 


Mary  died 
without  issue, 
and  Winifrid 
became  sole 
seised; 


George  Gil>« 
bens  married 
Winifrid, 

and  became 
seised  in  right 
of  the  said 
Winifrid  of  the 
estate- tail, 


November  in  the  18ih  year  of  the  reign  of  our  Lite  sovereign 
lady  JEliMOieih,  late  queen  of  Enffland^  died  at  Sotdhwaid 
oforeeidd  being  so  eased  of  suoh  their  estate  therein ;  after 
whoie  ddceasei  the  tenements  aforesaid  with  the  appurte- 
nances above  speoified  in  the  said  declaration  descended  to 
Arthur  Crcffford  as  son  and  heir  lawfully  begotten  of  the  bodies 
of  the  said  Ouy  and  Johanna  his  wifci  whereby  the  said  Ar- 
thur entered  into  the  tenements  with  the  appurtenances  above 
specified  in  the  said  dedaratioui  and  was  seised  thereof  in 
his  demesne  as  of  fee-tail^  (that  is  to  say)  to  him  and  the 
heirs  lawfhlly  issuing  of  the  bodies  of  the  said  Guy  Crafford 
and  Johanna  his  wife ;  and  being  so  Seised  thereof^  the  said 
Arthur  afterwards^  to  wit|  on  the  Ist  day  of  May  in  the  42d 
year  of  the  reign  of  the  said  late  queen  Elizabeth,  died  at 
Southwald  aforesaid  so  seised  of  such  his  estate  therein ;  after 
whose  death  the  said  tenements  with  the  appurtenances  above 
specified  in  the  said  declaration  descended  to  Mary  and  Wim" 
frid  Crafford,  as  daughters  and  co-heirs  of  the  said  Arthur 
Crtffotd  lawfully  issuing  of  his  body :  whereupon  the  said 
Mary  and  Winifrid  entered  into  the  tenements  aforesaid  with 
the  appurtenances  above  specified  in  the  said  dedarationi  and 
were  seised  thereof  in  their  demesne  as  of  fee^tail,  (that  is 
to  say)  to  them  and  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  the  said  Guy 
Crafford  and  Johanna  his  wife  lawfully  issuing ;  and  being  so 
seised  thereof,  she  the  said  Mary  afterwards^  to  wit,  on  the 
10th  day  of  November  in  ihe  44th  year  of  the  reign  of  the 
late  queen  Elizabeth  at  Southwald  aforesaid  died  so  seised  of 
such  an  estate  therein  without  any  issue  begotten  of  her  body ; 
after  whose  decease  the  send  Mary^&  moiety  descended  to  the 
said  Winifrid  as  sister  and  heir  to  the  said  Mary,  whereby  the 
said  Winifrid  was  seised  of  the  whole  tenements  aforesaid 
with  the  appurtenances  in  her  demesne  as  of  fee-t^,  (that 
is  to  say)  to  her  and  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  the  said  Guy 
and  Johanna  his  wife  lawfully  issuing;  and  being  so  seised 
thereof,  she  the  said  Winifrid  afterwards,  to  wit  on  the  1st 
day  of  May  in  the  18th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  late  sovereign 
lord«7ame^,  late  king  oi  England,  at  Southwald  aforesaid,  took 
to  husband  the  said  George  Gibbens,  whereby  the  said  George 
and  Winifrid,  in  right  of  the  said  Winifrid,  were  seised  of  the 
said  tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  above  specified  in  the 
the  said  declaration,  in  their  demesne  as  of  fee- tail,  (that  is 
to  say)  to  them  and  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  the  said  Guy 
and  Johanna  his  wife  lawfully  issuing ;  and  being  so  seised 
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thereof^  they  the  said  Creorge  Gibbens  and  Winifrid  his  wife      Took  v. 
afkerwardfl,  to  wit,  on  the  11th  day  of  February  in  the  21st    Q^ascock. 
year  of  the  reign  of  the  said  late  king  James^  at  Southtoald  ' 

aforesaid  had  issue  the  said  Crafford  Oibbens  between  them 
lawitdly  begotten ;  and  the  said  George  Gibbens  and  Winifrid 
being  so  seised  of  the  said  tenements  with  the  appurtenances 
above  spedfied  in  the  said  declaration,  she  the  said  Winifrid      [  ^56  ] 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  last  day  of  December  in  the  2d  year  Winifrid  died, 
of  the  reign  of  our  late  sovereign  lord  king  Charles  the  First,  became  tenant 
at  Scutkwald  aforesaid  died  seised  of  such  an  estate  therein ;  ^  *^®  curtesy, 
after  whose  decease  the  said  George   Gibbens  held  himself  belonging  to 
within  in  the  said  tenements  with  the  appurtenances,  and  was  ^f^^***" 
seised  thereof  in  his  demesne  as  of  freehold  for  the  term  of 
his  life,  as  tenant  thereof  by  the  law  of  England,  and  the 
reversion  of  the  said  tenements  with  the  appurtenances  de- 
scended to  the  said  Crafford  Gibbens,  as  son  and  heir  of  the 
said  Winifrid  lawfully  begotten  of  her  body,  whereby  the  said 
Crafford  Gibbens  was  seised  of  the  reversion  of  the  said  tene^ 
ments  with  the  appurtenances  as  of  fee-tail  and  right,  (that  is 
to  say)  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  the  said  Guy 
and,  Johanna  his  wife  lawfully  issuing ;  and  the  said  George 
Gibbens  being  so  seised  of  the  said  tenements  with  the  appur- 
tenances in  his  demesne  as  of  freehold  for  the  term  of  his  life, 
and  the  said  Crafford  Cfibbens  being  so  seised  as  aforesaid  of  Crafford  Gib- 
the  reversion  aforesaid  as  of  fee-tail  and  right,  he  the  said  J^^g^d^J^^^ 
Crafford  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  6th  day  of  February  Letton  for 
m  the  20th  year  of  the  re^  of  our  late  sovereign  lord  king  ye^^to  wm- 
Charles  the  First,  at  Southwald  aforesaid,  demised  to  the  said  mence  after  tiie 
John  Letton  the  tenements  aforesaid  with  the  appurtenances,   (^bbens,t^aSt 
to  have  and  to  occupy  to  the  said  John  Letton,  his  executors,  «*  ^^» 
administrators,  and  assigns,  from  and  immediately  after  the 
death  and  decease  of  the  said  George  Gibbens,  until  the  full 
end  and  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  thence  next  ensuing 
and  fully  to  be  complete  and  ended ;  yielding  therefore  yearly 
during  the  said  term  to  the  said  Crafford  Gibbens,  his  heirs  at  lo/.  per  ann. 
and  assigns,  ten  pounds  at  the  two  most  usual  feasts  or  terms 
in  the  year  above  specified  in  the  said  declaration,  by  even 
and  equal  portions,  as  the  said  Margaret  hath  above  alleged 
in  her  said  declaration  ;  by  virtue  of  which  said  demise  the 
said  John  Letton  was  possessed  of  the  interest  of  the  term 
aforesaid ;  and  the  said  John  Letton  being  so  possessed  of  the 
sud  term,  and  the  said  George  Gibbens  being  so  seised  as 
aforesaid  of  the  ssdd  tenements  with  the  appurtenances  in  his 
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Took  verstis  Glascock. 


Took  v, 
Glascock. 

' . ' 

CraSbrd  Gib- 
bens,  by  bargain 
and  sale,  inrol- 
led,  bargained 
and  sold  the 
premises  to 
Gilbert  Kinder 
in  fee ;  by  vir- 
tue whereof, 
and  of  the  Sta- 
tute of  Uses,  the 
bargainee  was 
seised. 


[257] 

Post,  260. 
note(l). 

John  Letton 
assigned  his 
term  to  the 
defendant. 


The  tenant  for 
life  died, 


CrafTord  Gib- 
bens  died,  and 
the  premises 
descended  to 
Susanna  Gib- 
bens  as  sole 
daughter  and 
heir  of  his  body. 


demesne  aa  of  freehold  for  the  term  of  his  life,  and  the  said 
Crafford  Gibbens  being  seised  in  form  aforesaid  of  the  rever- 
sion thereof  as  of  fee-tail  and  right,  he  the  said  Crafford 
Gibbens  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  18  th  day  of  March  in  the 
said  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  said  late  king  Charles  the 
First,  at  jSbu^Atra&f  aforesaid,  by  his  said  indenture  of  bargain 
and  sale  inrolled  of  record  as  aforesaid,  for  the  consideration 
above  mentioned,  bargained  and  sold  to  the  sud  Gilbert 
Kinder  the  tenements  aforesaid  with  the  appurtenances,  to 
have  and  to  hold  to  the  said  Gilbert  Kinder  and  his  heirs  for 
ever,  as  the  said  Margaret  doth  by  her  said  declaration  above 
likewise  suppose :  by  virtue  of  which  bargain,  sale  and  inrol- 
ment,  and  by  force  of  the  statute  aforesaid,  the  said  Gilbert 
was  seised  of  the  reversion  of  the  tenements  aforesaid  with  the 
appurtenances  for  the  term  of  the  life  of  the  said  Crafford 
Gibbens ;  and  he  being  so  seised  thereof,  and  the  said  John 
Letton  being  so  possessed  as  aforesaid  of  the  interest  of  the 
said  term,  he  the  said  John  Letton  afterwards,  at  Southwald 
aforesaid,  assigned  all  his  said  term  in  the  tenements  aforesud 
with  the  appurtenances  to  the  said  John  Glascock  ;  by  virtue 
of  which  assignment  the  ssud  John  Glascock  was  possessed  of 
the  interest  of  the  said  term  of  and  in  the  tenements  aforesud 
with  the  appurtenances,  as  the  said  Margaret  hath  also  before 
alleged ;  and  the  said  John  Glascock  being  so  possessed  of  the 
interest  of  the  said  term  of  and  in  the  tenements  aforesdd 
with  the  appurtenances,  and  the  said  George  Gibbens  hwigao 
seised  as  aforesaid  of  the  said  tenements  with  the  appurte- 
nances in  his  demesne  as  of  freehold  for  the  term  of  his  life, 
he  the  said  George  Gibbens  afterwards,  (that  is  to  say)  on  the 
Idth  day  of  April  in  the  said  19th  year  of  the  reign  of  his 
said  present  majesty,  died  at  SoiUhwaldBioYeasAd ;  after  whose 
decease  the  said  John  Glascock  entered  into  the  tenements 
aforesaid  with  the  appurtenances,  and  was  possessed  thereof 
by  virtue  of  the  lease  and  assignment  aforesaid,  as  the  said 
Margaret  hath  likewise  before  alleged;  but  the  siud  John 
Glascock  further  says,  that  he  the  said  John  Glascock  being  so 
possessed  thereof,  the  said  Crafford  Gibbens  afterwards,  and 
before  the  said  feast  of  St.  Michael  the  Archangel  now  last  past, 
(that  is  to  say)  on  the  20th  day  of  April  in  the  14th  year  of  the 
reign  of  his  said  present  majesty  died  at  Southwald  aforesaid; 
after  whose  decease  the  said  tenements  with  the  appurtenances 
descended  to  Susanna  Gibbens  2^  sole  daughter  and  heir  of  the 
said  Crafford  Gibbens  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten;  where- 
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upon  the  said  Susanna  Gibbens  afterwards,  and  before  the  said      Took  v. 
feast  of  SL  Michael  the  Archangel  now  last  past,  namely,  on    Glascock. 
the  27th  day  of  September^  in  the  19th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  * 
said   present  majesty,  entered  into  the  tenements  aforesaid  and  she  entered 
with  the  appurtenances  upon  the  possession  of  the  said  John  ^nXnt  and' 
Glascocky  claiming  her  right  and  estate-tail  aforesaid,  of  and  ejected  him, 
in  the  tenements  aforesaid  with  the  appurtenances,  and  ex- 
pelled and  amoved  the  said  John  Glascock  from  his  said  pos-  • 
session  therein,  and  was  thereof  seised  in  her  demesne  as  of  and  was  seised 
fee-tail,  (tliat  is  to  say)  to  her  and  the  heirs  of  the  said  Gu?/  *"  ^^ 
Crafford  and  Johanna  his  wife  lawfully  issuing;  and  this  he 
is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said 
Margaret  ought  to  have  or  maintain  her  said  action  against 
him,  &C. 

And  the  said  Margaret  says,  that  the  said  John  Glascock^  Replication. 
for  the  reason  before  alleged,  ought  not  to  be  admitted  to  say 
or  all^e  that,  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Crafford^  the  said 
tenements  with  the  appurtenances  descended  to  the  said 
Susanna  Gibbens  as  sole  daughter  and  heir  of  the  said  Crafford 
of  his  body  lawfidly  begotten ;  because  she  says,  that  after 
the  said  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  made  as  aforesaid  to 
the  said  Gilbert  Kinder  of  the  swid  tenements  with  the  appur-      [  258  ] 
tenances,  and  inrolled  of  record,  and  before  the  said  Susanna,  After  the  bar- 
as  daughter  and  heir  of  the  s«dd  Crafford  of  his  body  lawfully  Sd^bSbre  the 
b^otten,  entered  into  the  tenements  aforesaid  with  the  ap-  *°'*7  ^.^?" 
purtenances  upon  the  possession  of  the  said  John  Glascock,  a  Crafford  Gib- ' 
certain  fine  was  levied  of  the  said  tenements,  then  being  par-  J^'^u?^!'^"^*^ 
eel  of  the  manor  of  Doum^lds,  otherwise  Bawds  (that  is  to  a  fine  in  Mi- 
say)  in  the  term  of  St  Michael,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1649,  f^g'^jlZ' 
in  the  court  of  Common  Bench  here,  to  wit,  at  Westminster  Leach. 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  to  wit,  on  the  morrow  of  St. 
Martin  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1649,  before  (7)  Oliver 
St  John,  John  Pulliston,  Peter  Warburton,  snd  Edward  Atkins 
justices,  and  other  faithful  subjects  then  there  present,  be- 
tween one  John  Leach  gent,  by  the  name  of  John  Leach  gent., 
plaintiff,  and  the  said  Crafford  and  Ann  his  wife,  by  the  names 
of  Crafford  Gibbens  gent,  and  Ann  his  wife  deforceants,  of  the 

(7)   It  is  not    necessary  to  allege    levied.    Plowd.  105.  a.    Fulmerston  v. 
before    what    justices    the    fine    was     Steward,  (e) 

(c)  See  post,  Vol.  II.  175.  n.  (2). 
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Took  versus  Glascock. 


Took  v. 
Glascock. 


The  fine ; 


tenements  aforesaid  with  the  appurtenances,  by  the  names  of 
the  manor  of  Daumfields,  otherwise  Bawds,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, and  three  messuages,  one  dove-house,  three  gardens, 
three  orchards,  one  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of  land,  seventy 
acres  of  meadow,  one  hundred  and  thirty  acres  of  pasture, 
sixty  acres  of  wood,  two  hundred  acres  of  furase  and  heath, 
common  of  pasture  for  all  cattle,  view  of  frank-pledge,  and 
whatever  belongs  to  view  of  frank-pledge,  a  free  fishery, 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  felons,  fu^tives,  waifs,  estrays, 
and  heriots,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  SouthwaW,  Shet^fieU 
and  Dodinghursty  whereof  a  plea  of  covenant  was  summoned 
between  them  in  the  same  court,  (that  is  to  say)  that  the  said 
Crafford  and  Anne  acknowledged  the  said  manor,  tenements, 
common  of  pasture,  view  of  frank-pledge,  fishery,  goods,  and 
chattels  of  felons,  fugitives,  waifs,  estrays,  and  heriots,  with 
the  appurtenances,  to  be  the  right  of  the  said  John,  as  those 
which  the  said  John  hath  of  the  gift  of  the  said  Crafford  and 
Anne,  and  those  they  remised  and  quit-claimed  from  them  the 
said  Crafford  and  Anne,  and  their  heirs,  to  the  said  John  and 
his  heirs  for  ever:  and  further,  the  said  Crafford  and  Anne 
granted  for  themselves,  and  the  heirs  of  the  said  Crafford, 
that  they  would  warrant  to  the  said  John  and  his  heirs  the 
said  manor,  tenements,  common  of  pasture,  "new  of  frank- 
pledge, fishery,  goods  and  chattels  of  felons,  fugitives,  waifs, 
estrays,  and  heriots,  with  the  appurtenances,  against  the  said 
Crafford  and  Anne,  and  the  heirs  of  the  said  Crafford  for  ever ; 
and  for  this  acknowledgment,  remise,  quit-claim,  fine,  and 
concord,  the  said  John  hath  given  to  the  said  Crafford  and 
Anne  300Z.  sterling ;  which  said  fine,  levied  in  the  manner 
aforesaid,  was  engrossed,  and  was  afterwards  publicly  and 
solemnly  read  and  proclaimed  in  the  said  court,  according  to 
the  form  of  the  statute  made  and  provided  in  the  parliament 
of  our  late  sovereign  lord  Henry,  late  king  of  England  the 
seventh  after  the  conquest,  at  JVestmbuter  aforesaid,  in  the  4th 
year  of  his  reign,  in  the  manner  following :  (that  is  to  say) 
tionsofthefine.  the  first  proclamation  (8)  was  made  before  the  said  late 


with  proclama- 
tions. 


(8)  A  fine  with  proclamations,  pur- 
suant to  the  statutes  4  H.  7.  c.  24*. 
32  H.  8.  c.  36.,  is  a  bar  to  the  issue  in 
tail;  though  a  fine  at  common  law  is 


not  any ;  but,  when  levied  by  tenant  in 
tail  in  possession,  operates  as  a  discon- 
tinuance of  the  estate-tail  (/)  And  it 
is  necessary,  in  pleading,  to  distingoish 


(/)  [Fines  were  abolished,  and  more    by  stat.  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  74.     See  post, 
simple  modes  of  assurance  substituted,    p. 3 19,  et  seq.,  notes  ioClerke  v.  PyweiL'] 
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jnstioes  at  We^tmnOer  aforesaid,  on  the  28th.  ^j  ot  Noi^ember 
in  Miehaelmas  term,  in  the  sfdd  year  of  our  lord  1640 ;  the 
second  proclamation  was  made  on  the  8th  day  of  February ^  in 
Hilary  term  in  the  same  year  of  our  Lord  1649 ;  the  third 
proclamation  was  made  on  the  17th  day  ot  May  in  Easter 
term  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1650 ;  and  the  fourth  proda- 
mation  was  made  on  the  20th  day  of  June  in  Tritdty  term  in 
the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1650 ;  as  by  the  said  fine  and  the 
proclamations  made  thereon,  now  remaining  in  the  court  here 
of  record,  it  doth  and  may  more  fully  appear ;  and  the  said 
Margaret  says  that,  at  the  times  of  tiie  readings  and  procla* 
mations  aforesaid  made  in  the  manner  aforesaid,  all  pleas 
ceased  in  the  said  court  of  common  bench  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  aforesaid ;  whereby  the  tenements  afore- 
siud  with  the  appurtenances,  demised  as  aforesaid  to  the  said 


Took  r. 
Glascock. 


[259] 

Pftmi  pater  per 
record  of  the 
fine,&c. 


That  by  the 
fine  the  pre- 


whetfaer  it  was  a  fine  with  proclamations, 
or  a  fine  at  common  law.  Therefore, 
when  tenant  in  tail  levies  a  fine  with 
proclamations,  he  ought  to  allege  ex- 
pressly that  it  was  a  fine  with  pro* 
elamations  ;  otherwise  it  will  be  intended 
to  be  a  fine  only  at  common  law.  Plowd« 
361.  k  Stwel  y.  Ztmch.  Moor,  830. 
Owen*B  case.  Palm.  224.  Darcy  v. 
Jackson*  See  also  other  forms  of  plead- 
ing a  fine  with  proclamations,  Co.  Ent. 
171.  a.  582.  a.  Clift,  305.  2  Lutw. 
1016,  1017.  Hieks  v.  WifcheU.  Plowd. 
354.  Ibid.  428.  However,  in  3  Rep. 
86.  b.  it  was  resolved,  that  every  fine 
levied  should  be  intended  to  be  levied 
with  proclamations  [  according  to  the 
statutes ;  for  it  is  most  beneficial  for  the 
conusee ;  but  this  does  not  seem  to  be 
understood  of  pleading  a  fine ;  for  it  is 
a  maxim  in  pleadings  that  every  thing 
shall  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the 
pleader;  and  accordingly,  in  sll  cases 
where  the  fine  is  pleaded  as  a  bar  by 
virtue  of  the  statutes,  be  must  shew 
that  the  fine  was  levied  with  proclam- 
ations ;  otherwise  it  will  be  taken  not  to 
be  so.  And  if  the  proclamations  are 
not  made  pursuant  to  the  statutes,  that 
bet  may  be  shewn  in  the  plea  of  the 


other  party,  and  the  proclamations  will 
be  thereby  avoided.  Plowd.  266.  Fis/i 
V.  Brohet  Indeed,  where  a  fine  is 
levied  merely  to  make  the  conusee 
tenant  to  the  praecipe^  it  does  not  seem 
necessary  to  plead  it  to  have  been  with 
proclamations ;  1  Rep.  5&.  a.  b.  CapeVs 
case.  Ibid.  70.  a»  b.  ^redon's  case. 
2  Lutw.  966,  967. ;  though  even  then 
it  is  frequently  averred  to  be  so.  2 
Lutw.  1611,  1612,  1613-  Ibid.  1220. 
But  in  order  that  a  fine  should  be  a  bar 
to  the  issue  in  tail,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  proclamations  should  be  made 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  in  tail  who 
levies  the  fine,  provided  the  proclam- 
ations are  afterwards  duly  made. 
Therefore,  where  tenant  in  tail  levied 
a  fine,  and  died  before  the  proclam- 
ations were  made,  whereby  the  right 
of  the  entail  descended  upon  the  issue 
in  tail,  who  brought  a  formedon  to  re- 
cover the  estate-tail,  yet  it  has  been 
held,  that  if  all  the  proclamations  are 
made  even  pending  the  action,  the  issue 
is  barred  by  the  fine,  although  the  an- 
cestor died,  and  the  action  was  com- 
menced, before  the  proclamations  were 
made.  3  Rep.  90.  b.  91.  a.  Pursbw'u 
case.  Ibid.  84.  Case  of  Fines. 
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mises  remained 
to  Margaret  and 
her  heirs. 


Rejomder, 
that  Gilbert 
Kinder,  after 
the  will  and 
before  the  fine^ 
died. 


John  Letton,  by  reason  of  the  scud  fine  with  proclamations 
made  thereupon  as  aforesaid^  remained  established  to  the  said 
Margaret  and  her  heirs,  according  to  the  bargain  and  sale 
made  by  the  said  Cr afford  to  the  said  Gilbert  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  devise  aforesaid,  against  the  said  Crafford  and  the  heirs  of 
his  body  lawfully  issuing ;  and  this  she  is  ready  to  verify : 
wherefore  she  prays  judgment  if  the  said«7i>An  GJmcoch  ought 
to  be  admitted  to  say  or  allege  against  the  said  fine  wilii  the 
said  proclamations  levied  in  the  manner  aforesdd,  that,  after 
the  decease  of  the  sidd  Craffordy  the  tenements  aforesaid  with 
the  appurtenances  descended  to  the  said  Susanna,  as  sole 
daughter  and  heir  of  the  said  Crafford  of  his  body  lawfiilly  be- 
gotten, &c. ;  whereupon  she  likewise  prays  judgment,  and  her 
said  debt,  together  with  her  damages  occasioned  by  detdbodng 
the  same,  to  be  awarded  to  her,  &c. 

And  the  said  John  Glascock  protesting  that  the  said  tene- 
ments with  the  appurtenances,  above  specified  in  the  said  de- 
claration, were  separated  and  divided  from  the  manor  afore- 
said by  the  said  George  Gtbbens,  before  the  said  fine  levied  in 
the  manner  aforesaid ;  protesting  also  that  the  tenements  afore- 
said with  the  appurtenances,  above  specified  in  the  said  de- 
claration, are  not  contained  in  the  said  fine :  for  plea  never- 
theless the  said  John  Glascock  says,  that  the  said  Gilbert 
Kinder,  after  making  his  said  last  will,  and  before  the  said  fine 
levied  in  the  manner  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  Jo- 
nuary  in  the  24th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  said  late  king 
Charles  the  First,  died  at  Southwald  aforesaid;  and  this  he  is 
ready  to  verify :  wherefore,  as  before,  he  prays  judgment,  and 
that  the  said  Margaret  may  be  barred  from  her  said  action 
thereof  against  him,  &c. 

General  demurrer  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 


;  [  260  ]   " 
Case  38. 

S.  C  Cart  108. 
Tenant  in  tail 
by  bargain  and 
sale  conveys  to 
another  and  his 
heirs.  The 
barguneebas 


Took  versus  Glascock. 

DEBT  for  rent  —  The  case  was  in  effect  this.  Crafford 
Gibbens  was  seised  in  tail  of  the  reversion  of  the  manor 
of  Bawds  with  the  appurtenances  in  Essex,  expectant  upon 
the  death  of  George  Gibbens,  who  was  tenant  thereof  by  the 
curtesy  of  England.    And  being  so  seised,  the  said  Crafford 
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by  indenture  demised  a  messuage  and  a  mlU^  and  four  acres 
of  land,  parcel  of  the  said  manor,  to  one  John  Letton  for 
thirty-one  years,  to  conmience  upon  the  death  of  the  said 
George  Gibbens,  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  rendering  the  yearly  rent 
of  10/L ;  which  term,  and  the  interest  therein,  the  said  Letton 
assigned  over  to  the  defendant.  Afterwards  the  said  Crafford, 
by  bargain  and  sale  indented  and  inroUed,  in  consideration  of 
money,  bargained  and  sold  the  reversion  of  the  said  tenements 
so  demised,  to  Gilbert  Kinder ^  habendum  to  him  and  his  heirs. 
Afterwards  Kijider  made  his  will  in  writing,  and  thereby  de- 
vised the  said  reversion,  so  bargained  and  sold  to  him,  to 
Margaret  Took  the  plaintiff,  and  her  heirs,  and  died.  After- 
wards Crafford  Gibbens  levied  a  fine  with  proclamations  to  a 
stranger,  of  the  whole  manor,  whereof  the  tenant  by  the 
curtesy  was  seised  for  his  life,  and  afterwards  died,  and*  then 
the  tenant  by  the  curtesy  died.  And  the  defendant,  by  virtue 
of  the  said  demise  and  assignment,  entered.  And  the  said 
Margaret  Took  the  plaintiff,  supposing  that  she  liad  the  rever- 
sion, brought  an  action  of  debt  against  the  defendant  for  the 


Took  v. 
Glascock. 

' < ' 

only  an  estate 
descendible  for 
the  life  of  tenant 
in  tail,  and  not 
devisable  under 
the  statute  of 
34&S5H.  8. 
c.  5.  of  wills, 
but  on  the 
death  of  bar- 
gainee his  heir 
shall  take  as 
special  occupant. 
And  a  fine 
levied  by  tenant 
in  tail  after  the 
death  of  bar- 
gainee, does  not 
make  the  devise 
good  by  rela- 
tion, but  corro- 
borates the 
estate  of  the 
special  occu- 
pant (1) 


(1)  This  case  is  denied  by  Lord  HoU 
in  Machil  v.  Clark,  2  Salk.  619,  620. 
S.  C.  7  Mod.  18.  Com.  Rep.  1 19.  2  Ld. 
Raym.  778.  Holt,  615.  11  Mod.  19., 
where  it  is  held,  agreeable  to  what  had 
been  before  determined  in  3  Rep.  84.  b. 
Case  of  Fines.  10  Rep.  96.  a.  Seymors 
case,  and  to  what  is  said  in  Plowd.  557. 
WalsinghanC%  case,  and  by  Lord  ZTo^ar^ 
in  Sh^ld  V.  Batcliffy  Hob.  338,  339. 
and  in  Cro.  Car.  429.  Stone  v.  Newman, 
that  if  tenant  in  tail  by  bargain  and  sale, 
lease  and  release,  covenant  to  stand 
seised,  or  any  other  innocent  convey- 
ance, as  it  is  called,  operating  by  way  of 
grant,  conveys  to  another  and  his  heirs, 
the  grantee  has  a  base  fee-simple  de- 
terminable on  the  death  of  tenant  in 
tail  by  the  entry  of  the  issue  in  tail ; 
and  until  it  be  so  determined,  such 
estate  hath  all  the  incidents  of  a  fee- 
simple  :  The  wife  of  the  grantee  shall 


be  endowed ;  he  is  not  punishable  for 
waste ;  his  alienation  by  feoffment  or 
other  conveyance  is  no  forfeiture :  And 
that  Littleton  is  not  to  be  understood 
literally,  but  only  that  the  grantee  has 
not  any  sure  and  indefeasible  estate  for 
a  longer  time  than  during  the  life  of 
tenant  in  tail.  And  subsequent  cases 
are  agreeable  to  the  case  of  Machil  v.^ 
Clark.  1  Atk.  8.  Stapleton  v.  Stapleton.' 
S  Burr.  1703.  Goodrigkt  t.  Mead. 
2  Bac.  Abr.  125.  See  Mr.  Butler's 
note  to  Co.  Litt.  331.  a.  note  (1),  and 
7T.R.276.  DoeY.Rivers.(g)  There- 
fore, in  the  principal  case,  the  devise 
by  the  bargainee  seems  to  have  been 
a  good  devise  under  the  statute  34  & 
35  H.  8.  c  5.  of  wills,  and  conse* 
quently  the  fine  levied  by  the  tenant 
in  tail  after  the  death  of  die  bargainee 
would  have  corroborated  the  estate  of 
the  devisee.    But  if  tenant  in  tail  cove- 


(g)  [10  M.  &  W.  608.  Doe  v.  Woodroffe.2 
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rent  reserved  upon  the  lease.  And  upon  spedal  pleading  all 
this  matter  was  disclosed.  And  after  several  arguments  by 
the  seijeantB,  the  court  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant,  that 
the  rent  did  not  belong  to  the  plaintiff.  And  in  thia  ease 
these  two  points  were  resolved:  1.  That  by  the  bargain  and 
sale  by  Crqfford  Gibbetu,  who  waa  tenant  in  tail  of  the  rever- 
sion^  nothing  passed  to  Kinder  the  bargainee  but  an  estate  de- 
scendible for  the  life  of  the  said  Craffdtd,  according  to  Ca 
Litt  329.  b.  sect  606.,  and  that  it  cannot  be  devised  within 
the  statute  of  32  H.  8.  c.  1.  and  34  &  35  H.  8.  o.  6.  which 
last  statute  explains  estates  of  inheritanee  to  mean  eatatea  of 
fee^rimple  only.  But  here  the  estate  bargained  and  sold  to 
Kinder  shall  descend  to  his  heir  at  law  as  special  occupant, 
notwithstanding  his  will*  (2)    2.  That  although  by  the  fine 


nanU  to  etand  seised  to  the  use  of  him- 
self for  life,  remainder  to  J.  S,  and  his 
heirsy  it  is  void,  and  the  estate-tail  not 
altered;  for  the  remainder  is  not  to 
take  effect  until  after  his  death,  when 
the  title  of  the  issue  commences,  which 
is  paramount  the  title  of  the  reipainder ; 
and  the  covenant  to  stand  seised,  as  to 
the  estate  for  life,  is  void,  because  there 
is  no  transmutation  of  possession  ;  and 
therefore  if  he  afterwards  levies  a  fine, 
or  suffers  a  recovery,  to  the  use  of  a 
stranger,  it  shall  enure  to  such  use. 
I  Ander.  291.  JBfyiheman'a  case.  S.  C. 
Cro.  Eliz.  280.  Cro.  Eliz.  895.  Beding- 
JUld's  case.  2  Salk.  619,  620.  Machil 
V.  Clark.  Ambl.  526:  But  if  tenant  in 
tail  by  lease  and  release^  or  bargain 
and  sale,  conveys  to  another  and  his 


heirs  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  with 
remainders  over,  and  suffers  a  recovery 
afterwards  to  a  stranger  to  other  uses, 
the  recovery  shall  enure  to  make  the 
base  fee  indefeasible,  and  not  to  the 
use  of  the  recovery.  So  if  he  after- 
wards levies  a  fine  to  a  stranger  to 
other  uses,  it  will  make  the  base  fee 
sure  and  indefeasible,  until  bis  death 
without  issue,  if  there  are  any  re- 
mainders over.  8  T.  R.  214.  Doe  v. 
Whioelo*  If  tenant  in  tail,  by  bargain 
and  sale,  or  lease  and  release,  conveys 
the  whoU  estate  away,  it  seems  he  can- 
not afterwards  suffer  a  recovery  founded 
upon  another  conveyance,  because  he 
cannot  make  a  good  tenant  to  the  pre- 
cipe ;  but  still  he  may  levy  a  fine.  (A) 
(2)  But  now  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 


(h)  [And  now  by  stat.  3&  4  W.4. 
c.  74.  (Act  for  Abolition  of  Fines  and 
Recoveries)  s.  S8.,  when  a  tenant  in  tail 
has  created  a  voidable  estate  in  favour  of 
a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration, 
and  shall  afterwards  under  the  Act,  by 
any  assurance  (other  than  a  lease  not  re- 
quiring enrolment),  make  a  disposition 
of  the  lands,  such  disposition,  whatever 
its  object  maybe,  and whateverthe estate 


intended  to  be  created  by  it,  shall,  if 
made  with  the  consent  of  the  protector, 
if  any,  or  by  the  tenant  in  tail  alone,  If 
there  be  no  protector,  have  the  effect 
of  confirming  sueh  voidable  estate  in 
the  lands  thereby  disposed  of  to  its  full 
extent  as  against  all  persons  except 
those  whose  rights  are  saved  by  the 
Act ;  but  if  there  be  a  protector,  and  be 
does  not  consent,  the  disposition  shall 
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of  Crafford  Oibbens,  after  the  death  of  Kinder  the  bargainee.       Took  v. 
the  estate-tail  of  Crafford  Gibbens  was  barred   and  extin-    Glascock. 
giuflhed ;  yet  it  will  not  avail  the  plaintiff,  the  devisee,  to  make 


29  Car.  2.  c  3.  s.  12.,  estates  pur  auter 
vie  are  devisable  by  a  will  in  writing, 
signed  by  the  devisor,  or  by  some  other 
person  in  his  presence,  and  by  his  ex* 


press  directions,  attested  and  subscribed 
in  the  presence  of  the  devisor  by  three 
or  more  witnesses,  (t) 


confirm  the  voidable  estate  so  far  as 
such  tenant  in  tail  would  then  be  ca- 
pable under  the  Act  of  confirming  the 
same  without  such  consent:  provided 
that  if  such  disposition  shall  be  made 
to  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration 
without  express  notice  of  the  voidable 
estate,  the  latter  shall  not  be  confirmed 
as  against  him  and  claimants  under 
him.] 

(t)  And  by  the  same  statute,  '<  if  no 
*'  such  devise  thereof  be  made,  the  same 
<*  shall  be  chargeable  in  the  hands  of  the 
"  heir,  if  it  shall  come  to  him  by  reason 
**  of  a  special  occupancy,  as  assets  by 
'<  descent,  as.  in  case  of  lands  in  fee* 
"  simple ;  and  in  case  there  be  no  spe. 
<'  cial  occupant  thereof,  it  shall  go  to 
*<  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the 
"  party  that  had  the  estate  thereof  by 
**  virtue  of  the  grant,  and  shall  be  assets 
<'  in  their  hands."  And  in  default  of  a 
special  occupant  or  devisee,  it  is  pro-* 
vided  by  14  Qeo.  2.  c  20.  s.  9.  that  es* 
tates/wr  aiUer  vie  '*  shall  go,  be  applied, 
''  and  distributed  in  the  same  manner  as 
*<  the  personal  estate."  Neither  of  these 
statutes  provides  expressly  for  the  case 
of  a  ieuKntpur  auter  vie  djing  intestate 
as  to  that  estate,  but  having  made  a 
valid  will  of  his  personalty.  In  such 
case,  if  there  be  no  special  occupant, 
and  the  estate  be  not  wanted  for  pay- 
ment of  debts,  the  executor  is  ^held  in 
equity  to  take  it  as  trustee  for  the  resi- 
duary legatee.  7  Ves.  jun.  425.  JRip* 
Uy  V.  Walenoorih.  Where  the  original 
grant -was  made  to  i4.,  hi$  heirsy  exeeu* 


tors,  and  administraiors,  it  was  held  that 
the  heir  of  A.  should  take  as  special 
occupant.  4  T.  R.  229.  Atkinson  v. 
Baker.  [So  the  heir  was  held  entitled 
where  the  grant  was  to  A.  and  hie  heirs, 
habendum  to  him  and  his  assigns.  Doe 
V.  Steele,  Q.  B.  E.  T.  1843.]  If  an 
estate  pur  auter  vie  be  limited  to  A, 
and  the  heirs  of  his  body  with  remain- 
ders over,  A.  may  defeat  the  remain- 
ders by  conveyance  in  his  lifetime,  and, 
semble,  by  his  will.  6  T.  R.  289.  Doe 
V.  Luxton, 

[The  Statute  of  Frauds  was  held  to 
extend  to  a  rent  limited  to  a  man,  his 
executors,  and  administrators  pur  auter 
vie,  7  Bing.  178.  Bearpark  v.  Hutchin- 
son. 4  Moo.  &  P.  848.  S.  C.  It  was 
also  held  that  (under  that  statute)  the 
owner  of  an  estate  pur  auter  vie  may 
devise  it  to  several  in  succession,  so 
as  to  designate  who  shall  occupy  till 
cestui  que  vie  dies,  and  to  leave  no  in- 
terval or  chasm.  8  P.  W.  262.  Low  v. 
Burron.  If  the  estate  be  only  partially 
devised,  the  residue,  whereof  there  is  no 
devise,  belongs  to  the  representatives  of 
the  devisor:  As  where  the  tenant  of 
lands  granted  ^<to  him  and  his  heirs"  jmr 
auter  vie,  devised  them  to  A.  B,,  with- 
out saying  more,  and  A,  B.  died,  living 
cestui  que  vie  ;  it  was  held  that  the  heir 
of  the  devisor  was  entitled  as  special 
occupant  8  B.  &  C.  296.  Doe  v.  Robin^ 
son.  2  Mann.  &  R.  249.  S.C.  But  if  the 
whole  term  itself,  or  the  whole  interest 
of  the  devisor,  had  been  devised  to  A.B. 
without  saying  more,  or  to  A.  B.  and 
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the  will  good  by  way  of  relation,  but  only  corroborateB  the 
estate  of  the  heir  of  Kinder^  to  whom  It  descended  before  the 
fine  was  levied,  and  makes  that  a  base  fee  in  the  said  heir, 
which  was  only  an  estate  for  life  descendible  before.  (3)    And 


(S)  It  is  observed  by  Lord  ffoltf 
that  this  part  of  the  principal  case  is 
contradictory  in  itself,  and  not  warrant- 
ed by  any  principle  of  law.  Com.  Rep. 
121.  2  Ld.  Raym.  781,  782.  MacheU 
V.  Clarke*  And  this  observation  seems 
well  founded.  It  is  laid  down  as  a 
rule  in  10  Rep.  96.  a.  Seymor's  case, 
and  adopted  by  Lord  Holt  in  the  above 
case  of  MacheU  v.  Clarke^  that  where 
tenant  in  tail  conveys  to  another  and 
his  heirs  by  bargain  and  sale,  lease  and 
release,  covenant  to  stand  seised^  &c., 


and  the  grantee  is  seised  by  virtue  of  such 
conveyancej  a  fine  'Jevied  afterwards  by 
tenant  in  tail,  being  a  distinct  assurance, 
passes  no  estate  of  freehold  out  of  the 
tenant  in  tail,  and  consequently  does  not 
enlarge  or  increase  the  estate  which  the 
grantee  had  before.  It  cannot  indeed 
convey  any  estate  of  freehold,  because 
that  had  previously  passed  by  the  pre- 
cedent conveyance.  Its  operation  is  to 
extinguish  and  bar  the  estate-tail,  and 
thereby  to  confirm  and  corroborate  the 
estate  which  passed  by  the  bargain  and 


«<  his  assigns,"  the  personal  representa- 
tives of  the  devisee  would  have  been 
entitled.  9  M.  &  W.  662.  Doe  v.  Lewis. 
(But  see  3  Dougl.  425.  Philpotts  v. 
James.)  And  it  should  seem  that  in 
the  case  of  a  will  made  after  the  year 
1837,  the  whole  term  itself  would  pass 
to  the  devisee  under  the  words  of  the 
bequest  used  in  Doe  v.  Robinson^  by 
reason  of  the  stat  1  Vict  c  26.  s.  28., 
which  enacts  that,  where  any  real  estate 
shall  be  devised  to  any  person  without 
any  words  of  limitation,  such  devise 
shall  be  construed  to  pass  the  whole 
estate  or  interest  which  the  testator  had 
power  to  dispose  of,  unless  a  contrary 
intention  shidl  appear  by  the  will.  And 
it  has  been  doubted  whether  the  words 
used  in  Doe  v.  Robinson  were  not  suf- 
ficient, even  before  the  Act,  to  pass  the 
whole  term ;  and  the  authority  of  that 
decision  has  been  questioned.  See 
Hayes'  Conv.  3d.  ed.  162.  a.  409.  (62); 
and  the  cases  collected  in  I^yne  on 
Leases,  13,  et  seq. 

By  the  same  statute,  s.  3.  (which, 
however,  does  not  extend  to  any  will 
made  before  Jan.  1. 1838),  estates  jenir 


outer  vie  may  be  dbposed  of  by  will,  exe- 
cuted as  required  by  that  Act,  whether 
there  shall  or  shall  not  be  any  special  oc- 
cupant thereof,  and  of  whatever  tenure 
they  shall  be,  and  whether  the  same 
shall  be  a  corporeal  or  incorporeal  here- 
ditament.—  And  with  respect  to  the 
estate  pur  outer  vie  of  any  deceased 
person,  who  shall  not  have  died  b^ore 
the  \st  day  of  January^  1838,  the  same 
statute  (after  repealing  the  above-men- 
tioned statutes  of  Car.  2.  and  Geo.  2.) 
proceeds  to  enact,  by  sect.  6.,  that  if  no 
disposition  shall  be  made  thereof  by  will, 
and  in  case  there  shall  be  no  special 
occupant  thereof,  it  shall  go  (whether 
freehold  or  customary  freehold,  tenant 
right,  customary  or  copyhold,  and  of 
any  other  tenure,  and  whether  a  cor- 
poreal or  incorporeal  hereditament,)  to 
the  executor  or  adminbtrator  |of  the 
party  that  had  the  estate  thereof  by 
virtue  of  the  grant;  and  if  the  same 
shall  come  to  the  executor  or  admini- 
strator, either  by  reason  of  special  oc* 
cupancy,  or  by  virtue  of  this  Act,  it  shall 
be  assets  in  his  hands,  and  shall  go  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  personal  estate.] 
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accordingly  a  rule  was  given  this  term,  and  judgment  entered      Took  v. 
for  the  defendant  by  the  opinion  of  Vaughan  chief  justice,    Glascock. 
Tyrrely  Archer^  and  JVyld^  justices :   Tyrrel  hesitating  at  first. 


sale^  &c.  The  estate  which  passed  by 
the  bai^in  and  sale,  &c.  was  determin- 
able on  the  death  of  tenant  in  tail 
himself  by  the  entry  of  the  issue  in  tail, 
but  the  fine  made  it  not  determinable 
until  the  death  of  tenant  in  tail  without 
issue.  And  therefore  it  is  that  Lord  Holt 
observes^  that^  if  only  an  estate  ybr  the 
life  of  tenant  in  tail  passed  by  the  bar- 
gain and  sale^  so  that  the  heir  took  it 
only  as  special  occupant,  the  fine  levied 
afterwards  could  not,  according  to  the 
principle  above  mentioned,  change  the 
estate  pur  auter  vie  into  an  estate  of  tn- 
heritance.  It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that 
a  fine  so  levied  by  tenant  in  tail  does 
not  operate  as  a  discontinuance  of  the 
estate-tail,  but  the  remainder-man  or 
reversioner,  after  the  death  of  tenant  in 
tail  without  issue,  may  enter  as  he  might 
have  done  before,  except  indeed  that 
his  entry  must  be  made  within  five  years 
after  his  title  accrues.  10  Rep.  96.  a.  (h) 
But  if  the  fine  be  levied  before  the  bar- 
gain and  sale  is  inroUed,  it  will  be  a 
discontinuance  of  the  estate-tail,  be- 


cause the  estate  passes  by  the  fine, 
and  not  by  the  bargain  and  sale.  Ibid, 
and  4  Rep.  70.  b.  Hi/nde^s  case.  So 
where  the  fine  is  levied  in  pursuance  of 
a  covenant  in  a 'prior  conveyance  of  an 
estate- tail ;  as  where  tenant  in  tail  con- 
veys his  estate  by  lease  and  release, 
and  covenants  in  the  release  to  levy 
a  fine,  which  is  done  accordingly,  the 
lease  and  release  and  fine  will  be  con- 
sidered as  one  assurance,  and  oper- 
ate as  a  discontinuance  of  the  estate- 
tail.  2  Burr.  704.  Doe  dem.  Ode- 
ame  v.  Whitehead,  But  if  the  per- 
son who  is  in  the  remainder  in  tail  be 
heir  to  him  who  levied  the  fine,  and 
there  be  the  usual  warranty  in  the  fincy 
the  warranty,  being  a  collateral  one, 
will  bar  the  remainder  as  effectually  as 
a  recovery  can  do^  but  not  the  reversion 
in  fee,  if  limited  to  a  stranger.  Ibid. 
So  if  tenant  in  tail  makes  &  feoffment  of 
the  estate  to  another,  it  is  a  discontinu- 
ance of  the  estate-tail.  And  as  a  fine 
or  feofiment  that  works  a  discontinu- 
ance of  the  estate-tail,  takes  away  the 


(h)  [Where  an  estate  had  been  settled 
on  the  grandfather  of  ^.  for  life,  remain- 
der to  the  grandmother  in  tail;  and 
afterwards,  in  the  lifetime,  and  during 
the  seisin,  of  the  grandfather,  the  father 
of  A  levied  a  fine  come  ceo,  with  war- 
ranty, but  without  proclamations,  it  was 
held  that  this  fine  unth  the  warrant?/ 
took  away  A*»  right  of  entry.  1  Cr.  & 
J.  528.  Doe  dem.  Thomas  v.  Jones. 
But  the  court  cautiously  abstained  from 
saying  that  the  fine  worked  a  discon- 
tinuance ;  for  none  shall  make  a  discon- 
tinuance, properly  so  called,  but  he  who 
is  seised  of  an  estate  tail  in  possession. 
See  post,  319.,  notes  to  Clerhe  y.PytoelL 
In  this  case,  though  the  entry  was  taken 


away  by  the  warranty,  as  to  the  issue  in 
tail,  as  effectually  as  by  a  discontinu- 
ance, yet  it  was  not  taken  away  as  to 
a  remainder-man,  or  reversioner,  which 
would  have  been  the  case  upon  a  dis- 
continuance^ properly  so  called.  And 
now,  by  stat.  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  74.  s.  14. 
^<  all  warranties  of  lands,  which,  after 
"Dec. 31.  1833,  shall  be  made  or  en- 
"  tered  into  by  any  tenant  in  tail  there. 
"  of  shall  be  absolutely  void  against  the 
"  issue  in  tail,  and  all  persons  whose 
'*  estates  are  to  take  effect  after  the 
"  determination  or  in  defeasance  of  the 
«  estate  tail."  See  also  stat  3  &  4  W.  4. 
c.  27. 8,39.  infra,  note(/).] 
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Took  versus  Glascock. 


Took  v. 
Glascock. 

r , ' 

♦  Fiti.  Dower, 
98. 


Saunderi  was  of  counsel  with  the  defendant  in  this  case.  See 
24  Ed.  3.  28.  b.  Margery  Colly's  case*^  that  of  such  an 
estate  a  woman  is  dowable;  and  the  court  said  that  such 
estate  was  a  fee ;  but  the  reporter  makes  a  question  there- 
of. (3)  See  also  3  Rep.  84  b.,  10  Eep.  96  &  98  Seymof^s 
case.  That  an  estate  pur  auter  vie  is  not  devisable,  see 
Cro.  Eliz.  804.  (4);  33  Edw.  3.;  Fitz.  Devise,  21.;  Dyer, 
253. 


entry  of  the  reversioner  or  him  in  the 
remainder,  he  cannot  bring  an  ejectment; 
for  that  supposes  an  entry^  either  actual 
or  fictitious,  to  have  been  made ;  but  his 
only  remedy  is  by  ^formedon.{l)  Ibid, 
and  Moore  v.  Blake,  cited  in  Running- 
ton's  Ejectment,  2d  edit.  45.  See  postea, 
319.  a.  And  it  is  not  necessary  to 
make  an  actual  entry  to  avoid  the  fine 
previous  to  the  bringing  of  such  an 
action,  as  it  is  of  an  ejectment;  first, 
because  it  would  be  inconsistent  to 
require  an  actual  entry  to  be  made  in 
a  case,  where  by  law  the  party  cannot 
enter ;  and  next,  because  the  bringing 
of  an  action  (which  in  construction  has 
been  confined  to  real  actions,  such  as 
tiformedon,  &c.)  is  one  of  the  methods 
pointed  out  by  the  Statute  of  Fines,  4 
H.  7«  c.  24.,  to  avoid  a  fine.  This  action 
must  be  brought  within  five  years  after 
the  title  has  accrued.  1  Vern.  212. 
Stapkton  v.  Sherrard,  Ch.  Cas.  278. 
Salisbury  v.  Baggot,  S.  C.  2  Freem.  21. 
2  Ch.  Cas.  126.  Bovy  v.  Smith. 

(3)  Though   it  is  now  fully  settled, 
that  such  an  estate  is  a  fee,  yet  the  de- 


cision of  Calli^a  case  seems  question- 
able. In  that  case  the  tenant  in  tail, 
who  had  released  to  the  husband  of  the 
demandant  in  fee,  was  dead,  and  the  de- 
mand of  dower  was  against  the  issue  in 
tail,  who  had  entered,  and  thereby  de- 
termined the  estate  in  fee  out  of  which 
the  dower  was  claimed.  The  general 
rule  there  laid  down,  that  the  wife  of 
such  grantee  is  dowable,  is  adopted  as 
an  authority  by  Lord  Coke  in  3  Rep. 
84.  b.  and  10  Rep.  96.  a. ;  but  it  is  ex- 
pressly said  in  the  last  cited  case,  that 
such  dower  shall  be  determinable  by  the 
death  of  ten^int  in  tail.  (m)> 

(4)  Gawen  v.  Rantes.  Moor,  625. 
S.  C,  in  which  the  court  was  equally 
divided  upon  the  point,  whether  an 
estate  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  pur  auter 
vie  was  devisable  or  not  under  the  Sta- 
tute of  Wills.  But  Popham  C.  J.  said, 
that  the  greater  part  of  the  judges  were 
of  his  opinion,  that  such  an  estate  was 
not  devisable  under  that  statute.  See 
Dyer,  253.  b.  in  margine.  1  Leon.  252. 
Sherewood  and  Nonnei*  case,  p.  191. 
note(l). 


(0  [But  by  Stat.  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  27. 
8.39.  no  discontinuance,  or  warranty, 
which  may  happen  after  Dec.  31.  1833, 
shall  defeat  any  right  of  entry  or  action 
for  the  recovery  of  land.] 

(w)  [(7a%'s  case,  as  reported  in  the 
Year  Book,  is  open  to  the  observations 
made  in  the  note  above ;  for  the  lease 
and  release  are  not  there  said  to  have 
been  with  warranty.    But  according  to 


the  report  in  Bro.  Abr.  tit.  Dower, 
pi.  50.,  the  lease  and  release  were  with 
warranty,  and  being  so,  were  considered 
by  the  court  to  work  a  discontinu- 
ance (see  antd,  p.  261  h,  note  (k)) ; 
and,  therefore,  that  the  entry  of  the 
issue  was  not  congeable.  Sec  Park  on 
Dower,  643.;  and  note  (B)  to  Sey- 
Tuors  case,  in  Fraser's  edition  of  Coke's 
Reports.] 


DE  [  262  ] 

Term^  Sancti  Trin. 

IN  THE  TWENTY-FIKST  YEAR  OF  KING 
CHARLES  THE  SECOND. 


Sanders's  Case,  by  Conviction  of  Easter  Term.         Case  39. 

22d  Tear  of  Charles  the  Second. 

^^»^»\TlEit  remembered  that  on  this  instant  21st  day 
^  ^  •*-'  of  Aprils  in  the  2 let  year  of  the  reign  of  our 
lord  Charles  the  Second,  by  the  grace  of  Qt)d,  of  England^ 
Scotland^  France^  and  Ireland^  kmg,  defender  of  the  faith,  &c. 
one  James  DueU  of  Walton  upon  Thames  in  the  county  afore- 
said^  butcheri  came  before  us  Thomas  Brend  and  George  Brown 
esquires,  two  justices  of  our  said  lord  the  king  to  keep  his 
peace  in  the  said  county,  and  then  and  there,  upon  his  oath, 
said  and  deposed  (1),  that  William  Sander s,  late  of  Walton 

(1)  Though  the  statute  83  H.  8.  c.6.  tute  does  not  require  that  the  inform- 

is  now  obsolete  (a),  as  the  object  of  it  ation  should  be  upon  oa/A,  but  still  it  is 

is  a  matter  no  longer  in  any  use,  yet  the  conceived  that  the  information  would 

observations  which  arise  upon  this  con-  not  be  bad  upon  that  account  —  It  is 

viction,  and  the  authorities  cited  in  sup*  held,   that  a  conviction  ought  to  be 

port  of  them  may  perhaps  be  of  some  founded  upon  a  preceding  information 

service  in  other  cases. — This  conviction  or  complaint     1  Ld.  Raym.  509.    Rex 

appears  to  be  very  informal :  It  seems  ▼•  Fuller.      This  conviction  is  in  the 

difficult  to  determine,  whether  what  is  time  past     In  Rex  v.  Roberts,    2  Ld. 

stated  to  have  been  deposed  by  Bttel  Raym.  1376.   1  Str.  608.i  a  conviction 

upon   oath  be  the  information  given,  was  quashed  because  it  was  prestitit 

or  only  the  evidence  of  the  offence.    In  sacramentum :     but  in   Rex  v.  ffall^ 

the  first  place,  let  us  suppose  it  to  be  1  T.  R.  320.,  it  was  held,  that  where 

the  information.    It  is  true  that  the  sta*  the  conviction  was  founded  upon   an 


(a)  [It  was  repealed  by  stat  1  &  2  Will.  4.  c.  32.] 
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Sanders's 
Case. 


aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid  yeoman^  on  the  28th  day 
of  November  in  the  28th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord 
the  now  king^  at  Walton  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid  [a], 


information  taken  at  a  time  past,  it 
is  better  to  state  it  in  the  time  past,  viz. 
that  the  informer  came  and  gave  the 
justice  to  be  informed.  The  statute 
enacts,  that  no  person,  exc^  he  has  in 
his  own,  or  in  his  wife's  right,  lands, 
&c  of  the  yearly  value  of  100^  shall 
shoot  in  any  hand-gun,  &c  That  ex- 
ception is  properly  negatived  in  this 
case.  It  seems  clear,  that  whenever  a 
statute  inflicts  a  penalty  for  an  ofllence 
created  by  it,  upon  conviction  before 
one  or  more  justices  of  the  peace,  but 
there  is  an  exception  in  the  enacting 
clause  of  persons  under  particular  cir- 
cumstances, it  is  necessary  to  state  in 
the  information,  that  the  defendant  b 
not  within  any  of  the  exceptions.  1  Str. 
497.  Rex  V.  Sparling,  2  Ld.  Raym. 
1386.  Rex  v.  Tucke.  8  T.  R.  542.  Rex 
V.  Jukes.  And  it  seems  immaterial 
whether  the  exception  be  ii^  the  same 
section,  or  a  preceding  section,  or  in  a 
preceding  act  of  parliament  referred  to 
by  the  enacting  clause.  (6)  As  where  in 
the  fiflbh  section  of  the  statute  1  Jac.  1. 
c.  22.,  it  is  enacted,  that  no  person  shall 
carry  on  the  trade  of  a  tanner,  except 


under  certain  qualifications  therein  men- 
tioned :  the  seventh  section  enacts,  that 
no  person  shall  buy,  or  contract  for,  any 
rough  hides  or  calves  skin  in  the  hair, 
but  such  persons  as  by  virtue  nf  thai  ad 
might  lawfully  use  the  trade  of  a  tan- 
ner, under  a  certain  penalty.  In  a  con- 
viction upon  this  section,  it  was  held 
not  to  be  sufficient  to  set  forth  in  the 
words  of  it,  that  the  defendant  was  not 
such  a  person  as  by  virtue  of  that  act 
might  lawfully  use  the  trade  of  a  tanner, 
but  the  conviction  must  particularly 
specify,  that  the  defendant  was  not 
within  any  of  the  exceptions  mentioned 
in  the  preceding  section.  6  T.  R.  5591 
Rex  V.  Pratten.  (c)  So  in  convictions  on 
the  game  laws,  the  statute  22  &  28 
Car.  2.  c.  25.  s.  S.  enacts,  that  all  per- 
sons not  having  lands,  &c.  are  thereby 
declared  to  be  persons  by  the  law  of  this 
realm  not  allowed  to  have  or  keep 
dogs,  nets,  &c. ;  and  by  k  subsequent  sta- 
tute, 5  Anne,  c  14.  "s.  4.,  it  is  enacted, 
that  if  buj  person,  not  qual^iedby  the  laws 
<fthis  recdm  so  to. do,  shall,  &c  he  shall 
forfeit  Sl{d)  It  is  now  fully  settled,  that 
in  convictions  upon  the  statute  of  Anne^ 


(a)  The  information  must  specify 
the  place  where  the  ofience  was  com- 
mitted, that  it  may  appear  to  have  been 
committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
justice.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1220.  The  Queen 
V.  Highmore.  13  East,  139.  The  King 
V.  HazelL  And  the  conviction  must 
state  the  evidence,  proving  the  ofience 
to  have  been  committed  at  the  place 
laid  in  the  information.  1  T.  R.  241* 
T/ie  King  v.  Jefferies, 

(b)  [See  8  B.  &  C.  188,  189.  WeUs 
V.  Iggulden,  per  Holroyd  and  Bayley 
Js.] 


(c)  Under  the  12  Geo.  3.  c  61.S.  1 1., 
which  prohibits  the  keeping  above  a 
specified  quantity  of  gunpowder  at  all 
within  certain  limits,  and  also  the  keep- 
ing above  the  same  quantity  in  any 
other  part  of  Great  Britain,  except  in 
mills,  &C.,  an  information  charging 
the  defendant  with  keeping  too  much 
gunpowder  within  the  prohibited  limits^ 
need  not  negative  the  exception  respect- 
ing mt7Zs,&c.  1B.&A.S62.  The  King 
V.  Matters. 

(d)  [These  statutes,  commonly  called 
the  Qualification  Actsy  were  repealed  by 


Trin.  22  Car.  II. 


Regis. 
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bad  and  kept  a  certain  band-gun,  or  instrument  colled  a 
hand-gun,  and  then  and  there  with  the  said  hand-gun, 
charged  with  gunpowder  and  hail-shot,  unlawfully  and  un- 
justly did  shoot,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 


Sanders's 
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the  information  must  negative  every  one 
of  the  qualifications  in  the  preceding 
siaiuie  of  Car.  2.  1  Str.  66.  Rex  v. 
Marriott.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1415.  Rex  v. 
HilL  Comyn,  522.  Bluet  v.  Needs. 
I  Burr.  148.  Rex  v.  Maurice  Jarvis. 
Ibid.  613.  Rex  v.  Little.  DoagL  345. 
Sd  edit.  Rex  v.  Wheatman.  {e)  In  The 
SSng  V.  JarviSf  DenisonS.  says,  that  not 
only  the  information  must,  but  also  the 
evidence  and  adjudication  ought,  both  of 
them  to  be  that  the  defendant  hath 
not  the  qualification  specified  in  the 
act.  But  in  1  T.  R.  125.  127.  Rex  v. 
CrowtheTy  it  is  said,  that  there  is  no 
case  in  which  it  has  been  directly  de- 
cided, that  the  evidence  should  nega- 
tive every  particular  qualification,  and 
that  it  cannot  be  so  from  the  nature  of 
the  case.  The  same  point  had  been 
decided  in  a  former  case,  2  Ld.  Raym. 
1386.  Rex  v.  Tucke^  which  was  a  con- 
viction upon  the  statute  of  6  &  7  W.  3. 
ell.  for  profane  cursing,  where  the 
statute  varies  the  punishment  according 
to  the  rank  and  age  of  the  offender ;  it 


was  objected  that  it  was  not  proved  by 
the  evidence  stated  in  the  conviction, 
that  the  defendant  was  not  of  a  particu- 
lar rank  or  age;  but  the  court  over- 
ruled the  objection,  because,  as  it  was 
alleged  in  the  information,  that  he  was 
not  of  such  particular  rank  or  age,  and 
the  evidence  referred  to  the  person  men-^ 
tioned  in  the  information,  that  was  suf- 
ficient; and  see  1  East,  639.'  Rex  v. 
Stone.  (/)  But  where  the  exemption  is 
contained  in  the  proviso  in  a  subsequent 
section  or  act  of  parliament,  it  is  mat- 
ter of  defence^  and  therefore  it  is  not 
necessary  to  state  in  the  conviction,  that 
the  defendant  is  not  within  such  pro- 
viso ;  1  Lev.  26.  Whitwicke  v.  Osbastan^ 
1  Keb.  20.  S.  C.  1  Str.  555.  Rex  v. 
Ford.  2  Str.  1101.  Rex  v.  Br^^an. 
Andr.  289.  S.  C.  1  T.  R.  320.  Rex  v. 
Ball;  though  Mr.  Sergeant  Hawkins 
seems  to  have  thought  it  equally  neces- 
aary  to  shew  the  exemption  in  both 
cases.    2  Hawk.  P.  C.  25a  foL  edit. 

In  this  case  it  was  not  necessary  that 
the  justices  should  have  previously  cum- 


stat. 1  &  2  W.4.  c  32.]  The  boundaries 
of,  or  title  to,  a  manor  cannot  be  tried 
in  an  action  against  a  gamekeeper  for  a 
penalty  under  the  Game  Laws ;  there- 
fore, if  there  be  a  colourable  title  in  the 
person  under  whose  deputation  the  de- 
fendant acts,  he  is  not  liable ;  but  where 
there  is  no  colourable  pretence  of  title, 
the  defendant  cannot  protect  himself  by 
shewing  that  he  acted  bond  fide  under 
a  deputation  from  a  person  who  claims 
to  be  lord.  4  T.  R.  681.  Calcraft  v. 
GU^s.  6  T.  R.  19.  S.  C.  Bawkins  v. 
Bailey  and  Blunt  v.  GrimeSf  cited  in 
the  note  to  4  T.  R.  681.  Whether 
VOL.1. 


there  be  a  colourable  title  or  not,  is  to 
be  determined  on  evidence  adduced  on 
both  sides.  3  B.&  A.  341.  Bunt  v. 
Andrews. 

(e)  But  the  same  rule  does  not  hold 
in  actions  on  the  same  statute.  2  Com. 
522.  BlueU  v.  Needs.  1  East,  639.  Rex 
v.  Stone. 

(/)  In  5  M.  &  S.  206.  The  King  v. 
Turner,  it  was  determined,  that  in  a 
conviction  on  the  Game  Acts,  it  was  suf- 
ficient if  the  irtformation  and  ad^udica.- 
Hon  negatived  the  qualifications  without 
negativing  them  in  the  evidence. 

K  K 
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made  and  provided,  the  said  WUliam  Sanders  (2)  then  not 
haying  in  his  own  right,  or  in  the  right  of  his  wife  to  the  nse 
of  the  said  William  Sanders^  nor  any  other  person  or  persons 
haying  to  the  use  of  the  said  WilUam  Sanders,  lands,  tene- 


numed  the  defendant,  hecause  he  was 
brought  before  them ;  but  it  is  a  fun- 
damental  rule  in  general  cases,  that  the 
party  should  be  summoned  before  he  is 
convicted.  1  Salk.  181.  Bex  y.Dyer. 
2  Ld.  Raym.  1405.  Bex  v.  VenabUs. 
1  Str.  630.  S.  C.  32  Barnard.  34.  77. 
101.  {g)  It  is  said  there  is  no  need  to 
set  forth  the  summons  in  the  conviction, 
because  the  law  intends  that  every  ma- 
gistrate will  do  his  duty,  and  will  punish 
him  for  a  breach  of  it  Ibid.  The  de- 
fendant's ajppearanct  will  in  this  case,  as 
in  other  cases  of  process,  cure  nof  only 
all  defects  and  informalities  in  the  sum- 
mons, but  also  the  want  of  a  summons. 
I  Salk.  383.  Bex  y.  Barret  1  Str.26L 
Bex  v.  Johnson,  It  is  enough  that  the 
conviction  sets  forth  that  the  witness 
was  examined  on  oath,  without  stating 
that  the  magistrate  had  authority  to  ad- 
minister the  oath.  2  East,  193.  Bex  v. 
Picton.  In  this  case  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  set  forth  in  the  conviction  that 
the  offence  was  proved  upon  oath,  be- 
cause the  defendant  confessed  the  charge 
before  the  justices,  which  b  of  itself 
the  strongest  evidence  of  the  offence. 


2  Burr.  1165.  Bex  v.  Vtpant.  I  T.  R. 
320.  Bex.  V.  HaU.  For  though  a  sta- 
tute should  direct  a  conviction  to  he 
^  i^poii  the  oath  of  one  or  two  credible 
^  wUnesses^*'  without  adding,  **  or  by 
**  the  confession  <^  the  offender^"  yet 
a  conviction,  upon  his  confession  before 
the  justice,  has  been  held  sufficient 
1  Str.  546.  Bexv.  Gage.  And  what  is 
still  stronger,  it  has  been  held  that  a 
confession  made  to  others,  and  not  to 
the  justice,  if  proved  by  such  persons 
to  his  satisfaction  in  the  presence  of 
the  defendant,  will  be  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  convict  Ibid.  Where  the  de- 
fendant confesses  the  charge,  it  seems  to 
be  sufficient  only  to  state  in  the  con- 
viction the  information,  the  defendant's 
appearance,  the  confession,  and  adjudi- 
cation. But  a  confession  will  extend 
no  further  than  to  the  facts  charged  in 
the  information ;  therefore  if  the  offence 
be  not  brought  by  the  information  within 
the  act  of  parliament  upon  which  the 
conviction  is  founded,  the  defendant's 
confession  will  not  make  the  con- 
viction good.  1  Burr.  605.  Bex  v. 
Little,  (h) 


(g)  The  date  of  the  summons  must 
not  be  on  a  day  prior  to  the  informal 
tion ;  2  Ld.  Raym.  1546.  7^  King  v. 
Kent;  nor  on  an  impossible  day.  1  Salk* 
181.  ne  King  v.  Dyer.  So  in  cases 
where  the  complaint  is  merely  for  non- 
payment of  money,  the  magistrate  must 
issue  a  summons  in  the  first  instance^ 
before  he  grants  a  warrant  of  apprehen- 
sion ;  as  on  the  49  Geo.  8.  c  68.  s.  3., 
for  refusing  to  pay  a  sum  of  money 
under  an  order  of  filiation,  although  the 


Act  authorises  the  magistrate  to  iasne 
hb  warrant,  and  says  nothing  about  a 
previous  summons.  13  East,  61.  71k 
King  v.  Martyr. 

(A)  Much  question  respecting  con- 
fessions has  arisen  in  cases  of  treason. 
The  statutes  1  Edw.  6.  c  12.  s.  22.  and 
5ii6  Edw.  6.  c.  11.  s.  12n  which  re- 
quire two  witnesses  in  cases  of  treason, 
contain  an  exception,  <<  unless  the  pri- 
<<  soner  shall  willingly  and  without  vio- 
*^  lence  confess  the  same."    The  statute 
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tnents,  fees,  annuities  or  offices  to  the  yearly  value  of  100/. 
And  because  the  said  William  Sanders^  being  attached  and 
brought  before  us  the  said  justices,  by  the  said  James  Duel, 
for  the  said  offence,  and  charged  with  the  said  offence  in 


Sanders's 
Case. 


[  263  ] 


In  the  next  place  let  us  suppose  it  to 
be  only  the  evidence  of  the  offence,  in 
"wiiich  light  it  seems  to  have  been  con- 
sidered, as  may  be  collected  from  other 
reports  of  the  same  case.  1  Sid.  419. 
1  Vent.  33.  39.  and  2  Keb.  537.  The 
statute  gives  the  justice  a  power  to  con- 
vict upon  due  examination  andprtx^oi 
the  circumstances  before  him,  that  is, 
by  competent  witnesses ;  1  Vent.  33. ; 
and  directs  a  moiety  of  the  penalty  to 
be  paid  to  the  first  hringer  of  the  of- 
fender before  him*  But  in  this  case,  the 
person  entitled  to  the'moiety  is  the  only 
witness  who  proves  the  offence.  In  Rex 
T.  Drahsy  2  Show.  439.  and  in  Jennings 
V.  Hanke^s^  3  Mod.  114.,  which  (seems 
S.  C,  the  defendant  was  convicted 
upon  the  single  testimony  of  the  in- 
former, for  unlawfully  coursing  of 
deer,  upon  the  statute  13  Car.  2.  ell., 
which  enacts,  that  the  offender  upon 
conviction  shall  forfeit  20il,  a  moiety 
whereof  to  be  paid  to  the  informer; 
and  though  the  objection  was  taken, 
that  the  witness  was  interested  in  the 
event,  and  therefore  incompetent,  yet 
the  objection  was  disallowed,  and  the 
conviction  affirmed.  But  that  case  has 
been  denied  in  subsequent  cases ;  and  it 
is  now  fully  settled  and  established,  that 
an  informer,  who  has  a  share  in  the  pe- 
nalty, is  not  a  competent  witness,  unless 
a  statute  should  specially  so  direct  it 


For  which  reason  it  is  requisite  to  name 
the  witness  in  the  conviction,  that  it 
may  appear  that  he  is  not  the  same  per- 
son with  the  informer.  2  Ld.  Raym. 
1545.  Rex  v.  Stone.  1  Str.  316.  Rex  v. 
T^.  Andr.  18.  Rex  v.  Piercy.  Ibid. 
240.  Rex  V.  Blaney.  It  does  not  appear 
here  that  the  evidence  was  given  in  the 
presence  cf  the  defendant.  It  is  essen- 
tial it  should  be  so,  that  he  may  have 
an  opportunity  of  cross-examining  the 
witnesses;  and  it  must  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  conviction  that  the  evidence 
was  so  given.  2  Burr.  1163.  RexY. 
Vtpont.  1  T.  R.  125.  Rex  v.  Crowther. 
6  T.  R.  75.  Rex  v.  BarweU.  In  which 
last  case  it  is  observed  by  Lord  JEisnyon, 
that  the  precedent  in  Burn's  Justice 
(title  <<  Conviction")  is  erroneous  in  not 
stating  that  the  witnesses  were  exa- 
mined in  the  presence  of  the  defendant. 
In  2  Ld.  Raym.  510.  Rex  v.  FvUer, 
Lord  HoU  says,  that  convictions  ought 
to  be  certain,  and  not  taken  upon  col- 
lection; and  Lord  Mansfield  in  Rex 
V.  LitUe^  1  Burr.  613.,  says,  that  con- 
victions ought  to  he  taken  stricdy. 
However,  it  has  of  late  been  held,  that 
if  it  appear  on  the  conviction  that 
the  evidence  was  given  on  the  same 
day  that  the  defendant  appeared  and 
pleaded,  the  court  will  presume  that 
it  was  given  in  his  presence.  3  Burr. 
1785.  Rex  v.  Aidun.    Cowp.  241.  Rex 


7  &  8  W.  3.  c  S.  s.  2.  has  also  the 
words  '*  in  open  court ; "  and  it  is  held, 
that  the  confession  contemplated  by  the 
statutes  of  Edw.  6.  is  a  confession  in 
open  court,  or  pleading  guilty:  any 
other  confession,  whether  made  to  per- 
sons in  authority  or  not,  is  evidence  in 


the  case,  and  must  be  proved,  like 
other  facts,  by  two  witnesses;  and  it 
will  have  its  weight  with  the  jury  ac- 
cording to  the  circumstances,  as  con- 
fessions have  in  all  other  criminal  cases. 
See  East's  P.  C.  p.  131.,  and  Foster's 
Crown  Law,  240,  &c 
KK  2 
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form  aforesaid,  cannot  deny  the  said  offence ;  therefore  it  is 
considered  by  us  the  said  justices^  that  the  said  WilUam  8an^ 
ders  do  forfeit  (3)  and  pay  the  sum  of  10/.  according  to  the 
form  of  the  said  statute,  one  moiety  of  which  said  sum  of  lOL 


r.KempsoH.  2T.R.18.  jRerv.  T^omp- 
son.  7T.R.l52.Rexy.Lovet.  8T.R. 
2S^.Eexy.  Swallow.  1  East,  639. 648. 
£ex  V.  Stone,  (t) 

The  evidence  is  set  out  in  the  prin- 
tsipal  case ;  for  it  is  necessary  that  the 
evidence  should  be  set  forth  particularly 
in  the  conviction,  that  the  court  may 
judge  whether  the  justice  has  convicted 
on  proper  evidence;  1  Str.  316.  Rex 
▼.  Baker.  2  Str.  919.  Rex  v.  Thead. 
Ibid.  999.  Rex  y.  Lloyd.  Andr.  81. 
Rex  y.  Bryan.  2  Burr.  1 165.  Rex  y. 
Vipont  3  Burr.  1063.  Rex  y.  KUlet, 
and  Rex  v.  Biseex  there  cited ;  in  which 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  Ptdleny  1  Salk.  369. 


is  denied  as  to  this  point  DougL  406. 
Sd  edit  Rex  y.  Read.  2  T.  R.  18.  Rex 
Thompson  ;  but  in  the  case  last  cited  the 
court  was  of  opinion,  upon  the  author* 
ity  of  Rex  y.  Hartley y  Cald.  175.^  that 
the  evidence,  stating  generally  in  the 
language  of  the  act  of  parliament,  that 
the  defendant  did  keep  and  use  a  gun 
to  kill  and  destroy  the  garner  was  suffi* 
ciently  set  forth ;  and  the  same  has  been 
recognised  in  6  T.  R.  177.  Rex  y.  Da- 
vis, (k)  The  magistrate  ought  to  state 
in  the  conviction  the  whole  of  the  evi- 
dence for  and  against  the  defendant 
8  T.  R.  210.  Rex  y.  Clarke.  But  the 
magistrate  b  the  sole  judge  of  the  weight 


(t)  Noia.  In  this  case  Lord  Ken- 
yon  C.  J.  expressed  his  dissatisfaction 
with  this  presumption,  in  commenting 
on  The  King  y.  Thompson :  but  see 
7  East,  392.  The  King  v.  Crisp.  See 
also  4  B.  &  A.  616.  The  King  v.  Glos- 
scp. 

(it)  9  East,  358.  The  King  y.  Pear se. 
S.  P.  Where  the  Act  inflicting  the  pe- 
nalty directs  the  prosecution  to  be 
within  a  certain  time,  it  must  distinctly 
appear  by  the  evidence  stated  in  the 
conviction,  that  the  prosecution  was  in 
time ;  and  no  presumption  on  the  sub- 
ject can  be  admitted :  therefore,  where 
the  conviction  stated  the  witness  to 
have  deposed,  '*  that  the  offence  was 
'<  committed  on  the  22d  Jfay,"  without 
naming  any  year,  it  was  held  bad. 
7  East,  146.  The  King  v.  Woodcock. 
But  if  the  year  necessarily  appear  in 
reference  to  some  other  part  of  the 
conviction,  it  is  sufficient  7  East  389. 
The  King  v.  Crisp.    The  offence,  how- 


ever, need  not  be  proved  to  have  been 
committed  on  the  precise  day  laid,  al- 
though it  must  be  proved  to  have  been 
within  the  time  limited  for  the  pro- 
secution; therefore  it  has  been  held 
sufficient  to  lay  the  offence  to  have 
"  been  committed  between  such  and 
•'  such  days."  1  Salk.  378.  The  King 
y.  Chandler.  10  Mod.  248.  The  Queen 
y.  Simpson.  In  a  conviction  under  the 
5  Geo.  3.  c.  14.  s.  3.  for  poaching  in  a 
fishery,  it  must  be  distinctly  stated  in 
the  information  and  in  the  evidence  that 
the  proceeding  is  at  the  instance  of  the 
owner  of  the  fishery.  2  B.  &  A.  378. 
The  King  v.  Daman.  1  Chitty's  Rep. 
147.  S.  C.  [The  stat  5  Geo.  3.  c  14. 
s.  3.  is  repealed  by  stat  7  &  8  Geo.  4. 
c.  27.  s.  1.  The  substituted  statute  7  & 
8  Geo.  4.  c.  29.  s.  4.  contains  a  simi- 
lar enactment ;  but  a  form  is  given  by 
s.  71.f  which  gets  rid  of  the  point  in 
Rex  y.  Daman^  as  to  the  frame  of  con- 
yiction,  altogether.] 
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shall  be  paid  to  the  use  of  our  siud  lord  the  king,  and  the  other 
moiety  thereof  shall  be  paid  to  the  said  James  Duely  being  the 
first  bringer  of  the  said  William  Sanders  before  us  for  the  said 
offence,  according  to  the  form  of  the  said  statute ;  and  that 
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of  the  evidence  given  before  him.  8  T.  R. 
588.  Rex  v.  Smith.  (I) 


(2)  The  word  then  is  necessary ;  for, 
perhaps,  defendant  had  100/.  per  ann» 


(I)  <*  But  if  the  magistrate  endeavour 
**  to  shelter  himself  from  detection  by 
**^  merely  stating  the  fact  of  the  oifence 
'^  in  the  terms  of  the  act  of  parliament, 
**  as  if  it  were  the  legal  effect  of  the 
"  evidence,  when  the  evidence  itself 
**  would  not  warrant  the  conclusion,  he 
<<  subjects  himself  to  a  criminal  inform- 
"  ation,  upon  a  proper  case  laid  before 
"the  court."  Per  Le  Blanc  J.  in 
9  East,  358.  The  King  v.  Pearse. 
[See  5  D.  &  R.  489.  Rex  v.  Wamford,  in 
which  case  the  court  of  K.  B.  issued  a 
mandamus  for  the  amendment  of  a  re- 
cord of  a  conviction  bj  setting  out  the 
evidence  on  which  the  conviction  was 
founded,  as  nearly  as  possible  in  the 
words  used  by  the  witnesses  in  sub- 
stance and  effect  See  abo  4  D.  &  R. 
352.  In  re  Rix.  1  A.  &  £.  627.  Rex  v. 
Wilson.  3  Nev.  &  M.  753.  S.  C]  The 
court  cannot  interfere  to  quash  a  con^ 
viction  for  defect  of  evidence,  unless  it 
be  such  as  that  no  reasonable  person 
could  draw  the  conclusion  which  the 
magistrate  has  drawn.  4  B.  &  A.  617* 
The  King  Y.Glossop.  [1  B.  &  Ad.  382. 
Anon."]  Therefore  in  an  action  agcunst 
a  magistrate,  s^  conviction  by  him,  if  no 
defect  appear  upon  the  face  of  it,  is 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  facts  con- 
teined  in  it.  1  Brod.  &  Bing.  432. 
Britiain  v.  Kinnaird.  [3  B.  &  C.  649. 
Basten  v.  Careiv.  5  D.  &  R.  558.  S.C. 
1  B.  &  Ad.  382.  Anon.  3  B.  &  Ad.  684. 
Asheroft  v.  Bourne.  2  B.  &  Ad.  395. 
Aldridge  v.  Haines.  1  Mann.  &  Gr.  257. 
Cave  V.  Mountain.  1  Scott,  N.  R.  132. 
S.  C.      1  Q.  B.  66.     Bex  v.  BoUon. 


4  Perr.  &  D.  679.  S.  C]  But  if  the  con- 
viction  be  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  trespass 
will  lie  against  the  magistrate ;  16  East, 
18.  Gray  v.  Coohson.  [5  M.  &.  S.  314. 
Groome  y.  Forester.  M*Clel.  &  Y.  469. 
Gimbert  v.  Coyney.  4  A.  &  £«  515. 
Morgan  v.  Brown.  6  Nev.  &  M.  57. 
S.  C.  2  M.  &  W.  335.  Griffiths  v. 
Harries.  5  A.  &  E.  359.  Day  v. 
King.  6  Nev.  &  M.  845.  S.  C.  8  A.  & 
E.  124.  Newman  v.  Lord  Hardxcicke. 
3  Nev.  &  P.  368.  S.  C]  ;  unless  the  con- 
viction  has  been  previously  quashed, 
when  the  form  of  the  action  must  be  in 
case^  by  43  Geo.  3.  c.  141.;  which  sta- 
tute is  confined  to  cases  where  there 
has  been  a  conviction;  12  East,  71. 
Massey  v.  Johnson ;  and  where  that 
conviction  has  been  quashed.  Gray  v. 
Coohson.  {^"M&.&C^QQ. Rogers y. Jones. 

5  D.  &  R.  268.  S.  C.  This  statute  does 
not  protect  the  convicting  justice  from 
an  action  of  trespass,  although  the  con. 
viction  has  been  quashed,  where  he  has 
acted  without  jurisdiction.  2  G.  &  D. 
J 33.  Jones  v.  Gurdon."]  Where  an  in- 
formation charged  a  pauper  with  return* 
ing  unlawfully  without  a  certificate  to 
a  parish  from  which  he  had  been  re- 
moved, and  the  pauper  on  being  brought 
before  the  magistrate  confessed  himself 
guilty,  it  was  held  that  the  conviction 
need  not  state  any  express  act  of  va.- 
grancy  in  the  party  returning,  it  being 
for  him  to  shew  in  his  defence  that  he 
did  not  return  in  a  state  of  pauperism ; 
and  of  course  that  no  action  would  lie 
against  the  magistrate.  3  B.  &  A.  103. 
Mann  v.  Davers.    In  an  action  against 
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he  the  sud  WUUam  Sanders  be  committed  to  the  next  gaol  of 
the  said  county,  there  to  remain  until  he  shall  pay  the  said 
sum  of  lOL  to  the  uses  aforesaid,  according  to  the  form  of  the 
BBid  statute. 


at  the  time  he  kept  the  gun,  though 
not  at  the  time  of  the  conviction.  See 
3  Mod.  280.  Rex  v.  SUcoL  Sir  T. 
Raym.  378.    Rex  v.  Aleop, 

(3)  There  must  be  a  judgment  of  for- 
feiture. 2  Str.  858.  Rex  v.  Hawks. 
Fitzg.  12i.  S.  C.    2  Burr.  1166.    Rex 


V.  Viponty  per  Wilmai  Justice,  which 
see :  see  abo  7  T.  R.  238.  Rex  ▼• 
Harris:  but  1  Salk.  378.  Rex  v. 
Chandler^  b  contrary;  see  also  6  T.R. 
220.  Rex  Y.  Rhodes,  (m)  Where  the 
statute,  upon  which  the  conviction 
is  founded,  distributes  the  penalty  in 


a  magistrate  for  a  malicious  conviction, 
it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
what  evidence  was  given  before  the  ma- 
gistrate ;  for  the  magistrate  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  innocence  or  guilt  of  the 
party,  except  as  they  appear  before  him 
in  evidence.  5  Taunt  580.  Burley  v. 
Beihune.  The  conviction  may  be 
drawn  up  in  form  at  any  time,  even  after 
the  penidty  has  been  levied,  provided  it 
be  warranted  by  the  facts  of  the  case. 
1  East,  186.  The  King  v.  Barher. 
12  East,  76.  Massey  v.  Johnson.  15  East, 
343.  The  King  v.  AOen.  16  East,  20. 
Gray  v.  Cookson,  [But  after  a  con- 
viction has  been  quashed,  on  appeal  or 
certiorari^  for  defects  on  the  face  of  it, 
it  is  not  competent  for  the  convicting 
justice  to  protect  himself  from  an  action 
by  drawing  up  another  more  formal  one 
for  the  same  offence ;  nor  can  he  do  so 
after  the  defendant,  taken  under  a  war- 
rant founded  on  and  reciting  a  de- 
fective conviction,  has  been  discharged 
by  habeas  corpus^  though  the  convic- 
tion itself  has  not  been  removed  or 
quashed.  1  Q.  B.  712.  Chaney  y.  Payne. 
I  G.&D.  348.  S.C.  And  a  different 
rule  prevails  as  to  orders  of  justices ; 
for  an  order  cannot,  like  a  conviction, 
be  returned  to  the  sessions  in  an  amend- 
ed form.  5  B.  &  Ad.  439.  Rex  v.  Che- 
shire (Justices  of).  2Nev.&M.  827.  S.C. 
So  with  respect  to  a  commitment,  the 
warrant  cannot  be  made  up  at  any  time. 


like  a  conviction,  but  must  be  drawn 
up  in  writing  before  the  party  com- 
mitted is  sent  to  prison.  4  B.  &  Ad. 
118.  Hutchinson  v.  Lowndes.  1  Nev.  & 
M.  674.  S.C.]  By  stat  3  Geo.  4.  c23. 
a  general  form  of  conviction  is  given  to 
be  used  in  all  cases  where  no  particular 
form  is  directed  by  any  other  Act ;  and 
by  the  third  section  of  the  Act  it  is 
enacted,  **  that  in  all  cases  where  it 
"  appears  by  the  conviction  that  the 
'*  defendant  has  appeared  and  pleaded, 
^*  and  the  merits  have  been  tried,  and 
"  that  the  defendant  has  not  appealed 
**  against  the  said  conviction  where  an 
"  appeal  is  allowed,  or  if  appealed 
"  against,  the  conviction  has  been  af- 
^*  finned,  such  conviction  shall  not 
"  afterwards  be  set  aside  or  vacated  in 
^  consequence  of  any  defect  of  form 
"  whatever,  but  the  construction  shall 
«  be  such  a  fair  and  liberal  construction 
<<as  will  be  agreeable  to  the  justice 
<<  of  the  case."  [As  to  what  shall  be 
regarded  as  '<  defects  of  form  "  within 
this  and  similar  clauses,  see  8  T.  R.  536. 
Rex  y.  Jukes.  6  D.  &  R.  143.  Rex  v. 
North.  1  A.  &  E.  481.  Rex  y.WaM. 
3Nev.  &M.  632.  S.C.] 

(m)  It  seems  that  the  adjudication 
need  not  be  that  the  party  shall  be 
committed,  if  he  do  not  pay  the  pe- 
nalty: the  justices  may  commit  him 
afterwards,  if  he  refuse  to  pay.  3  M.  & 
S.  331.  The  King  v.  Hdps. 
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certain  proportioDB*  it  is  sufficient  to 
stale  generally  in  the  adjudication,  that 
the  penalty  shaU  be  distributed  as  the 
statute  directs.  1  Salk.  383.  Eex.  v. 
BarreL  But  where  the  statute  leaves 
it  discretionary  in  the  justices  to  distri- 
bute the  penalty  in  such  proportions  as 
they  shall  directy  the  distribution  forms 
part  of  the  Judgmentj  and  must  there- 
fore appear  upon  the  conviction  itself. 


2  T.  R.  96.  Bex  v.  Dempsey.  (n) 
Where  an  Act  gives  power  to  a  magis- 
.  trate  on  a  summary  conviction  to  award 
the  reasonable  charges  of  taking  a  dis- 
tress, he  must  ascertain  the  amount  in 
the  conviction ;  and  an  adjudication  that 
the  defendant  should  pay  the  reasonable 
charges  of  the  levy  is  bad.  1  East,  189* 
Bex  V.  Symonds.  See  5  East,  339.  Bex 
V.  Pachett. 


(»)  [4  D.  &  R.  72.  Bex  y.Payne.1 
So  where  the  penalty  b  directed 
to  be  distributed  to  several  classes  of 
persons,  and  it  is  uncertain  whether 
one  or  more  of  the  classes  exist  or  not. 


there  must  be  a  special  adjudication 
distributing  the  penalty.  8  East,  568. 
The  King  v.  Scale.  [5  M.  &  S.  133. 
Bex  V.  Smith.'] 


Sanders's  Case,  by  Conviction  of  Easter  Term.         Case  39. 


^ANDEBS  was  convicted  before  two  justiccie  of  peace  for 
As3  the  county  of  Surrey ^  for  having  and  keeping  a  hand-gun 
and  for  shooting  with  it,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  of 
33  H.  8.  c.  6.,  for  which  he  was  adjudged  to  pay  10/.,  the 
one  moiety  thereof  to  the  king,  and  the  other  to  the  party 
who  brought  him  before  the  said  justices,  and  was  conunitted 
to  prison  in  execution  until  he  should  pay  the  said  \0h  And 
in  Easter  term  last  he  brought  a  habeas  corpus,  and  a  certiorari 
to  remove  the  record  of  conviction  into  the  Eang's  Bench,  and 
it  was  moved  to  be  quashed  for  divers  exceptions. 

And  now  in  this  term  it  was  quashed  for  this  exception, 
namely,  that  the  conviction  was  said  to  be  before  Thomas 
Brent  and  George  Brown  esquires,  two  justices  of  our  said  lord 
the  king  to  keep  his  peace  in  the  said  county ;  but  the  word 
assigned  was  omitted ;  for  it  ought  to  have  been  assigned  to 
keep ;  and  so  it  does  not  appear  whether  the  justices  were 
assigned  to  keep  the  peace  or  not.  (5) 


&C.  lSid.4I9. 
1  Vent  SS.  39. 
SKeb.531.537. 
A  conviction  for 
shooting  with 
a  hand-gun 
before  two  Jus- 
tices to  keep  tAe 
jMOM,  omitting 
the  word  os- 
aiffned,  quashed 
for  that  omis- 


(5)  It  seems  questionable  whether 
the  omission  of  the  word  assigned  would 
now  be  considered  a  sufficient  ground 
to  quash  the  convictioD.  It  is  stated  that 
they  were  justices  of  the  king  to  keep  his 
peace ;  that  seems  a  sufficient  description 
of  their  being ./tMltces  of  the  peaee^  which 


is  all  that  is  required  by  the  statute. 
From  the  report  in  1  Vent.  SS.,  it  ap- 
pears that  another  objection  was  taken 
to  the  conviction,  that  it  wanted  the 
words  necnon  ad  diversas  felonias,  &c. ; 
but  the  court  disallowed  the  objection, 
and  took  a  difference  between  indict^ 
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Sanders's  Case. 


Sandsrs*s 
Case. 


Note:  This  conviction  was  before  two  justices  of  the 
peace ;  but  the  statute  gives  authority  to  one  justice  onlj 
being  the  next  justice  of  the  county  where  the  offence  was 
committed,  to  commit  the  ofibnder  for  the  forfeiture.  But  it 
does  not  appear  here  whether  either  of  the  said  two  justices 
was  the  next  justice  or  not ;  which  was  another  exception  that 
was  intended  to  have  been  moved;  but  the  conviction  being 
quashed  for  the  other  exception  above  mentioned,  H  was  not 
moved.  (6)  Gee  and  Saunders  of  counsel  with  the  said 
Sanders. 


tnents  before  justices  at  sessions  and  con- 
victions*  Id  the  former  case  it  is  neces- 
sary to  add  that  part  of  their  commis- 
sion in  a  return  to  a  certiorari^  but  not 
in  the  latter. 

(6)  This,  it  should  seem,  would  have 
been  a  fatal  objection ;  for  no  other  but 
the  next  justice  has  any  jurisdiction  by 
the  statute.  Dalt,  Justice,  c6.  3  Bac 
Abr.  293.  tit  «  Justice  of  the  Peace." 
Dougl.  661.  3d  edit.  JRex  v.  Pitts,  And 


the  precedents  are  so.  See  in  Bum's 
Justice,  tit.  '<  Game,"  a  precedent  of  a 
cdnviction  upon  this  statute  taken  from 
Dalton.  Sir  W.Jones,  170.  Cb/is's  case. 
5  Rep.  71*  b.  St.  John's  case.  Where 
a  statute  says  the  Ttext  justice,  it  must  be 
the  next ;  but  where  it  says  justices  of 
the  peace  in  or  near  the  place^  any 
justice  of  the  peace  in  the  county  will 
serve,    3  Bac  A  br.  293.  (o) 


(o)  Where  a  statute  gives  jurisdic- 
tion to  justices  of  the  peace  "  residing 
*<  near  to  the  place  where  the  offence  is 
^<  committed,"  this  must  be  understood 
to  mean  justices  of  the  peace  of  the 
tame  county  where  the  offence  was 
committed,  residing  near  the  place: 
therefore,  where  the  conviction  was  for 
jLceping  an  illicit  still,  and  the  evidence 
shewed  that  the  still  was  found  in  the 
garden  of  a  house,  which  house  was 
within  the  county  for  which  the  justices 
acted,  but  it  was  not  shewn  that  the 
garden  was  within  the  county,  the  con- 
viction was  held  bad.  14*  East,  267- 
The  Kinfi  v.  Chandler, 


The  Stat  3  Geo.  4.  c  23.,  indtuled 
**  An  act  to  facilitate  summary  prO" 
**  ceedings  before  justices  of  the  peace 
'*  and  others"  (after  reciting  that  great 
inconveniences  often  arise  in  summary 
proceedings  before  justices  of  the  peace, 
&c.  for  the  want  of  a  general  form  of 
conviction,)  gives  a  form  in  which  all 
convictions  (except  in  cases  wherein  a 
particular  form  hath  been  directed) 
may  be  drawn  up  mutatis  mutandis* 
[As  to  variances  from  the  prescribed 
form,  see  1 Q.  B.  74<7.  Nixon  y.  Nann^. 
IG.&P.  370.  S,C.] 
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Osborne  versus  Rogers,  Executor  of  Weston.  Case  40. 

PascL  21  Car.  IL  Regis.    RoL  109. 

.  ^|X1^  ^*  remembered  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the   s«ne  entry. 
to  wit  J  J3  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  Hilary  last  past  before  our  lord  the   ^  ^^-  ^"*- 
lung  at  Wutminster  came  Robert  Osborne  gent  by  John  John-- 
son  his  attorney,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our 
aaid  lord  the  king  then  there  his  certain  bill  against  Oeorge 
Bogers  doctor  of  physic,  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testa- 
ment of  William  Weston  gent  deceased,  in  the  custody  of  the 
znarshalj  &a  of  a  plea  of  trespass  upon  the  case ;  and  there 
are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe  ; 
whidi  said  bill  follows  in  these  words,  to  wit ;  I^mdon,  to 
wit»  Robert  Osbame  gent  complains  of  George  Rogers  doctor 
of  physic,  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  William 
Wesim  gent  deceased,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of 
the  marshalsea  of  our  lord  the  king  before  the  king  himself; 
for  that  whereas  the  said  Robert  had  served  one  John  Weaver  Pkintiff  had 
gent  for  the  space  of  three  years  next  before  the  2l8t  day  of  ^^j^'  ** 
March  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1647,  and  in  that  se)^ce  had  eoL  a-jMr; 
gained  the  sum  of  60L  a-year ;  and  the  said  Robert  Osborne 
80  being  in  the  service  of  the  said  John  Weaver  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  said  2lBt  day  of  March  in  the  year  last  afore- 
said, at  London  aforesaid,  to  wit,  in  the  parish  of  SL  Dunstan  a  ^acotme  was 
in  the  West  in  the  vmrd  of  Faringdon  Without,  a  certain  dis-  ^  j^^^^J^^ 
course  was  had  and  moved  between  the  said  William  in  his  plaintiff's  mo- 
lifetime,  and  one  Helen  Osborne  mother  of  the  said  Robert,  of  J^J^^Ji,^ 
and  concerning  him  the  said  Robert,  and  of  and  concerning  tiff  into  his 
the  retaining  of  the  said  Robert  in  the  service  of  the  said  '^^^^ 
WilUam ;  whereupon  he  the  said  WilUam  in  his  lifetime^ 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  year  at  London  afoore* 
said  in  the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid,  in  considemtion  that  he 
the  said  Robert  at  the  special  instance  and  request  (I)  o£  the  said 

(1)  These  words  are  necessary  to  be  by  the  pluntiff  for  the  testator  in  his 

laid  in  the  declaration  in  order  to  sup-  lifetime  for  several  years  then  past,  is  not 

port  the  action.    It  is  held  that  a  con-  sufficient  to  maintain  an  assumpsit  un- 

sideration  executed  and  past,  as  in  the  less  it  was  moved  by  a  precedent  request, 

present  case  (z),  the  service  performed  and  so  laid,  (a)  For  it  is  not  reasonable 

(z)  [This  is  a  mistake}  for  it  will  cedent  request  in  cases  where  the  eon- 
be  seen,  on  looking  at  the  Entry,  that  sideration  was  executed  and  bygone  at 
the  consideration  here  is  executory.]  the  time  of  the  promise,  and  in  these 

(a)  [It  is  necessary  to  lay  a  pre-  cages  only.    2  C«  M.  &  B.  49.  King  v« 
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Osbome  versus  Rogers. 


OsBORNS  V.  WUUam  would  se^ve  the  sud  fVittiam,  and  bestow  his  Cttre 

Rogers.  and  labour  in  and  about  the  business  of  him  the  said  William, 

'        \       '  undertook  and  then  and  there  futhfully  promised  the  said 

tbnTwlS'  J^ber^s  that  he  the  said  JVilUam  would  receive  the  said  Robert 


that  one  man  should  do  another  a  kind- 
ness, and  then  charge  him  with  a  re- 
compense :  this  would  be  obliging  him 
whether  he  would  or  not»  and  bringing 
him  under  an  obligation  without  his 
concurrence,  (b)  Therefore,  where  A*a 
servant  was  arrested  in  London  for  a 
trespass,  and  J,  S.9  who  knew  A.,  bailed 
him,  and  afterwards  A,,  for  his  friend- 
ship, promised  to  save  him  harmless, 
and  J.  S.  comes  to  be  charged ;  yet  it 
is  held  that  this  is  "no  consideration  to 
ground  an  assumpsit^  because  the  bail- 
ing, which  was  the  consideration,  was 
past  and  executed  before,  (c)  But  it 
had  been  otherwise  if  the  master  had 
previously  requested  him  to  become  bail 
for  his  servant ;  Dyer,  272.  a.  Hunt  v. 
Bate.  1  Rol.  Abr.  11.  (Q,),  pi.  2,  S. ; 
because  the  promise  is  not  a  naked  one, 


bat  couples  itself  with  the  precedent 
request,  and  with  the  merits,  of  the 
party,  which  were  procured  by  that 
request,  and  b  therefore  founded  upon 
a  good  consideration.  Hob.  106.  Lamp- 
leigh  v.  JBraUhuHiUe,  1  Rol.  Abr.  II. 
(Q.),  pi.  5,  6.  S.  P.  Cro.  Jac.  18. 
Bosden  v.  I%inn.  But  where  a  party 
derives  benefit  from  the  consideration 
it  is  sufficient,  because  equivalent  to  a 
previous  request ;  as  where  a  man  pays 
a  sum  of  money,  or  buys]  any  goods  for 
me  without  my  knowledge  or  request, 
and  afterwards  I  agree  to  the  payment, 
or  receive  the  goods,  this  is  equivalent 
to  a  previous  request  to  do  so;  but 
it  is  still  necessary  to  aver  in  the 
declaration,  that  it  was  money  paid  and 
laid  out  for  me  at  my  special  instance 
and  request^  and  my  subsequent  conduct 


Sears.  3  Bing.  N.  C.  710.  Tipper  v. 
BicknelL  4  Scott,  462.  S.  C.  1  Mann.  & 
Gr.  166.  Thornton  v.  Jenyns.  1  Scott, 
N.  R.  52.  S.  C.  And  even  in  these 
cases  it  is  not  necessary,  if  the  act  stated 
as  the  consideration  cannot,  from  its 
nature,  have  been  gratuitous,  but  im- 
ports an  obligation  to  pay;  as  in  the 
conunon  count  for  money  lent,  or  goods 
sold  and  delivered.  1  Mann.  &  Gr. 
266,  note.  1  Dowl.  &  L.  984.  Victors 
V.  Darns.  But  the  same  doctrine  will 
not  apply  to  the  count  for  money  paid ; 
because  no  man  can  be  a  debtor  for 
money  paid,  unless  it  was  paid  at  bis 
request. —  A  past  consideration,  from 
which  the  law  implies  a  promise,  is  not, 
generally  speaking,  sufficient  to  main- 
tain any  other  promise  than  that  which 
the  law  implies.  5  M.  &  W.241.  Hop- 
kins  V.  Logan.  8  M.  &  W.  790.  Jack- 
son  V.  Cobbin.    6  M.  &  W.  458.  Gran^ 


ger  v.  CoUins.  3  Q.  B.  234.  Boseorh 
V.  Thomas.  2  G. &D.  508.  S.  C.  C.  P. 
T.  T.  1844.  Kag  v.  Button  (not  yet 
reported),] 

{b)  So  even  an  affidavit  (to  hold  to 
bail)  of  debt  for  money  lent,  and  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  for  work 
and  labour,  has  been  held  irregular, 
because  it  omitted  to  state  that  it  was 
"  at  the  instance  and  request  of  the  de- 
fendant," although  it  stated  that  it  was 
*'  to  and  for  his  use,  and  on  his  behalf." 
5  M.  &  S.  446.  Bumjord  v.  Messiter. 
[But  see  1  Bing.  338.  Berrg  v.  Fer- 
nandes.  8  Moore,  332.  S.  C.  contr^ 
See  also  Victors  v.  Bavis^  suprd^  n.  (a).] 

(c)  But  if  it  had  been  lud  to  have 
been  done  at  the  defendant's  request, 
it  should  seem  that  defendant's  receiv- 
ing the  servant  again,  and  taking  the 
benefit  of  his  service,  would  have  been 
sufficient  evidence  of  such  request 
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into  his  the  said  WilHanC^  service,  and  would  look  upon  him 
the  said  Rcbert  as  his  own  son,  and  would  very  amply  pro- 
vide for  him  the  said  Robert.  And  the  said  Robert  in  fact 
saySy  that  he  the  said  Robert^  confiding  in  the  said  promise 
and  undertaking  of  the  said  William  in  form  aforesaid  made, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  LoTidon 


OSBORNS 
V,  ROOSRS. 


would  ierve  the 
said  William,  he 
undertook 
amply  to  pro- 
vide for  him. 


will  be  evidence  of  it  So  where  as- 
mmpsit  was  for  work  and  labour  done 
by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  in 
consideration  whereof  he  promised  to 
pay;  after  judgment  by  default  and 
error  brought,  it  was  objected  that 
this  was  a  past  consideration,  and  not 
being  laid  to  be  done  at  the  defendant's 
reguesti  it  could  be  no  consideration  to 
raise  an  assumpsit*  The  court  said, 
they  took  the  rule  of  law  to  be,  that  a 
past  consideration  is  not  sufficient  to 
support  a  subsequent  promise,  unless 
there  was  a  request  of  the  party,  either 
express  or  impHed,  at  the  time  of  per- 
forming the  consideration;  but  where 
there  was  an  express  request  at  the  time, 
it  would  in  all  oases  be  sufficient  to  sup- 
port a  subsequent  promise;  and  how- 
eyer  the  declaration  might  be  sufficient 
after  a  verdict,  yet  it  was  not  so  after 
a  judgment  by  default,  and  the  judg- 
ment was  reversed.  2  Str.  933*  Hayes 
▼.  Warrm.  8.  C.  2  Barnard.  Rep.  E.  B. 
55.71. 140.  See  ante,  228.  note.  And 
though  proof  of  a  precedent  request, 


in  most  cases,  necessarily  arises  out  of 
the  circumstances  of  the  transaction, 
yet  it  is  sometimes  necessary  to  prove 
the  request  by  express  evidence.  As 
where  tenant  from  year  to  year  of  a 
house,  at  a  yearly  rent,  became  a  bank- 
rupt in  the  middle  of  the  year,  and  his 
assignees  entered  and  kept  possession 
for  the  remainder  of  the  year,  it  was 
held  that  the  landlord  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  for  use  and  occupation 
against  the  assignees,  for  the  bankrupt's 
occupation  as  well  as  their  own,  with- 
out proving  their  request  for  the  bank- 
rupt to  occupy  during  the  time  that 
elapsed  before  the  bankruptcy.  2  H. 
Black.  319.  Naish  v.  TatUn^  (d)  So 
where  a  person  pays  money  to  another 
upon  my  account  without  my  request, 
assumpsit  will  not  lie  without  an  ex- 
press promise  to  repay  it ;  for  I  may 
have  a  good  reason  to  resist  the  pay- 
ment of  the  money,  and  another  per- 
son shall  not  pay  it  for  me,  whether  I 
will  or  not.  1  T.  R.  2a  Stokes  v. 
Lewis*  (e) 


(d)  The  case  of  Richardson  v.  Jffaily 
1  Brod.  A  Bing.  50.,  was  determined  on 
the  same  principle,  it  being  there  held 
that  a  husband  is  not  liable  to  be  sued 
alone  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  a 
house  by  his  wife  dum  sola^  as  it  can- 
not be  said  that  she  occupied  at  his 
request. 

(e)  It  should  seem  that  an  express 
promise  is  not  necessary  in  such  a  case, . 
and  that  where  it  has  been  made,  the 
action  is  not  sustainable  on  account  of 


the  promise  considered  as  a  promise,  but 
on*  account  of  its  amounting  to  a  sub- 
sequent assent,  which  if  given  in  any 
other  form  of  words  than  that  of  a  pro- 
mise, or  by  any  other  act  whatever, 
would  be  equally  strong  evidence  of 
a  previous  request,  upon  the  maxim 
"  omnis  raOhakiiio  retrotrahiiur  et  man- 
**  dato  aquiparaiurJ'  For  instance,  if 
the  payment  made  by  the  plaintiff  be 
compulsory,  the  law  raises  an  implied 
promise  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
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Osborne 
V.  Rogers. 


Averment  that 
plaintiff  went 
into  his  8ervioe» 
and  Beared  him 
until  such  a  time 
without  any 
salary; 

*[  265  ] 

and  afterwards 
the  said  William 
died. 


aforesaid  in  the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid,  went  into  the  ser^ 
vice  of  the  said  tVittiam,  and,  at  London  aforesaid  in  the  par- 
rish  and  ward  aforesaid,  served  the  scud  William  from  thence 
*  until  the  first  day  of  November  in  the  16th  year  of  the  reign 
of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second  now  king  of  England^  and 
during  all  the  said  time  bestowed  his  labour  and  care  in 
and  about  the  business  of  the  said  William  with  the  greatest 
diligence,  without  any  reward  or  salary  therefore  given  to 
him  by  the  said  William,  and  that  the  said  William  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  9th  day  of  December  in  the  18th  year  of 
the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  London  aforesaid 
in  the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid,  died  intestate  (2),  and  pos- 


'  (2)  Hence  it  appears,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  executor  de  son  tort;  for  it 
is  stated  that  Weston  died  intestate^  and 
consequentlj  the  defendant  could  not 
be  a  rightful  executor ;  not  that  it  was 
at  all  necessary,  nor  is  it  usual,  to  state 
in  the  declaration,  whether  the  de- 
ceased died  intestate,  or  made  a  will. 
However,   as  it  is   so  stated,  it  may 


not  be  improper  to  observe,  that  if 
a  man  intermeddles  with  the  goods  of 
an  intestate,  without  taking  out  ad- 
ministration, he  is  an  executor  <2e  son 
tort;  and  the  slightest  circumstance  of 
intermeddling  is  sufficient  to  make  bira 
so.  Dyer,  166.  b.  in  margine.  2  T.  R. 
100.  Padget  v.  Priest  (/)  He  cannot 
retain  for  his  own  debt ;  otherwise  the 


to  repay  him ;  and  the  compulsion  is 
evidence  of  the  request.  Therefore, 
where  one  is  surety  for  another,  and 
is  compelled  to  'pay  the  whole  debt,  he 
may  maintain  an  action  of  assumpsit 
for  money  paid,  without  any  actual 
request  or  promise  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant.  2  T.  R.  100.  Toussaint  v. 
MartinnanL  So  where  two  or  more 
persons  are  sureties  for  another,  and 
.  one  of  them  is  compelled  to  pay  the 
whole  debt,  an  action  for  money  paid 
lies  against  the  co-sureties  for  their 
respective  proportions,  on  the  implied 
request  and  promise.  2  Bos.  &  PulL 
268.  Cowell  v.  Edwards.  Ibid.  270. 
Deering  v.  Lord  Winchelsea.  [14  Ves. 
164.  Craythome  v.  Swinburne.  6  M.  &  S. 
158.  Holmes  v.  Williamson.  6  B.  &  C. 
689.  Browne  v.  Lee.  9  D.  &  R.  700.  S.C. 
M.  &  Malk.  247.  Knight  v.  Hughes. 
3  C.  &  P.  467.  S.  C.  6  M.  &  W.  15S. 
Daviesi  v.  Humphreys.    8  M.  &  W.  538. 


Pitt  V.  Purssord."]  So  by  baO  against 
their  principal.  5  Esp.  171-  Fisher  v. 
Fdlows.  So  by  the  owner  of  goods 
distrained  for  rent  on  the  defendant's 
premises,  and  redeemed  by  the  plaintiff. 
8  T.  R.  308.  Exally.  Partridge.  [6  B. 
&  C.  439.  Pownal  v.  Ferrand.  9  D.  & 
R.  603.  S.C.  7  Bing.  246.  Bleaden  v. 
Charles.  5  Moo.  &  P.  14.  S.  C.  See 
3  A.  &  E.  331 .  Spencer  v.  Parrg.  4  Nev. 
&  M.  770.  S.C]  But  if  the  defendant 
become  surety  for  a  third  person  at  the 
instance  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plain- 
tiff pay  the  debt,  he  cannot  sue  the  de- 
fendant for  contribution.  2  Esp.  478. 
Turner  v.  Bavies*  And  in  all  cases 
the  plaintiff  must  have  actually  paid 
money  to  enable  him  to  maintain  this 
action.  ]  1  East,  52.  Moore  v.  PyriU, 
2  B.  &  A.  51.  Maxwell  v.  Jameson. 
[10  B.  &C.  346.  Power  v.  Buteher, 
per  Parke  J.] 
(/)  2  T.  R.  .587-  Edwards  v.  Bat' 
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sessed  of  a  real  and  personal  estate  together,  to  the  value  of 
30,000£  and  more,  and  had  no  children  of  his  own.  Yet 
the  said  William^  at  the  time  of  his  death,  or  at  any  time  in 
his  lifetime,  after  the  making  of  the  said  promise  and  under- 
taking hitherto,  did  not  very  amply  provide  for  the  said  RoheH^ 
nor  give  to  the  said  Robert  any  compensation  for  his  said  ser- 
vice, except  the  sum  of  202L ;  which  was  not  a  sufficient  com- 
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^ i ' 

Breach. 


creditors  of  the  intestate  would  be  nin- 
ning  a  race  to  take  possessioD  of  his 
goods,  without  obtaining  administration 
to  him ;  and  therefore  if  such  an  exe. 
eutor  pleads  a  retainer  to  satisfy  his 
own  debt,  the  plaintiff  may  reply  that 
be  is  an  executor  dis  wn  tort  Yelv.  137- 
Alexander  v.  Lane,  (jg)  See  the  form 
of  such  a  replication.  Lib.  Plac.  156. 
pi.  98.  I  Mod.  Ent  199.  For  he  can  only 
be  charged  in  the  writ  and  declaration 
as  executor  ^€n€ra% ;  for  there  is  no 
other  form,  whether  he  be  a  rightful 
or  a  wrongful  executor*  5  Rep.  21.  a. 
CauUer'^  case.  1  Mod.  208.  Frince  v. 
Rowion.  S.  C.    2  Mod.  51.    But  if  he 


afterwards,  even  pendente  Ute,  obtains 
administration,  he  may  retain ;  for  it  le- 
galises those  acts  which  were  tortious  at 
the  time.  2  Vent  180.  Pyne  v.  Wool- 
land.  Sty.  SS7.  Williamson  v.  Nor- 
witch.  (A)  And  therefore,  if,  subse- 
quent to  the  replication  that  he  is  exe* 
cutor  de  son  tortj  he  obtains  administra- 
tion, he  may  rejoin  that  fact  by  way  of 
plea  puis  darrein  continuance  ;  for  it  is 
consistent  with  the  retainer  in  the  plea. 
2  Str.  1 106.  Vaughan  v.  Broume.  S.C. 
Andr.  328.  And  if  he  plead  plene  ad- 
ministravitj  he  shall  not  be  charged  be- 
yond the  assets  which  came  to  his  hands. 
Dyer,  166.  b.  in  raargine.(t) 


ben.  Although  a  person  cannot  be 
charged  as  executor  de  son  tort  while 
he  acts  under  a  power  of  attorney  made 
to  him  by  one  of  several  executors  who 
has  proved  the  will,  yet  if  he  continue 
to  act  after  the  death  of  such  executor, 
he  may  be  charged  as  executor  de  son 
tori,  though  he  act  under  the  advice  of 
another  of  the  executors  who  has  not 
proved.  4  M.  &  S.  175.  Cottle  v.  Al- 
drich.  But  there  are  many  acts  which 
a  stranger  may  do  without  incurring 
the  hazard  of  being  considered  an 
executor  de  sofi  tort ;  as  directing  the 
funeral,  making  an  inventory  of  the 
deceased's  property,  providing  neces- 
saries for  his  children,  and  other  acts  of 
charity.  Tollers  Law  of  Executors, 
Sd  edition,  p.  41 .  [4  M.  &  W.  9.  Serle 
V.  Waterworth,  Ibid.  378.  Camden  v. 
Pleteher.2 


(ff)  3  T.  R.  586.  Curtis  v.  Vernon. 

(A)  Ibid. 

(t)  [Andy  in  support  of  his  plea,  he 
may  give  in  evidence  the  payments  by 
himself  of  just  debts  of  the  deceased, 
of  equal  or  superior  degree  to  that  on 
which  the  action  is  brought,  which  have 
exhausted  the  assets.  And  even  after 
action  brought  he  may  apply  the  assets 
which  are  in  his  hands  to  the  payment 
of  a  debt  of  superior  degree,  and  plead 
such  payment  in  bar  of  the  action. 
2  B.  &  Ad.  309.  Oxenham  v.  Clapp.'\ 
A  creditor  taking  goods  in  payment 
from  an  executor  de  son  tort,  cannot 
protect  ^himself  against  the  rightful 
executor,  although,  if  the  payment  be 
just,  he  shall  be  recouped  in  damages. 
4  East,  441.  Mountford  v.  Gibsoti. 
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Imparlance. 


Plea. 


Plaintiff  went 
into  the  aervice 
oftheaaid  W. 
on  the  day  spe- 
cified in  the 
declaration,  and 
continued 
therein  until 
Slat  De&  1658. 


PUuntiffon 
Slat  Decem- 
ber,  1658) 
quitted  the  ser- 
vice of  the 
deceased 
and  traverses 
the  service  for 
the  whole  time 
in  the  declara- 
tion. 
♦[  266  ] 


Special 
demurrer. 


Defendant 


a  matter  not 
trav6nable. 


Osborne  vei'siis  Rogers. 

penaation  for  his  sidd  service,  (although  to  do  this  he  the  said 
fFilHam  in  his  lifetime,  and  the  said  GeargesSter  the  death  of 
the  said  ffHUam,  to  wit,  on  the  fiist  day  of  January  in  the 
20th  year  of  the  reign  of  onr  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  Xos- 
dan  aforesaid  in  the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid,  was  often 
requested  by  the  said  Robert) ;  wherefore  he  the  said  Robert 
says  that  he  is  worse,  and  has  damage  to  the  value  of  lOOOiL : 
and  therefore  he  brings  suit,  &c 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  Wednesday  next  after  fifteen 
days  of  Easter  in  this  same  term,  imtil  which  day  the  said 
George  Rogers  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  billy  and  then  to 
answer,  &c  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster^  comes  as 
well  the  sud  jBo&er^by  hissaid  attorney,  as  the  said  Georgehj 
Adlard  ffUbyhiB  attorney. 

And  the  sud  George  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when, 
&a  and  says,  that  the  said  Robert  ought  not  to  have  or  main- 
tain his  said  action  thereof  against  him,  because  he  says  that 
well  and  true  it  is  that  the  said  Robert  did  come  into  the  ser- 
vice of  the  said  WilUam  on  the  said  2l8t  day  of  March  in  the 
said  year  of  our  Lord  1647  in  the  said  dedaration  above  spe- 
cified, and  did  continue  in  the  service  of  the  said  fFSUam 
imtil  the  last  day  of  December  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1658» 
during  which  sud  time  he  the  said  ffUliam,  at  London  afore- 
said in  the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid,  did  very  amply  provide 
for  the  said  Robert  meat  and  drink,  and  did  also  pay  to  the 
said  Robert  the  sum  of  SL  of  lawful  money  of  England  yearly 
for  his  salary.  And  the  said  G^or^efurther  says  that  thesaid 
Robert  on  the  said  last  day  of  December  in  the  said  year  of 
our  Lord  1658,  at  London  aforesaid  in  the  parish  and  ward 
*  aforesaid,  voluntarily  quitted  the  service  of  him  the  said  fFU-' 
Itam  Weston;  without  this,  that  he  the  said  Robert  did  serve 
the  said  William  until  the  first  day  of  November  in  the  16th 
year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  in  the  declara^ 
tion  of  the  said  Robert  above  mentioned ;  and  this  he  is  ready 
to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said  Robert 
ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof  against  him^ 
&c  (Demurrer  in  the  usual  form.)  And  for  causes  of  de- 
murrer in  law  upon  the  said  plea,  he  the  said  Robert,  accord-- 
ing  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  lately  made  and 
provided,  shews,  and  to  the  court  here  sets  forth  the  causes 
following,  that  is  to  say :  that  the  sidd  Gfeorge  has  traversed 
matter  in  a  case  not  traversable,  and  that  the  said  plea  wants 
form.    (Joinder  in  demurrer.)    But  because  the  court  of  our 
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said  lord  the  now  king  here  is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their    Osborne 
judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  a  day  thereof  is  given  to    *'•  Rogers. 
the  said  parties  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster^  until        ,   ^        ' 
Friday  next  after  the  Morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity^  to  hear  9^^.      ^'^"^ 
thnr  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  because  the  court 
of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  here  is  thereof  not  yet,  &c.     At 
whidi  day  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster  come  the 
said  parties  by  their  said  attomies ;  whereupon  all  and  singu- 
lar the  premises  being  seen,  and  by  the  court  of  our  lord  the 
now  kii^  here  diligently  examined  and  more  fully  understood, 
and  mature  deliberation  being  thereof  had,  because  it  seems 
to  the  court  of  our  lord  the  now  king  here  that  the  said  plea 
in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  above  pleaded,  and  the  matter      [  267  ] 
in  the  same  contained,  are  not  sufficient  in  law  to  bar  the  said 
Robert  OAcfme  from  having  his  said  action  thereof  against  the 
said  George^  it  is  considered  that  the  said  Robert  ought  to  re-  Judgment  for 
cover  his  damages  against  the  said  George  on  occadon  of  the     ^  ^ 
premises ;  but  because  it  is  unknown  to  the  court  of  our  said  Writ  ofinquiry 
lord  the  now  king  here  what  damages  he  the  said  RobertYoA 
sustained  on  occasion  of  the  premises,  therefore  the  sheriff  is 
commanded  that,  by  the  oath  of  twelve  good  and  lawful  men 
<^  his  bailiwick,  he  should  diligently  inquire  what  damages  he 
the  said  Robert  has  sustained,  as  well  on  occasion  of  the  pre- 
mises, as  for  his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that 
'behalf  expended,  and  the  inquisition  which,  &c.  he  should 
send  to  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster  on  day  next 

after  under  the  seal,  &c  and  seals,  &c.  together 

with  the  writ  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  to  him  thereof 
directed.     The  same  day  is  given  to  the  said  Robert  there,  &c. 


Osborne  verstis  Rogers,  Executor  of  Weston.  case  40. 

ASSUMPSIT.  —The  phiintiff  declares  that  he  had  served  s.  c.  2  Keb. 
-^3.    one  John  Weaver  for  three  years  next  before  the  2l8t  ^P^:   A»ump. 

.        nt  m  coundcr- 

day  cS  March  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1647,  and  in  that  service  ation  pUintiflr 

had  gained  60t  a-year ;  and  he  beiog  so  in  the  said  service^  d^d«S^*tes- 

the  said  testator  Weston,  in  consideration  that  the  plidntiff  at  tator,  he  pro- 

his  request  would  serve  the  said  William  Weston,  and  bestow  ^^  fi^w^ 

his  work  and  care  in  and  about  the  business  of  the  said  Wih-  and  a^en  that 

Uam,  undertook  and  promised  the  plaintiff  that  he  the  said  f^^>^igt  JT 

WiUiam  would  receive  him  the  said  Robert  Osborne  into  the  Mar€Ki647,to 
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Osborne      service  of  him  the  said  William^  and  look  upon  him  the  stud 

V.  Rogers.    Robert  as  his  the  said  WillianC^  own  son,  and  very  amply  pro- 

^,  •  vide  for  him  the  said  Robert.    And  the  plaintiff  avers  in  fact, 

1st  Nor.  1664.    ,,     ,  -  .    .  ..  ,  ..  .    '^  ,  ., 

Defendant  that  he,  givmg  Credit  to  the  said  promise,  upon  the  said  21st 
""Siffll^ed  ^7  ^^  March  1647,  went  into  the  service  of  the  said  Weston 
from  the  said  the  tcstator,  and  served  him  in  that  service  from  thence  until 
March  to^sist  ^®  ^^  ^7  ^^  November  in  the  16th  year  of  the  now  king, 
of  December,  and  for  all  that  time  with  great  diligence  bestowed  his  care 
\X^\tletl'wti  ^^^  labour  in  and  about  the  business  of  the  said  WUUam 
and  traverses  without  any  reward  or  salary  to  him  by  the  aforesaid  fFittiam 
till  the  ist  oC  Weston  therefore  given.  And  the  plaintiff  further  avers  that 
^7m^' ^^  ^^  ^^  »^e*^on  the  testator  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  9th day 
verse.  of  December  in  the  18th  year  of  the  now  king,  died  intestate, 

and  possessed  of  a  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  value  of 
30,000/1  and  upwards,  and  had  no  children;  and  then  the 
plaintiff  assigns  the  breach,  that  the  testator  had  aot  hitherto 
amply  provided  for,  nor  given  to  him  any  compensation  for 
his  said  service,  except  the  sum  of  20/.  which  was  not  a  suffix 
cient  compensation  for  his  said  service,  although  the  testator 
[  268  ]  in  his  lifetime,  and  the  defendant  afterwards,  were  thereto 
requested ;  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of  1000/L  The  defend- 
ant pleads  in  bar  of  the  action,  that  well  and  true  it  was  that 
the  said  plaintiff  on  the  said  21st  day  oi  March  in  the  sud 
year  of  our  Lord  1647,  went  into  the  service  of  the  said  tes- 
tator, and  continued  in  the  said  service  imtil  the  last  day  of 
December  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1658,  during  which  time 
the  said  testator  amply  provided  for  the  plaintiff  meat  and 
drink,  and  paid  him  8/.  yearly  for  his  salary.  And  the  de» 
fendant  fturther  sud  that  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  said  last  day 
of  December  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1658  aforesaid,  volunta- 
rily quitted  the  service  of  the  said  testator,  without  this,  that 
the  plaintiff  served  the  said  testator  until  the  first  day  of  No- 
vember in  the  16th  year  of  the  now  king ;  and  this,  &c  there- 
fore, &C. :  upon  which  plea  in  bar  the  plaintiff  demurs  in  law, 
and  shews  for  cause  that  the  defendant  had  traversed  a  matter 
not  traversable. 

And  it  was  moved  by  Jones  and  Saunders  of  counsel  with 
the  plaintiff,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  because  the  defendant 
by  his  plea  with  the  traverse  hath  put  only  part  of  the  time 
of  the  service  in  issue,  namely,  whether  the  plaintiff  served 
for  any  longer  time  than  from  the  last  day  of  December  1658 ; 
80  that  as  to  the  whole  time  before^  for  which  the  plaintiff  ought 
also  to  have  a  recompenoe,  the  defendant  has  tendered  no 
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issue.     And  although  the  defendant  hath  alleged  that  the    Osbornb 
plaintiff  had  a  recompence  for  that  time,  yet  it  ought  not  to    ^'  Rogers. 
conclude  the  plaintiff,  but  he  should  still  be  at  liberty  to 
reply  either  that  he  had  not  any  such  recompence,  or  that 
the  recompence,  supposed  by  the  defendant  to  pe  given,  was 
too  smalL     But  here  the  defendant  by  his  traverse  has  to- 
tally excluded  the  plaintiff  from  taking  any  such  issue.     And 
yet,  suppose  the  plaintiff  did  not  serve  after  the  said  last  day 
of  December  1658,  stiU  he  ought  to  recover  for  the  time  that 
he  served  before,  if  he  was  not  satisfied  for  it ;  but  now  the 
plaintiff  cannot  put  it  in  issue  whether  he  served  before  or  not, 
or  whether  he  was  satisfied  for  such  service  or  nof,  if  the 
defendant's  traverse  shall  be  good.     And  this  is  only  an  ac- 
tion upon  the  case,  in  which  damages  are  to  be  recovered, 
which   are  divisible  and  proportionable   according    to  the 
length  of  time  that  the  plaintiff  served,  and  therefore  the  thJ^widue  of 
defendant  cannot  make  one  part  of  the  time  of  the  pbdntiff s  t*»e  declaration. 
service  serve  for  an  inducement  to  traverse  the  other  as  he  has 
done  here  (1);  as  in  1  Bulstr.  116.     Yelv.  225.    Newhall  v. 


Defendant  can- 
not make  part 
of  his  plea  an 
inducement  to 


(1)  The  first  objection  is,  that  the 
plea  pleaded  with  the  traverse  is  no 
answer  to  the  whole  matter  contained 
in  the  declaration,  as  it  ought  to  be. 
See  ant^,  p.  28.  note  (3),  J^rl  of  Man- 
Chester  v.  Vak»  In  this  action  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  such  da- 
mages as  he  shall  be  found  to  deserve, 
as  well  from  the  nature  of  his  employ- 
ment, as  the  time  he  continued  in  it; 
the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  prove  his 
service  for  the  whoie  time  laid  in  the 
declaration  ;  if  he  proves  a  service  for 
a  shorter  time,  that  is  sufficient,  and 
the  recompence  will  be  proportionate 
thereto.  It  is  therefore  obvious,  that  it 
is  no  defence  to  an  action  of  this  kind 
to  say,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  serve 
for  part  of  the  time  mentioned  in  the  de- 
claration ;  and  that  is  the  only  point  put 
in  issue  by  the  traverse ;  and  besides, 
the  plaintiff  by  this  traverse  is  put  to 
all  the  inconvenience  pointed  out  in  the 
argument  of  the  counseL  Considering 
the  plea  in  this  light,   it  may  be  said 

VOL.  I. 


that  the  traverse  is  more  narrow  than  it 
ought  to  be.  See  Com.  Dig.  Pleader 
(G.  16.).  —  But  where  the  defendant's 
plea  extends  to  something  else^  as  well 
as  the  matter  in  the  declaration,  the 
plaintiff  may  narrow  his  traverse,  and 
confine  it  to  that  which  is  an  answer  to 
the  declaration.  Asifin  trespassing, 
the  defendant  pleads  a  right  of  com- 
mon pur  cause  de  vicinage  in  A.  and  B.^ 
the  plaintiff  may  traverse  the  right  in 

A.  only,  without  traversing  the  right  in 

B.  1  Wils.  338.  GrijffUh  v.  Williams, 
per  Denison  justice.  So  in  the  Year 
Book,  36  H.  6.  18.  b.  abridged  in  Bro. 
Travers  per  sans  ceo,  156.  the  declara- 
tion in  forcible  entry  was  of  two  houses 
and  one  hundred  acres  of  landy  the  de- 
fendant pleads  that  •/.  C.  was  seised  of 
the  manor  oi  D.,  whereof  the  said  houses 
and  one  hundred  acres  of  land  are,  and 
from  time  whereof,  &c.  were,  parcel  in 
his  demesne  as  of  fee,  and  being  so 
seised,  held  the  same  manor  of  the  de- 
fendant by  homage^   fealty,  and  escu- 
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Barnard,  action  upon  the  case  for  stopping  three  lights^  the 
defendant  justified  the  stopping  of  two,  and  traversed  that  he 
•    -.,     stopt  three  li^ts ;  the  plea  was  bad,  because  the  inducement 

Pleader (O),     goes  onlj  topart,  namely,  two  lights  only;  and  yet  the  tra* 

so. 


age,  and  died  seised,  and  conveys  title 
to  the  manor  hy  escheat,  and  gives 
colour  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  said 
houses  and  lands;  the  plaintiff  in  his 
replication,  protesting  that  the  manor 
was  held  of  the  king,  makes  title  to 
himself  of  the  whole  manor,  and  that  he 
was  so  seised  of  the  said  houses  and 
land  until  the  defendant  disseised  him, 
and  traverses,  without  this^  that  the  said 
J.  C.  died  seised  of  the  said  houses  and 
one  hundred  acres  of  land^  in  manner 
and  form  as  the  said  defendant  has 
supposed.  It  was  objected,  that  the 
traverse  ought  to  have  been  of  •/.  C's 
dying  seised  of  the  manor^  otherwise 
his  replication  was  repugnant,  for  every 
replication  ought  to  confess  and  avoid, 
or  traverse  the  plea  in  bar,  and  that  if 
the  plea  tender  an  averment,  it  ought 
not  to  be  answered  by  argument;  the 
replication  did  not  deny  that  J.  C. 
<Ued  seised  of  the  mofior,  nor  that 
the  houses  and  land  were  parcel  of 
the  manor,  therefore  a  traverse  oi 
the  seisin  of  the  houses  and  land  was 
inconsistent  But  the  court  held  the 
traverse  good,  for  the  plaintiff  was  not 
bound  to  traverae  any  thing  more  than 
that  which  the  plaintiff  complains  of, 
namely,  the  houses  and  land ;  and  per^ 
haps  the  houses  and  land  were  parcel 
of  the  manor  at  one  time  and  not  at 
another.  And  agreeable  hereto  is  the 
case  of  Harpur  and  Painter,  £.  T.  18 
Geo.  S.  K.  B.  MSS.  which  was  an 
action  of  trespass,  quare  clausumfreffit; 
the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  beus  in 
quo  was  parcel  of  a  'large  waste,  and 
that  the  waste  was  the  soil  and  free- 
hold of  Mr.  Bassettf  and  justified  as  his 
servant    The  plaintiff  replied,  that  the 


locus  in  quo  was  the  soil  and  freehold 
of  Mr.  Pitt,  and  not  the  soil  and  free- 
hold of  Mr.  BassetL  The  defendant 
demurred  specially,  the  cause  of  the  de> 
murrer  assigned  was,  that  the  replica- 
tion contained  no  traverse  of  any  thing 
asserted  in  the  plea,  but  of  what  was 
merely  argumentative.  Bait,  for  the 
defendant,  argued,  that  it  was  a  settled 
point  that  the  replication  must  traverse, 
or  confess  and  avoid  the  bar  directly. 
1  And.  166.  1  Leon.  77.  Zoudk  and 
BamfiekTB  case.  The  plaintiff  might 
have  traversed  that  the  locus  in  quo 
was  part  of  the  waste,  or  that  the  waste 
was  the  soil  and  freehold  of  Mr.  Bassett, 
&c  He  has  not  done  this,  but  has 
traversed  what  was  merely  argumenta- 
tive, for  there  was  no  allegation  in  the 
plea  that  tlie  locus  in  quo  was  the  soil 
and  freehold  of  Mr.  Bassett,  and  cited 
Priddle  and  Napper*%  case,  11  Rep.  8  b. 
Chambre,  conird,  argued,  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  tendered  the  only  proper  issue. 
The  sole  point  contended  for  by  the 
defendant  was,  that  the  whole  waste 
belongs  to  Mr.  Basseti,  the  plaintiff 
only  says  part  is  Mr.  Pittn;  if  he  had 
tendered  the  issue  that  the  whole  waste 
was  not  the  soil  and  freehold  of  Mr. 
Bassett,  it  would  have  been  immaterial, 
because  had  it  been  found  with  him, 
it  was  no  necessary  consequence  that 
any  part  belonged  to  Mr.  PitL  It  was 
objected  that  the  matter 'put  in  issne 
was  no  assertion :  that  cannot  be  stated 
without  shewing  the  plea  bad,  because 
it  was  equally  argumentative  (see  36 
H.  6.  19.  b.  2a  a.  per  Silling  aocord- 
ingly).  See  definition  of  an  issae,  Co. 
Litt  126.  It  is  enough  if  the  party 
denies  the  substance  and  eflfect  of  what 
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Terse  goes  precisely  to  all  the  three :  which  ought  not  to  be, 
because  if  the  defendant  hath  stopped  two  only,  and  not  three, 
yet  in  an  action  upon  the  case,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  recover 
damages  pro  tanto  ;  but  he  will  be  deprived  thereof  by  such 
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is  said  without  following  the  words  of 
the  other  party.  2  Salk.  629.  Gilbert 
V.  Parker,  In  11  Rep.! the  only  deter- 
mination was  that  maUer  of  law  could 
not  be  traversed ;  with  regard  to  what 
is  there  said  of  ancient  demesne*  it  raay 
be  answered,  that  it  can  only  be  so  by 
being  parcel  of  a  manor :  he  cited  the 
above-mentioned  case  from  Bro.  Tra- 
vene,  156.  Bait  in  reply:  The  averment 
18  as  distinct  here  as  that  in  Priddle  and 
J^apper,  that  the  locus  in  quo  is  parcel 
of  a  manor  which  was  ancient  demesne. 
The  issue,  if  found  for  plaintiff,  would 
have  been  material,  because  Mr.Bcusett 
claimed  it  only  as  parcel  of  the  waste, 
and  therefore  it  would  be  decisive  that 
the  whole  was  not  his.  Lord  Mansfield: 
The  point  in  dispute  is  whether  the  locus 
in  quo  be  the  soil  and  freehold  of  Mr. 
SasseU.  It  is  nothing  to  the  plaintiff 
whether  the  whole  waste  belongs  to  Mr. 
Bassett,  Is  not  the  assertion  that  the 
whole  is  his,  an  assertion  that  every  part 
is  so?  The  court  were  unanimous  against 
the  demurrer,  but  on  some  particular 
circumstances  attending  the  case,  the 
defendant  was  allowed  to  withdraw  his 
demurrer  and  take  issue.  —  But  the 
contrary  seems  to  have  been  held  in 
Bradbum  v.  Kennerdale,  Carth.  164>.; 
where  the  defendant  made  cognizance 
aa  bailiff  to  Sir  P.  fF.,  for  that  Sir  P. 
tempore  quoy  &c.  was  seised  of  the 
manor  of  A,  (of  which  the  locus  in  quo 


is,  and  time  out  of  mind  was,  parcel), 
in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  and  that  the 
defendant  as  bailiff  took,  &c.  damage 
feasant  It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  traverse  the  seisin  in  fee  of 
the  locus  in  quOy  because  there  was  no 
positive  and  express  cUlegationihat  Sir  P. 
was  seised  of  the  locus  in  quOy  but  only 
arffumentaHvely  and  hy  consequence^  as 
it  was  parcel  of  the  manor.  There  is 
also  another  case  that  seems  contrary 
to  the  rule  above-mentioned,  namely, 
the  case  of  Morewood  and  Woody 
4  T.  R.  157o  which  was  trespass  for 
breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's 
close  called  S.  C.  and  digging  stones 
therein,  &c  Plea,  that  there  are  cer- 
tain wastes  lying  open  to  one  another, 
one,  the  close  in  which,  &c  and  the 
other  called  8*  G.;  and  prescribes  for 
the  liberty  of  digging  stones  in  boA 
closes,  and  so  justifies,  &c.  Replica- 
tion traverses  the  prescription  in  S,  C, 
the  close  in  which,  &c.  only ;  Rejoin- 
der, tendering  issue  on  the  prescription 
in  both.  Plaintiff  demurs.  The  court 
held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  narrow 
his  traverse  by  confining  it  to  the  pre- 
scription in  S.  C.  only ;  but  was  bound 
to  traverse  the  whole  prescription. 
Perhaps  this  last  case  may  be  distin- 
guished by  its  being  9l prescription  which 
in  its  nature  b  entire,  and  therefore 
cannot  be  denied  in  part,  but  the  whole 
must  be  traversed,  (h) 


^k)  The  principal  argument  which 
as  relied  on  in  that  case,  both  by  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant  and  by  the 
court,  was,  that  the  plaintiff,  by  narrow- 
ing the  prescription,  had  deprived  the 
defendant  of  the  means  of  proving  his 


right  by  evidence  of  acts  of  owneiBhip 
exercised  in  the  other  close  called  S,  (r., 
whieh  evidence  he  was  entitled  to  ad- 
duce, having  stated  in  his  plea  the  con- 
nexion between  S.  C.  and  S.G,;  if  the 
pbuntiff  meant  to  deny  that  connection, 
LL  2 
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Defendant 
should  have 
pleaded  as  to 
part  of  the  time 
in  the  declara- 
tion,  that  the 
plaintiff  had 
received  a  re- 
compence,  and 
as  to  the  rest 
that  he  did  not 
serve,  &c. 


traverse,  if  it  should  be  good.  But  the  defendant  ought 
to  haye  pleaded,  as  to  the  stopping  of  one  light,  not  guilty ; 
and  as  to  the  other  two,  pleaded  his  justification,  and  relied 
upon  it,  and  then  every  part  of  the  wrong  supposed  hj  the 
plaintiff  would  be  put  in  issue.  So  here  the  defendant  ought 
to  have  pleaded  his  matter  in  two  pleas,  viz.  one  plea,  that 
for  the  time  that  the  plaintiff  served,  until  the  last  day  of  JDe- 
cember  1658,  he  had  received  a  recompence ;  and  this,  &&, 
wherefore,  &c. :.  and  another  plea,  that  the  plaintiff,  after  the 
said  last  day  of  December  1658,  did  not  serve  in  manner  and 
form,  &C.  and  this,  &c  wherefore,  &c.  And  so  the  whole 
case  would  come  in  issue ;  but  now  the  traverse  has  prevented 
it.  Likewise  the  traverse  itseLF  is  not  good  for  another  rea- 
son, namely,  because  the  defendant  had  predsely  traversed 
the  whole  time  from  the  last  day  of  December  1658  until  the 
first  day  oi Novembery  in  the  16th  year  of  the  now  king; 
therefore  if  the  pliuntiff  had  taken  issue  upon  it,  he  would 
have  been  bound  to  prove  the  service  for  the  whoh  time, 
otherwise  he  would  not  recover  any  thing ;  whereas,  if  he  had 
in  fact  served  for  any  part  of  the  said  time,  he  ought  to  have 
recovered  pro  tanto.  And  upon  issue  joined  upon  this  tra- 
verse, if  the  plaintiff  proved  that  he  had  served  for  one,  two, 
three,  or  more  years,  yet  if  he  does  not  prove  that  he  served 
imtil  the  first  day  of  November  in  the  16th  year  of  the  now 


he  should  have  traversed  the  averment 
of  it ;  if  not,  he  should  have  traversed 
the  whole  prescription,  and  so  ad- 
mitted the  connexion.  This  argument 
assumes  that  upon  the  narrow  traverse 
the  defendant  would  not  have  been  at 
liberty  to  have  adduced  evidence  of  the 
connexion  between  SlC,  and  S.  &.,  and 
then  to  have  established  his  right  upon 
S.C.  by  evidence  of  the  exercise  of  it 
upon  S,  G,;  which  point  seems  not 
to  be  clear,  inasmuch  as  the  whole  of 
such  evidence,  taken  together,  would 
go  directly  to  prove  the  issue  on  the 
record.  In  this  view  of  the  case,  it  is 
direcUy  contrary  to  Harpur  v.  Painter. 
[See  6  Bing.  522.  Maaewdl  v.  Martin. 
4  Moo.  &  P.  291.  S.C.]  With  respect 
to  the  entirety  of  prescriptions,   the 


above  cited  case  of  Griffith  v.  Williams^ 
1  Wils.  3S8.,  decides  that,  where  a  pre- 
scription consists  of  two  parts,  as  of  a 
right  to  toll,  and  also  to  distrain  for  it, 
either  part  may  be  traversed.  A  party 
does  not  fail  by  proving  a  lai^er  pre- 
scription than  that  which  is  put  in  issue; 
but  it  is  essential  that  he  should  prove  a 
prescription  to  the  full  extent  of  that 
which  is  put  in  issue,  otherwise  the  con- 
sequence would  be,  that  the  record 
would  be  evidence  of  a  right  which  had 
been  expressly  disproved  at  the  trial 
See  1  Camp.  309.  Rogers  v.  AUeHy 
and  the  note  there.  9  East,  185.  Khig*- 
mill  V.  BulL  4  Camp.  189.  7^  JBng 
V.  Marquis  of  Buckingham.  [8  A.  & 
£.  161.  Bailey  v.  Appleyard.  S  Nev. 
&P.  257.  S.C.] 
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king,  the  issue  would  be  against  him,  although  the  merits  of    Osborne 
the  cause  were  for  him  (2) ;  and  for  these  reasons  it  was  con-    ^'  Rogers. 
duded  that  the  defendant's  plea  was  bad.  ' 


(2)  And  in  this  point  of  view  the 
traverse  is  larger  than  it  should  be; 
see  Com.  Dig.  Pleader  (G.  15.).  See 
also  post,  312.  Eex  v.  Kitderhy^  note 
(5).  2  Saund.  206.  Goram  v.  Sweeting. 
2  Str.  818.  6  Resolution.  Palmer  v. 
J5%iiu.(/) 

Though  a  question  of  this  kind  can- 
not arise  in  an  action  of  cusumpsit  at 
this  day,  because  the  plea  would  now 
be  only  nan  assumpsiiy  yet  the  reason 
and  principles  of  this  case  are  appli- 
cable \to  every  case  of  a  similar  kind, 
where  the  matter  alleged  in  the  adverse 
pleading  is  in  its  nature  separate  and 
divisible,  and  the  party  entitled  to  a 
proportionate  recompense  for  so  much 
as  he  can  prove.    The  declaration  too 


in  this  case  is  different  from  the  present 
form;  for  instead  of  a  special  count, 
the  declaration  would  now  only  con- 
tain the  common  counts  for  work  and 
labour  and  upon  a  quantum  meruit; 
but  at  thb  time  there  was  no  general 
counts  for  work  and  labour,  or  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  and  the  like.  And 
Lord  Holt  used  to  say  that  he  was  a 
bold  man  that  first  ventured  on  them, 
though  they  are  now  every  day's  expe- 
rience. 2  Str.  9S3.  See  Cro.  Jac 
206.  Woodford  y.  Deacon.  Ibid.  642. 
Mayor  v.  Harre.  1  Sid.  182.  Cooihe  v. 
Sambume.  Garth.  276.  Hibbert  v. 
Caurthope,  However  the  principle  of 
this  case  may  be  usefully  applied  to 
other  cases,  (m) 


(/)  [See  1  Bing.  N.  C.  323.  Moore 
v.  BoulcotL  I  Scott,  122.  S.  C.  1  M. 
&W.  728.  Siubbs  y.  Laineon.  6  M.& 
W.  559.  Basan  v.  Arnold.  Accord. ; 
and  post,  Vol.  II.  207  a.  notes.] 

(m)  Where  a  man  does  work  for  an- 
other in  expectation  of  a  legacy,  and 
that  other  dies  without  leaving  him 
any,  he  cannot  sue  the  .executor  for 
work  and  labour.  2  Str.  728.  Osbom 
y.  Governors  of  Guy*B  HospitaL  [See 
4  Scott,  N.  R.  374.    Baxter  v.  Grey.] 

The  general  counts  may  be  resorted 
to  in  all  cases  where  the  contract  is 
executed,  and  nothing  remains  to  be 
done  but  the  payment  of  money. 
1 2. East,  1.  Ijeeds  v.  Burrows.  1  Bos. 
&  Pull.  397.  PouUer  v.  KtUingheck. 
[3  B.  &  C.  420.  Sheldon  v.  Cox.  5  D.& 
R.  277.  S.  C.  5  B.  &  C.  638.  Studdg  v. 
Saundersy  by  HolroydZ.  1  Bing.  N.C. 
671.  Alexander  v.  Gardner.  1  Scott, 
630.  S.  C.     1  M.  &  W.  545.   Biancki 


V.  Nash.  3  Bing.  N.  C.  15.  GrisseO  v. 
Robinson^  by  Tindal  C.  J.  2  M.  &  W. 
443.  Stone  v.  Rogers.  3  Bing.  N.  C. 
737.  Lucas  v.  Godwin.  4  Scott,  502. 
S.C.  1  a  B.  809.  ScoU  V.  Parker.  1  G. 
&  Dav.  258.  S.C.  In  other  words, 
'<  where  the  terms  of  a  special  agreement 
^*  have  been  performed,  so  as  to  leave  a 
<<  mere  simple  debt  or  duty  between  the 
<<  the  parties,  the  plaintiff  may  give  the 
<'  circumstances  in  evidence,  and  recover 
'^  under  a  general  count  of  indebitatus 
''assumpsit:*  2  Stark.  Ev.  71.  3d 
ed.,  cited  and  approved  by  Parke  B. 
2  M .  &  W.  448.] 

But  where  the  special  contract  re- 
mains unperformed,  even  by  the  fault 
of  the  defendant,  the  declaration  must 
still  be  special.  2  East,  145.  Htdle  v 
JSeightman.  Therefore,  where  goods  are 
sold  to  be  paid  for  by  a  bill,  and  the 
purchaser  refuses  to  give  the  bill,  the 
declaration  must  be  special;  4  East, 
LL  3 
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And  90  was  the  opinion  of  the  whole  conrty  and  judgment 
given  for  the  plaintiff,  and  a  writ  of  inquiry  awarded. —  fFSi- 
nington  and  Coleman  for  the  defendant;  but  they  could  not 
say  much  to  maintain  the  plea. 


147.  Mussen  v.  Price.  S  Bos.  &  Pull. 
582.  Dutton  v.  Sohmonson.  9  East, 
498.  Hoskine  y.  Duperoy ;  unless  the 
plaintiff  wait  till  the  bill  would  have 
become  due,  if  it  had  been  given; 
4  East,  149.  note.  MiUer  ▼.  Shawe^  per 
Chambre  J.  1  N.  R.  SSa  Brooke  v. 
White.  [2  B.  &  Ad.  431.  Helps 
V.  WifUerbottom.  S  M.  &  W.  25. 
Farr  v.  Ward] ;  or  where  a  bill  is 
given  in  payment  for  goods  and 
refused  acceptance.  7  Taunt  312. 
Hickling  v.  Hardy.  1  B.  Moore,  61. 
S.C.  So  where  the  defendant  con- 
tracted to  transfer  stock  on  a  certain 
day  to  the  plaintiff,  but  failed  to  per- 
form his  contract:  upon  .which  the 
plaintiff  bought  the  stock,  and  to  re- 
cover the  consequent  loss  sustained  by 
him,  brought  an  action  against  the  de- 
fendant for  money  paid ;  it  was  held, 
that  such  action  was  not  maintainable, 
as  the  plaintiff  should  have  declared 
speciaUy  on  the  contract  8  Taunt 
268.  Lightfoot  v.  Creed.  [But  wher- 
ever one  of  the  parties  to  a  special  con- 
tract, not  under  seal,  has  refused  to 
perform  his  side  of  it,  or  has  disabled 
himself  from  performing  it  by  his  own 
act,  the  other  party  has,  thereupon,  a 
right  to  elect  to  rescind  it,  and  to  sue 
immediately  on  a  quantum  meruit  for 
any  thing  that  he  had  done  under  it  pre- 
viously to  the  rescission.  2  Smith's  Lead- 
ing Cases,  11,12.  8  Bing.  14.  Planche 
y.  Colbum.  1  Moo.  &  Sc.  51.  S.  C. 
1  A.  &  E.  333.  Phillips  v.  Jones. 
And  where  a  party  has  disabled  him- 
self from  fulfilling  a  contract,  though 
before  the  time  allowed  for  that  pur- 
pose he  may  have  recovered  the  means 
of  doing  so,  stiU,  in  the  mean  time,  the 
other  party  has  a  right  to  rescind  it 


6  B.  &  C.  534.  Boper  v.  Combes.    9  D* 
&R.562.  S.CO 

Where  the  contract  is  rescinded, 
any  money  which  has  been  paid  under 
it  may  be  recovered  back  in  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received.  1  T.  R« 
133.  Towers  v.  SarretL  5  East,  449- 
Hunt  V.  Silk.  7  T.  R.  181.  GOes  v. 
Edwards.  The  difference  between 
those  cases  where  the  contract  is  open, 
and  where  it  is  not  so^  is  this  —  if  the 
contract  be  rescinded,  as  where  by  the 
terms  of  it  it  is  left  in  the  plaintiff's 
power  to  rescind  it  by  any  act,  and  he 
does  it,  or  where  the  defendant  after- 
wards assents  to  its  being  rescinded, 
the  pbiintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  back 
his  money ;  and  then  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received  will  lie :  but 
if  the  contract  be  open,  the  plaintiff*s 
demand  is  not  for  the  whole  sum,  but 
for  damages  arising  out  of  the  contract, 
and  then  he  must  state  the  special 
contract  1  Term  Rep.  133.  per 
Buller  J.  1  N.  R.  351.  Cooke  v. 
Munstone.  1  Doug.  23.  Weston  t. 
Downes.  [7  Bing.  266.  James  v.  Cot- 
ton. 5  M00.&  P.  26.  S.  C.  8  A.&  E. 
107.  HurH  V.  OrheU.  3  Nev.  &  P. 
237.  S.  C. 

Accordingly,  in  the  case  of  a  sale, 
with  a  warranty,  of  a  certain  speeifie 
chattel,  where  the  property  has  passed 
to  the  vendee,  and  the  price  has  been 
paid,  he  has  no  right,  upon  breach  of 
the  warranty,  to  return  the  article  and 
revest  the  property  in  the  vendor,  and 
recover  the  price  as  money  paid  on  a 
consideration  which  has  failed;  unless 
there  has  been* a  condition  in  the  con- 
tract authorbing  the  return,  or  the 
vendor  has  received  back  the  chattel 
and  has  thereby  consented  to  rescind 
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the  contracty  or  has  been  guUty  of  a 
fraud,  which  destroys  the  coDtract 
altogether.  2  B.  &  Ad.  462.  StreH 
y.Blay.  1  Cr.&  M.  207.  Gampertz  v. 
DetUofu  Seats,  where  the  vendor 
has  delivered  to  the  vendee  some- 
thing which,  though  resembling  the 
article  contracted  to  be  sold,  is  of  no 
Talue.  3  Bing.  N.  C.  724«.  Young  v. 
Gde.  4Scott,489.S.C.  A  contract  for 
the  sale  of  real  property,  inasmuch  as 
the  property  does  not  pass  by  it,  stands 
on  a  different  footing  from  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  a  specific  chattel ;  and.  the 
rule  is,  that  if  the  vendor  has  mis- 
described  the  subject-matter  of  the  con- 
tract in  a  material  and  substantial  point, 
ao  that  it  may  reasonably  be  supposed 
that,  but  for  such  misdescription,  the 
pnxdiaser  might  never  have  entered 
into  the  contract  at  all,  the  purchaser 
may  rescind  the  contract  1  Bing.  N.C. 
870.  FUghiY.  Booth.  1  Scott,  190.  S.  C. 
1  M.&W.  520.  Ballard y.  Way.  In 
order  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  treat  the 
contract  as  rescinded,  and  resort  to  the 
general  counts,  it  is  essential  that  the 
circumstances  should  be  such  that  the 
parties  shall,  by  the  plaintiff's  recover- 
ing the  verdict,  be  placed  in  the  same 
situation  in  which  they  originally  were 
before  the  contract  was  entered  into. 


5  East,  449.  2Y.&Jery.27S.  Beed  v. 
Bkmd/ord.    2  B.  &  Ad.  464. 

With  respect  to  the  vendof^s  right  to 
rescind  the  contract,  it  may  be  observed, 
that  the  sale  of  a  specific  chattel  on 
credit,  though  that  credit  may  be  limited 
to  a  definite  period,  passes  the  property 
to  the  vendee ;  and  though  the  vendor, 
if  he  retains  possession  of  the  thing  sold, 
has  a  lien  upon  it  till  the  price  is  paid, 
yet  the  vendee's  failure  to  pay  it  at  the 
time  appointed  gives  the  vendor  no 
right  to  rescind  the  bargain  and  revest 
the  property  in  himself.  1  Q.  B.  S89. 
MarHndale  v.  Smith.  1  G.&  D.  1.  S.C. 
Where  the  vendor  of  goods  has  de- 
livered them  under  the  contract,  and 
then  claims  to  rescind  it  on  the  ground 
of  the  vendee's  fraud,  he  may  bring 
trover  for  the  goods.  See  1  Carr.  & 
M.  ei.  Sheppard  v.  Shodbred.  But 
if  he  treats  the  transaction  as  a  con- 
tract at  all,  he  must  take  it  alto- 
gether, and  be  bound  by  the  terms  of 
it.  Therefore,  where  goods  are  fraudu- 
lentiy  bought  on  credit,  the  seller  cannot 
sue  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  before 
the  credit  has  expired,  though  he  might 
have  maintained  trover.  9  B.  &  C.  59. 
Ferguson  y.  CarringUm.  1  Cr.  M.  & 
R.  S\2.  Sirutt  y.  Smith.  4Tyrw.l019. 
S.C.    6M.&W.8S.  Selwagy.Fogg.^ 


Dominus  Rex  versus  Sutton. 
HiL  19  &  20  Car.  11.  Beg.  6.  Inter  placita  "RegiE. 


to  wit 


I  "OE  it  remembered,  that  Sir  Thomas  Fanshaw 
^  -D  knight,  coroner  andattomey  of  our  lord  the 
king  m  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  before  the  king 
himself,  wlio  prosecutes  for  our  said  lord  the  king  in  this  be- 
Itfdf,  in  his  proper  person  csme  here  into  the  court  of  our 
said  lord  the  king,  befpre  the  king  himself  at  Westminster y  on 

L  L  4 


Case  41. 


fore  the  coroner. 
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Rex  v.       Friday  next  after  the  Morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity  last  pasty 
Sutton.      ^^j  f^^  ^^^  ^^  j^^^j  ^j^^  j^jj^  brought  here  into  the  court  of 

'  our  said  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  then  there  a 

Information  set  certain  information  agidnst  John  Sutton,  late  of  Paylton,  in 
^"^'  the  county  of  Warwicky  yeoman,  which  said  information  fol- 

lows in  these  words,  to  wit :  Be  it  remembered,  that  Sir  Tho- 
mas  Fanshaw,  knight,  coroner  and  attorney  of  our  lord  the 
king,  in  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  before  the  king 
[  270  ]  himself,  who  for  our  said  lord  the  king  prosecutes  in  this  be- 
half, in  his  proper  person  comes  here  into  the  court  of  our 
said  lord  the  king  before  the  king  himself  at  Westminster,  on 
Friday  next  after  the  Morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  this  same 
term,  and  for  our  said  lord  the  king,  gives  the  court  here  to 
Inquintion  be-  understand  and  be  informed,  that  Elizabeth  Lapunnrth,  late  of 
Lowe,  in  the  said  county,  widowj  not  having  the  fear  of  God 
before  her  eyes,  but  being  moved  and  seduced  by  the  insti- 
gation of  the  devil,  on  the  23d  day  of  September  in  the  15th 
year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  now  king 
of  England,  &c.  at  Lowe  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid^ 
in  and  upon  herself,  in  the  peace  of  God,  and  our  said  lord 
the  king  then  and  there  being,  then  and  there  feloniously^ 
wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  aforethought,  did  make  an  assault ; 
and  that  the  said  Elizabeth  Lapworth,  with  a  certain  knife,  of 
the  value  of  one  penny,  which  she  the  said  Elizabeth  Lap~ 
worth  then  had  and  held  in  her  right  hand,  herself,  in  and 
upon  the  throat  of  her  the  said  Elizabeth,  did  then  and  there 
feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  aforethought,  strike, 
and  cut,  then  and  there  giving  to  herself  with  the  said  knife, 
in  and  upon  the  throat,  one  mortal  wound  of  the  length  of 
four  inches,  and  of  the  depth  of  one  inch  and  a  half  of  one 
inch,  of  which  said  mortal  wound  the  said  Elizabeth  Lapworth, 
from  the  said  23d  day  of  September  in  the  15th  year  afore- 
said, until  the  26th  day  of  September  then  next  foUowing,  at 
Lowe  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  did  languish,  and  lan- 
guishing did  live ;  which  saiA  Elizabeth  Laptoorth,  on  the  said 
26th  day  of  September,  in  the  15th  year  aforesaid,  at  Lowe 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  of  die  said  mortal  wound 
•  See  post,  35^.  died.*  And  so  the  said  Elizabeth,  at  Lowe  aforesaid,  in  the 
note  (1).  county  aforesaid,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  her  malice  afore- 

thought, and  as  a  felon  of  herself,  did  kill  and  murder  her^ 
self,  agunst  the  peace  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  his  crown 
t  Post,  275.       and  dignity,  &c.  as  f  by  a  certain  inquisition,  lately  taken 
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before  John  Yardlyy  gent.,  one  of  the  coroners  of  our  lord  the  Rex  v. 
king  of  the  said  county,  upon  view  of  the  body  of  the  said  Sutton. 
Elizabeth  Lapwortk,  and  delivered  into  the  court  of  our  lord  '. 

the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  with  the  said  coroner's  own 
hands,  more  fully  appears.     And  that  John  Sutton,  late  of  Defendant  in- 
Payltony  in  the  county  of  Warwick,  yeoman,  was  indebted  to  ^^^^ 
the  said  Elizabeth  Lapworth  in  the  sum  of  %0l,  on  the  said  as  appears  by  a 
day  of  her  death,  as  *  appears  by  a  certain  writing  obliga-  ^^^  ^75. 
tory  sealed  with  the  seal  of  him  the  s^d  John,  and  here  into 
court  brought,  and  bearing  date  the  1st  day  of  November,  in 
the  14th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  of 
England,  &o. ;  yet  the  said  John  Sutton  did  not  pay  the  said 
sum  of  80^  nor  any  part  thereof  to  the  said  Elizabeth  in  her 
life  time,  nor  lias  he  anywise  contented  her  for  the  same, 
whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  our  said  lord  the  king  to  ^«r  quod  aeti? 
demand  and  have  of  and  from  the  said  John  Sutton  the  said  "**"*"'' 
sum  of  80/.,  whereof  he  the  said  John  is  answerable  to  our 
said  lord  the  king ;  wherefore  the  said  coroner  and  attorney  Prooess  prayed, 
of  our  said  lord  the  king,  for  our  said  lord  the  king,  prays  the 
advice  of  the  court  here  on  the  premises,  and  due  process  of       [  271] 
law  to  be  made  against  the  said  John  Sutton  in  this  behalf,  to 
answer  our  said  lord  the  king  of  and  in  the  premises,  &c. ; 
wherefore  the  sheriff  of  the  said  county  was  commanded  that 
he  should  not  omit,  &c.,  but  should  cause  him  to  come  to  an- 
swer, &c. 

And  now,  to  wit,  on  Thursday  next  after  the  octave  of  St  Plea; 
Hilary  in  this  same  term,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  West- 
minster, comes  the  said  John  Sutton  by  James  Hales  his  attor- 
ney ;  and,  having  had  oyer  of  the  said  information,  says,  that 
he  does  not  suppose  that  our  said  lord  the  now  king  will  or 
ought  any  further  to  impeach  or  molest  him  the  said  John 
Sutton  on  account  of  the  premises  in  the  said  information 
above  specified,  because,  protesting  *  that  the  said  informa-  protesting  that 
tion,  and  the  matter  in  the  same  contained,  are  not  sufficient  ^^  uiformation 

.     1  !•  T    f      1  •  •  1  18  not  sufficient; 

m  law,  to  wmch  he  has  no  necessity,  nor  is  bound  by  the  law  »  2  Saund. 
of  the  land  to  answer;  for  plea  nevertheless  he  says,  that  i<^»no*e(A)- 
Charles  the  First,  late  king  o{  England,  long  before  the  exhi- 
biting of  the  said  information,  to  wit,  on  the  23d  day  of  May,  for  plea  says, 
in  the  14th  year  of  his  reign,  by  his  certain  indenture,  made  FiJ^b"ind^^ 
at  his  palace  of  Westminster,  between  the  said  late  king,  by  ture,  under  the 
the  name  of  the  most  excellent  prince  the  said  lord  Charles,  ^^^^  ^L 
by  the  grace  of  Grod,  of  England,  Scotland,  France,  and  Irc'  mwd  to  one 
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Rxx  V, 
Sutton. 


a  C.  the  eourt- 
leet  of  B.  oiMf 
ihtgoodt  OMd 

hmttken^  for  a 
tena  of  thirty- 
one  yean. 
Profert 
•  Port,  «74. 
nid  iiote(l). 


kmd^  king,  defender  of  the  faith,  &o.  of  the  one  party  and 
one  Sir  Simon  Clarke^  bart,  by  the  name  of  ^  Simon  Clarke 
bart  of  the  other  part,  (one  part  whereof,  with  the  seal  of  his 
duchy  of  Lancaster y  by  the  command  of  the  said  lord  the  king 
affixed,  he  the  said  John  brings  here  into  court,  the  date 
whereof  is  the  same  day  and  year  aforesaid,)  it  is  witnessed  * 
that  he  the  said  kte  king,  for  divers  good  causes  and  consi- 
derations mentioned  in  the  said  indenture,  him  the  said  late 
king  specially  moying,  by  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  chan- 
cellor and  coimdl  of  his  duchy  oiLancaster^  had  granted,  set, 
and  to  farm  let,  and  by  the  said  indenture,  for  himself,  hia 
heirs,  and  successora,  ^d  grant,  set,  and  to  farm  let  to  the 
said  Sir  Simon  Clarke,  bart,  thecourt-leet  and  view  of  frank- 
pledge of  Brincklowe,  otherwise  Brinchloe,  with  its  members, 
in  the  county  of  fFdrtmck,  held,'or  in  future,  during  the 
term  thereinafter  by  the  said  indenture  granted,  to  be  held  at 
BrvncUowe  aforesaid,  and  also  all  and  singular  the  perquisites 
and  profits  of  the  said  court-leet,  with  the  cert-money  there- 
of, and  also  the  goods  and  chattels  of  felons  and  fugitives^ 
fines,  amerciaments,  rdiefis,  estrays,  and  goods  and  chattds 
waived,  yearly,  and  from  time  to  time,  during  the  term  there- 
inafter by  the  said  indenture  granted,  there  happening,  aris- 
ing, and  coming ;  all  and  singular  which  premises,  by  a  par- 
ticular thereof,  are  mentioned  to  be  parcel  of  the  possessions 
of  the  sdd  duchy  of  Lancaster ,  in  the  said  coimty  of  Warwick, 
(all  and  singular  wardships,  marriages,  fines  for  respiting 
homage,  deodands,  and  heriots  on  the  entry  of  the  customaiy 
tenants,  there  happening,  excepted  and  always  reserved  to 
the  said  lord  the  king,  his  heirs  and  successors,)  to  haoe,  hoId» 
occupy,  and  exercise  the  said  court-leet  and  view  of  frank- 
pledge, and  the  perquisites  and  profits  of  the  same,  and  all 
and  singular  other  the  premises  above  by  the  said  indentore 
before  granted,  or  mentioned  to  be  demised  and  granted  with 
their  appurtenances,  except  as  before  excepted,  to  the  said 
Sir  Simon  Clarke,  bart,  and  his  assigns,  from  the  feast  of  the 
Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary  then  last  past  before 
the  date  of  the  said  indenture,  until  the  end  of  the  term,  and 
for  the  term  of  31  years  thence  next  following,  and  fully  to 
be  complete ;  yielding  therefore  from  thence  yearly  to  the 
said  lord  the  king,  his  heirs  and  successors,  20s.  of  lawfid 
money  of  England,  payable  yearly,  during  the  said  term  by 
the  said  indenture  before  granted,  at  the  feasts  of  St  Mchael 
the  Archangel,  and  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin 
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Mary^  by  equal  portions  (1),  as  hj  the  said  indenture  more  Rkx  «. 

folly  appears ;  by  virtae  of  which  said  indenture  the  said  Sir  Suttok. 

Simon  Clarke  was  possessed  of  the  eaid  premises  with  the  ap-  * 
purtenanoes,  (except  as  before  excepted);    and    being  so 


(1)  The  statute  4  &  5  W.  &  IVf.  c.  22. 
enacts,  *^  that  no  corporation,  lord  or 
<<  lords  of  manors,  or  other  person  or 
**  persons,  having  grants  by  charter,  or 
**  other  good  conveyances,  *  who  have 
*<  inroUed,  and  had  the  same  allowed 
*^  in  and  by  the  court  of  K.  B.,  shall 
*^  thereafter  be  compelled  to  plead  the 
*'  same  to  any  inquisition  returned  by 
*^  anj  coroner ;  and  that  if  there  be 
**  auy  corporations,  lord  or  lords  of 
«<  manors,  or  other  person  or  persons, 
*<  who  then  had  or  thereafter  should 
**  have  such  charters,  or  grants  from 
**  the  crown  for  felon's  goods,  deo- 
**  dands,  and  other  forfeitures,  such 
**  corporations,  &&  shall  not  be  com- 
**  pelted  to  inrol  the  whole  charter 
'<  and  grants,  but  bring  in  the  same  to 
"  the  clerk  of  the  crown  of  the  said 
**  court,  who  shall  inrol  so  much  there- 
'll of  as  may  express  and  set  forth  the 
^  grants  of  such  felon's  goods,  deo- 
''  dands,  and  forfeitures,  and  no  more : 
^  and  [from  and  after  such  inrolment 
**  no  corporation,  he  or  other  persons, 
*' grantees  of  such  goods,  or  forfeit- 
^*  ares,  shall  be  compelled  to  plead 
«<  the  same  in  the  said  court,  to  any 
**  inqubition  thereafter  filed  therein, 
**  toudung  any  goods  found  thereby  ;*' 
and  inflicts  a  penalty  upon  any  clerk 
of  the  crown  who  shall  issue  out  any 
process  against  any  grantees  of  such 
felon's  goods,  deodands,  and  other  for- 


feitures, after  such  inrolment  or  entry. 
—  Since  the  passing  of  this  Act,  the 
coroners  have  discontinued  returning 
their  inquisitions  into  the  K.  B.  — 
If  a  man  be  found  feh  de  se  by  the 
coroner's  inquisition,  the  jury  ought 
also  to  find  whether  he  had  any  goods 
and  chattels  at  the  time  he  committed 
the  felony,  or  not ;  and  if  he  had  any, 
to  specify  the  same  in  an  inventory  an- 
nexed to  the  inquisition.  The  form 
may  be  seen  in  the  books  of  practice  of 
the  crown.  Crown  Circ.  Assist  90,  &c 
The  goods  may  then  be  seised  for  the  use 
of  the  king,  or  his  grantee ;  and  if  tres- 
pass be  brought  against  the  grantee  for 
such  seisure,  he  must  in  his  justification 
set  out  the  grant  of  goods  of  felons  of 
themselves,  and  the  inqubition  before 
the  coroner  finding  the  deceased  to  be 
such  a  felon,  by  which  he  forfeited  hb 
goods,  and  that  those  in  question  were 
his.  If  the  coroner's  inqubition  omit 
finding  the  goods  odkefelo  de  se^  that, 
it  seems,  may  be  supplied  by  a  writ  of 
melius  inquirendum  directed  to  the  she- 
rifi:  IH.H.P.C.  415.  The  goods  are 
vested  in  the  king,  or  hb  grantee  by  the 
inqubition  (a),  and  are  not  liable,  in 
the  hands  of  the  king,  to  the  debts  of  the 
feh  deee  ;  nor,  as  far  as  I  can  find,  in 
the  hands  of  the  grantee.  For  it  should 
seem  from  4  Leon.  6.  pL  28.  in  the 
Exchequer,  that  they  are  not  liable  to 
satisfy   the  debt  of  any  other  person' 


(a)  [Accordingly  it  is  held,  that  the 
inquisition  taken  before  the  sheriff  upon 
a  writ  of  meUvs  inquirendum  is  an  office 
of  instruction  only  and  not  of  entitiing; 
and,  therefore,  that  it  is  not  necessary 


to  produce  it  to  sustain  the  titie  of  the 
crown,  or  the  crown's  grantee.  6  B.  & 
C.  138.  150.  Lambert  v.  Tayhr.  6  D. 
&R.188.    S.C.] 
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Rex  V, 
Sutton. 

Sir  S.  C.  was 


thereof  possessed,  he  the  said  Sir  Simon  Clarke  B£terwaxiB,  to 
wit,  on  the  21st  day  ot  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1651, 
at  Faylton,  in  the  said  county,  made  his  last  will  and  testament 
in  writing,  and  by  the  said  last  will  and  testament  constituted 


but  the  king,  whose  prerogative,  inter- 
fering with  the  title  of  a  subject,  is 
always  preferred.  In  that  case,  *'  the 
«  queen  granted  to  one  cataUa  felonnm 
**  de  se  within  such  a  precinct :  One 
<<  indebted  to  the  queen  having  goods, 
"  is  felo  de  se  within  the  precinct :  Re- 
<'  solved  that  the  queen  should  have 
« the  goods  to  satisfy  her  debt" 
Where  the  forfeiture  belongs  to  the 
crown,  it  is  now  usual  for  the  king  to 
make  a  warrant  under  his  sign  manual, 
on  a  memorial  being  presented  by  a 
creditor  of  the  deceased,  authorising 
the  ecclesiastical  court  to  grant  letters 
of  administration  to  the  memorialist 
In  which  case  the  administrator,  like 
every  other  personal  representative,  is 
answerable  for  the  debts  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  cannot,  against  his  own 
act,  dispute  the  validity  of  the  admi- 
nistration. See  Doug.  542.  Megit  v. 
Johnson.  If  the  felon's  goods  are  in 
the  possession  of  another  who  refuses 
to  deliver  them  up,  if  they  belong  to 
the  king,  he,  it  is  said,  may  prefer  an 
information  in  the  nature  of  trover  and 
conversion  in  the  Exchequer  to  re- 
cover the  possession  of  them ;  or  his 
grantee,  if  they  belong  to  him,  may 
bring  an  action  of  trover  for  them,  for 
the  property  is  vested  by  the  inquisition. 
If  there  be  any  debts  due  to  the  de- 


ceased, the  king  may  either  proceed 
by  information  in  the  K.  B.  as  in  the 
present  case,  or,  which  is  the  most 
usual  practice,  in  the  Exchequer  by  his 
attorney-general.  And  his  grantee  may 
have  a  scire  facias  for  debts  of  record, 
or  an  action  of  debt  for  any  other  debt 
due  to  the  deceased ;  in  which  action  it 
is  necessary  to  state  in  the  declaration 
the  nature  of  the  debt,  the  grant  of 
such  felon's  debts  to  the  plaintiff  or 
some  of  his  ancestors,  and  the  inqui- 
sition before  the  coroner,  whereby  an 
action,  &c.;  BrownLRediv.  181.  Asht 
205. ;  and  if  the  debt  arises  on  a  bond 
or  other  specialty,  it  seems  proper  to 
aver,  that  the  deceased  had  such  bond 
or  specialty  in  the  place,  at  the  time  he 
killed  himself.  Post,  274  a,  and  note 
(S).  The  defendant  in  his  plea  must 
deny  the  debt  to  be  due  to  the  de- 
ceased ;  and  therefore,  if  the  declaration 
states  that  the  defendant  was  indebted 
to  the  deceased  by  bond,  he  must  plead 
non  est  factum  ;  if  on  a  simple  contract, 
non  assumpsitj  &c.  If  he  says  nil  debet 
to  the  plaintiff,  he  admits  that  be  was 
indebted  to  the  deceased ;  and  all  that 
will  be  incumbent  for  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  is,  that  he  is  a  grantee  of  such 
goods ;  and  the  defendant  will  not  be 
permitted  to  give  any  other  evidence 
but  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  (b) 


(b)  [Since  the  New  Rules,  such  pay- 
ment must  be  specially  pleaded,  and 
the  defendant  cannot  plead  nil  debet* 
See  ante,  p.  38  a.  note  (o).  A  plea 
that  the  debt  was  not  contracted,  and 
did  not  accrue  to  the  deceased  at  any 


time  within  six  years  before  his  death, 
is  good.  But  a  plea  that  the  cause  of 
action  did  not  accrue  to  the  deceased 
within  six  years  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  is  bad ;  for  it  does  not 
shew  that  the  deceased  was  barred  at 
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and  appointed  one  Dorothy  Clarke y  his  wife^  executrix  of  his       Rex  v. 
said  will ;  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  15th  day  of  J^anuary^      Sutton. 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1651,  there  died  as  aforesaid,  pos-  * 
sessed  of  the  said  premises :  after  the  death  of  which  said  Sir  will,  and  his  ^ 
Simon  Clarke^  the  said  Dorothy  took  upon  herself  the  burthen  ^'^  ^\  ^-  ^" 
of  the  execution  of  the  said  will,  and  by  reason  of  the  execu-  and  died  pos- 
tion  of  the  said  will  of  the  said  Sir  Simon  was  possessed  of  the  ■®^^' 
premises  for  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  31  years  then  to  l>;C.  as  eiecu- 
come.     And  the  said  John  further  says,  that  the  said  town  of  *"*  iw^*"*^- 
PayUon^  in  the  said  information  above  mentioned,  is,  and  at 
the  said  time  in  which  the  said  Elizabeth  is  supposed  to  have 
died  of  the  said  mortal  wound,  was  %  member  of  Brinklowey 
otherwise  Brinkloe  aforesaid,  and  within  the  precinct  of  the 
court4eet  and  view  of  frankpledge  of  Brinkloe^   otherwise 
Brinkloe  aforesaid.     And  he  the  said  John  further  says,  that  l>C.  requested 
the  said  Dorothy,  being  so  as  aforesaid  possessed  of  the  said  ^^^  ^he  nld  ~ 
premises,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  day  of  SeptembeVy  in  the  15th  ^  '^^'^^^  ^e 
year  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  at  Paylton  aforesaid,  after  the  ^" 
death  of  the  said  EUzabethy  and  before  the  exhibiting  of  the 
said  information,  requested  the  said  John  to  pay  the  said  %0l 
forfeited  as  aforesaid,  to  her  the  said  Dorothy  after  the  death 
of  the  said  Elizabeth,  as  the  goods  and  chattels  of  felons  hap- 
pening within  the  member  of  Brinklowe  otherwise  Brinkloe 
aforesaid:   whereupon  the  said  John  Sutton  then  and  there 
paid  to  the  said  Dorothy  the  said  80iL  as  he  well  might ;  all 
and  'singular  which  things  he  the  said  John  Sutton  is  ready      [  273  ] 
to  verify,  as  the  court,  &c. :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment, 
and  that  he  may  be  dismissed  as  to  the  premises  by  this 
court,  &c 

And  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Fanshaw,  knight,  coroner,  and  at-  Demurrer, 
tomey  of  our  lord  the  king,  in  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
king,  before  the  king  himself,  who,  for  our  said  lord  the  king 
prosecutes  in  this  behalf  for  our  said  lord  the  king,  says,  that 
our  said  lord  the  now  king,  by  any  thing  by  the  said  John 
Sutton  above  in  pleading  alleged,  ought  not  to  be  barred  from 
having  his  said  information  against  him  the  said  John  Sutton, 
because  he  says  that  the  said  plea  of  the  said  John  Sutton  in 
form  aforesaid  above  pleaded,  and  the  matter  in  the  same 
contained,  are  not  su£Scient  in  law  to  bar  our  said  lord  the 


the  time  of  his  death;  and  if  he  was  not  are  not  barred  or  affected  by  the 
so  barred,  then  a  right  vested  in  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  4B.  &C.  152. 
crown,  and  the  rights  of  the  crown    Lambert y.  Taylor.  6D.&R.  ISS.  S.C. 
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The  King  versics  Sutton, 


Rkx  v. 
Sutton. 


Joinder. 


king  from  having  his  said  information ;  wherefore,  for  want  of 
a  sufficient  answer  of  the  said  John  in  this  behalf,  he  prays 
judgment,  and  that  he  may  be  convicted  of  the  premises  in  the 
said  information  above  specified.  And  the  said  John  Sutton, 
by  his  said  attorney,  wherefore,  inasmuch  as  the  said  coroner 
and  attorney  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  for  our  said  lord  the 
king,  doth  not  answer  the  said  plea,  nor  in  anywise  deny  the 
same,  but  altogether  refuses  to  admit  the  said  verification, 
which  said  plea,  and  the  matter  in  the  same  contained,  he  the 
said  Jdhn  Sutton  is  ready  to  verify,  prays  judgment,  and  that 
he  may  be  dismissed  by  the  court  here  from  the  premises. 


Case  41. 
aa  isid. 

420.     1  Vent. 
S2.     S  Keb. 
526.  533. 
If  the  king 
grants  the 
goods  and  ebat- 
telso//e2ofu,the 
grantee  shall 
not  have  the 
goods  and 
chattels  of /»- 
loHMofthem^ 
tehe$.     So  by 
a  grant  of  the 
ffood$  ofMldbat. 
leb  of  felons, 
or  felons  of 
tbemselTes,  the 
grantee  shall 
not  haTeiieUs 
due  to  sueh 
felons. 
Informations. 


[  274  ] 


Defendant 
pleads  in  bar, 
that  Charlesthe 
First  granted 
to  one  8.  C. 
the  goods  and 
ehatteU  of 


The  King  verstis  Sutton. 

SIB  T^omtM^an^^to,  knight,  the  king's  coroner  and  attor- 
ney, exhibited  an  information  in  the  court  of  our  lord  the 
king,  before  the  king  himself,  against  the  defendant  Sutton, 
and  shewed  that  one  EKzabeth  Lapworthy  late  of  Lowe,  in  the 
county  of  Warwick,  widow,  at  Lowe  aforesaid,  became  ^iit>  de 
se,  (and  shews  how,)  aa  by  a  certain  inquisition  ktely  taken 
before  John  Vardly,  gentleman,  one  of  the  coroners  of  our  lord 
the  king  of  the  said  county,  upon  view  of  the  body  of  the  said 
Elizabeth  Lapworth,  and  delivered  into  the  court  of  our  lord 
the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  by  the  proper  hands  of  him 
the  said  coroner,  more  fully  appears :  and  that  the  said  defend- 
ant Sutton,  late  of  Paylton,  in  the  said  county  of  Warwiek, 
was  indebted  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Lapworth  in  the  sum  c^ 
eighty  pounds  on  the  said  day  of  her  death,  as  appears  by  a 
certain  writiag  obligatory  sealed  with  the  seal  of  him  the  said 
defendant,  and  here  brought  into  court,  and  bearing  date  the 
first  day  of  November,  in  the  14th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  now 
king;  yet  the  said  defendant  did  not  pay  the  said  money  to 
the  Bsiifelo  dese  in  her  life  time ;  whereby  an  action  hath  ac- 
crued to  the  king  to  demand  and  have  of  the  defendant  the 
said  sum,  whereof  he  ought  to  answer  to  the  king;  and  there* 
upon  he  prays  process  for  the  king  against  the  said  defendant: 
who  comes  in  and  pleads  in  bar  of  the  information  that,  by  an 
indenture  made  between  the  late  king  Charles  the  First  of  the 
one  part,  and  Sir  Simon  Clarke,  bart  of  the  other  part,  (one 
part  wherec^,  with  the  seal  of  the  duchy  of  Lancaster,  he 
brings  into  court,)  it  is  witnessedihat  thesajd  late  king  granted 
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to  the  said  Sir  Simon  the  oourt4eet  of  Brinhhwe  with  its  mem-  The  King 
bers,  in  the  said  county  of  Wanoichy  and  also  the  goods  and  ^'  Sutton, 
ehatUh  offehms  and  fugitives  there  arising,  and  growing,  or  / 

happening,  all  and  singular  which  things  were  mentioned  in  a  a  temi, 
particular  to  be  parcel  of  the  said  duchy  of  Lancaster y  in  the 
said  county  of  Warwichy  to  ha^e  for  31  years  still  continuing, 
which  term  the  defendant  derives  to  dame  Dorothy  Clarke  as  which  is  Tested 
executrix  of  the  said  Sir  S&ium ;  and  the  defendant  avers,  that 
the  town  of  Pagkon  aforesaid  is,  and  at  the  tune  of  the  death  Thetownof  p. 
of  the  Baidfelo  de  se,  was  a  member  of  Brinhhwe;  and  after  * 
the  death  of  the  mdfelo  de  se,  and  before  the  exhibiting  of 
the  infonnation,  the  said  dame  Dorothy  demanded  the  said  Defendant  paid 
money  of  the  defendant,  who  paid  it  to  her ;  all  and  singular  \^^q^  ^  ^ 
which  things  he  is  ready  to  verify,  and  prays  to  be  dis- 
charged, &c.;  upon  which  plea  the  said  king's  attorney  demurs 
in  law. 

And  now  in  this  term  Saundersy  of  counsel  for  the  king,  Agrmnt  by  the 
took  divers  exceptions  to  the  plea;  first,  that  the  defendant  be'pin^J^ 
has  pleaded  a  grant  by  the  king  by  ,a  testatum  existit,  whereas  r^ctly,  quod 
he  ought  to  have  pleaded  it  direedg,  namely,  that  he  granted,  ^^T^i 


and  not  by  a  fe^^otomemfi^  that  he  granted.  (1)    Secondly,  the  'J^*!^!^^ 

defendant  has  pleaded  a  grant  under  the  duchy  seal,  and  yet 

he  has  not  averred  in  fact  that  the  liberties  granted  were /met- 

cel  of  the  duchy;  and  the  recital  in  the  indenture,  ''all  and 

«  BJngnlar  which  things,"  does  not  aid  it,  because  that  may 

be  the  false  suggestion  of  the  party  to  deceive  the  king;  and 

if  the  liberties  granted  be  not  in  truth  parcel  of  the  duchy. 


(I)  So  Plowd.   14f3.    Browning  ▼•  operation  of  the  deed  or  instrument 

Beston.    Cro.  Eliz.  195*  Wilson  v.Jef-  must  be  expressly  averred,  and    not 

fery.    Cro.  Jac.  5S7.  Bultivant  v.  Hoi"  stated  by  way  of  recital  or  argun^ent 

man.    Dyer,  118.  a.    Jones  v.  Weaver.  Cro.  Eliz.  195.     1  Sid.  375.  Stephenson 

2  Saund.  S19.      Benn^  v.  HMeeh.  v.  Stephenson.    Cro.  Car.  188.  Baiehe- 

2  Lev.  12.  S.  C.     The  difference  is  lour  v.  Gage.    Cro.  Jac.  38S.  Penning 

between  declarations  and  pleas^  avow-  v.  PlaL    Cro.  Jac  537.    1  Lutw.  535. 

riesy  rqdicationsy  Ac    In  declarations,  BoswaU  v.  Rawstome.     2  Lev.  75. 

whether   in    debt  or  covenant,  it  is  Cooker  v.  CkikL     Com.  Dig.  Reader 

sufficient  to  say  testatum  existity  for  it  (E.  3.).   But  it  would  be  aided  by  ver- 

18  only  inducement  to  the  action  ;  but  diet,  or  on  a  general  demurrer.    Com« 

in  pleas  and  avowries,  &c.  it  is  the  sub-  Dig.  ubi  sigfrd.  (c) 
stance  of  the  answer,  and  therefore  the 


(c)  [8  Bing.  256.  Bt^fnan  v.  Batky.  1  M.  &  Sc.  339.  S  C.  Accord.^] 
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The  King 

V.  SUTTON- 


It  is  a  debt 
where  an  obli- 
gation is  at  the 
time  of  the 
death  of  the 
obligee,  not 
where  the  ob- 
ligor dwells. 


then  the  grant  under  the  duchy  seal  is  of  no  (2)  validity^ 
Thirdly^  the  defendant  has  pleaded  a  grant  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  felons  ;  but  he  has  no  grant  of  the  goods  and  chat^ 
tels  of  felons  of  themselves  ;  for  the  goods  and  chattels  o{  felons 
of  themselves  are  a  different  liberty  from  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  felons,  and  by  the  grant  of  one  the  other  does  not  pass. 
Fourthly^  the  defendant  has  not  averred  that  the  obUgatum 
was  at  PayUon  at  the  time  of  the  felony  committed^  or  at  the 
death  of  the  sskdifelo  de  se ;  and  if  it  was  not,  (for  it  shall  not 
be  intended  that  it  was,  unless  the  defendant  has  averred  it^) 
then  the  debt  was  not  forfeited  to  the  said  Dorothy  Clarke,  it 
not  being  within  her  liberty ;  for  it  is  a  debt  where  the  obUgo" 
tion  isy  and  not  where  the  person  of  the  debtor  inhabits :  as 
Dyer,  305.  a.  DamiFQ  case ;  Cro.  EUz.  472.  Byron^s  case  (3) : 


(2)  Because  in  that  case  the  grant 
would  only  be  under  the  great  seal  (d) 

(3)  Therefore  if  the  obligee  dwells 
in  one  diocese  and  dies  there,  and  the 
bond  is  in  another  diocese  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  it  will  be  bona  notoMlia 
where  the  bond  is,  if  of  the  value  of  5/. 
or  upwards,  and  there  must  be  a 
prerogative  administration  or  probate. 
Cro.  Eliz.  472.  Byron  v.  Byron,  (e) 
But  where  only  simple  contract  debts  are 
due  to  the  deceased,  these  are  bona  no^ 


tabilia  in  that  diocese  where  the  ddftor 
inhabits  at  the  time  of  his  creditor's 
death.  1  Rol.  Abr.  909.  Dyer,  305.  a. 
in  margine.  Wentw.  Ex.  46,  47. 
Godol.  70.  2  Leon.  56.  Lard  North- 
ampton V.  Lord  St.  John.  Carth.  373. 
Yeomans  v.  Bradshaw.  Judgments,  sta- 
tutes, or  recognisances  are  bona  nota- 
bilia  in  the  place  where  they  are  given 
or  acknowledged.  Dyer,  505.  a.  in 
margin.  1  Lutw.  401.  Kegg  v.  ffor^ 
ton.  3  Mod.  324.  Gold  v.  Strode.  2  Ld. 


(d)  [It  should  be  observed,  however, 
that  the  assignment  of  a  debt  or  chose 
in  action  vested  in  the  crown,  is  not 
necessarily  under  the  great  seal.  The 
constant  course  of  practice  has  been  to 
grant  such  things  under  the  sign  ma- 
nual ;  and  such  a  grant  has  lately  been 
held  sufficient.  4  B.  &  C.  138.  Lam- 
bert V.  Taylor.  6  D.  &  R.  188.  S.  C. 
The  property  in  a  promissory  note,  of 
which  the  felon  was  the  payee,  is  as- 
signable by  the  crown  without  indorse- 
ment ;  for  the  assignment  takes  its  effect 
from  the  general  rule  of  law,  that  a  debt 
or  chose  in  action  vested  in  the  crown 
is  assignable,  and  not  from  the  custom 


of  merchants  or  other  special  custom. 
Ibid.] 

(e)  [Accordingly,  money  due  on  a 
policy  of  insurance  under  seal  is  bona 
notabilia  where  the  policy  was,  and  not 
where  the  funds  of  the  company  are,  at 
the  time  of  the  death.  2  M ees*  &  W. 
87*  Gumey  v.  Rawlins.  Stock  in  the 
public  funds  is  supposed,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  probate  and  administration,  to 
lie  within  the  archbishopric  of  Canter^ 
bury.  5  Price,  262.  Rex  v.  Capper,  per 
Richards  C.  B.  And  such  property  is 
bona  notabilia  in  the  diocese  of  Londotu 
IHagg.  625.  Scarthv.  Bishop  <^LoH' 
don."} 
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but  if  it  shall  be  a  debt  where  the  person  of  the  debtor  inha-  The  King 

bits:  then  Fifthly,  the  defendant  has  not  averred  that  he  in-  ^'  Sutton. 

habited  at  PayUouy  but  he  is  only  named  late  of  Paylton  in  the  * 
information ;  which  may  be  true ;  and  yet  he  was  not  an  inha- 


Raym.  855.  Adams  v.  Savage*  (f)  It  is 
the  safest  way  to  obtain  letters  of  ad- 
ministration in  the  prerogative  court; 
because  if  the  metropolitan  grant  letters 
of  administration  in  a  case  where  the 
deceased  had  not  any  botia  notabilia  at 


the  time  of  his  death,  still  such  ad- 
ministration is  not  void,  but  only  void' 
able;  but  if  letters  of  administration  be 
granted  by  a  bishop  or  other  inferior 
judge  in  a  case  where  the  deceased  had 
bona  notabilia^  they  are  absolutely  void ; 


(/)  If  there  be  bona  notabilia  in  one 
diocese  of  the  province  of  Canterbury^ 
and  in  one  in  the  province  of  York, 
each  bishop  must  grant  administration ; 

1  Salk.  39.  Burston  v.  Ridley;  if  in 
two  dioceses  in  one  province,  and  in 
two  in  another,  there  must  be  two  pre- 
rogative administrations;  for  neither 
metropolitan  can  interfere  in  the  pro- 
vince of  the  other.  Ibid.  If  a  man  die 
abroad  intestate,  having  goods  only  in 
one  diocese,  yet  administration  shall  be 
granted  by  the  metropolitan.  Bac  Abr. 
tit.  Executors  and  Administrators  (E.), 
3.  [But  it  appears  to  be  now  established, 
that  in  this  case  the  diocesan  has  concur- 
rent jurisdiction.  1  Hagg.  625.  Scarth 
V.  Bishop  of  London.  2  G.  &  Dav.  321. 

Whyiey.Bose,perTindalC.J.  If  the 
obligee  of  a  bond  dies  abroad  intestate, 
and  the  bond  is  in  Ireland  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  the  obligor  may  be  sued 
in  England  by  a  plaintiff  who  has  got 
prer<^ative  administration  here,  without 
taking  out  letters  in  the  spiritual  court 
in  Ireland.  2  G.  &  Dav.  312.  Whyte 
V.  Rose.  As  to  metropolitan  adminis- 
tration, where  the  deceased  dies  pos- 
sessed of  bona  notabilia  within  a  Pecu- 
liar, see  3  Hagg.  757.   Smith  v.  Smit/t. 

2  Bing.  N.  C.  466.  Lysons  v.  Barrow. 
2  Scott,  721.  S.  C.  3  PhiUim,  247. 
Parham  v.  Tempter^  in  Sir  J.  Nicholls* 
judgment  The  goods  which  a  party, 
who  dies  in  itinere,  has  with  him  at  the 

VOL.  I. 


time  of  his  deaths  are  supposed  to  be, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Ordinary,  in  the  place  where  he  is 
domiciled,  notwithstanding  his  personal 
absence.  2  B.  &  Ad.  433.  Doc  v. 
Ovens.  423.]  The  rule  respecting  bona 
notabilia  does  not  apply  to  subdivisions 
of  dioceses ;  therefore,  if  a  bishop  grant 
to  one  of  the  archdeacons  of  his  diocese 
the  power  of  proving  wills  of  persons 
dying  within  his  archdeaconry,  that 
archdeacon  shall  have  the  granting  of 
probate,  although  the  deceased  had 
goods  at  the  time  of  his  death  within 
another  archdeaconry  in  the  same  dio- 
cese. 5  M.  &  S.  119.  The  King  v. 
Yonge.  The  rule  with  respect  to  the 
distribution  of  effects  when  recovered, 
is  different  from  that  with  respect  to 
boTia  notabilia;  for  it  is  held  that  all  the 
personal  estate  of  an  intestate,  wherever 
situate,  must  be  distributed  according 
to  the  law  of  the  place  at  which  he  was 
domiciled  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
And  this  is  all  that  can  be  supposed 
to  be  meant  by  Lord  Hardwicke  in 
2  Ves.  37.  Thorn  v.  Watkins,  and  in 
Ambl.  27.  Pipon  v.  Pipon.  [2  Add. 
14.  Curling  v.  Tltomton.  2  Sim.  1. 
Anstruther  v.  Chalmer.  3  Hagg.  374. 
Stanley  v.  Bemes.  7  Sim.  263.  Gam- 
bier  v.  Gambier.  8  Sim.  279.  Price  v. 
jDewhurst.  Ibid.  310.  Thornton  v. 
Curling.  2  Keen,  293.  Lord  Win- 
chelsea  v.  Garretty.'] 
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By  a  gnuit  of 
the  goods  ami 


bitant  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the/efo  dese^  when  the  dnt^ 
first  accrued ;  wherefore  the  defendant  ought  to  haveayened 
it,  if  it  were  so. 

And  for  these  exceptions,  but  especially  for  the  third  ex* 


5  Rep.  30.  Prince's  case.  1  P.  Will. 
43,  4.4.  Blackborough  y.  Davis.  I  Str. 
75.  JRex  V.  Loggen.  Wentw.  47. ;  and 
the  defendant  may  plead  that  matter  in 
bar  to  any  action  brought  by  such  an 
administrator.  In  the  last  case  cited 
from  Strange,  it  is  said  that  the  same 
distinction  applies  to  a />rofci<ie;  but  Lord 
Macclesfield  in  1  P.  Will.  767,  768.  held 
that  a  probate  granted  by  an  inferior 
judge  is  not  void  until  reversed,  {g)  In 
the  above  cited  case  from  Carth.  373., 
it  is  pleaded  in  abatement;  but  it  seems 
clear  that  is  a  matter  pleadable  in  har^ 


and  not  in  abatement.  It  is  a  principle 
that  every  plea  in  abatement  must  give 
the  plaintiff  a  better  writ ;  but  the  effect 
of  this  plea  is,  that  the  plaintiff  has  no 
right  to  sue  at  all  in  the  character  oi 
administrator^  and  b  therefore  a  bar  to 
the  action.  Or  the  defendant  may  give 
in  evidence  upon  the  plea  of  ne  ungues 
executory  that  there  were  bonanotabilia; 
for  it  confesses  and  avoids,  and  does  not 
falsify  the  seal  of  the  Ordinary.  1  Lev. 
236.  Nodw.WeOs.  1  Sid.  S59.  S.C. 
Com.  Rep.  150.  Anon.  BuiL  N.  P. 
143.  (A) 


(g)  Where  there  is  no  dispute  as  to 
the  Ordinary's  jurisdiction,  probate  of 
a  will  is  good,  until  reversed  by  the 
ecclesiastical  court,  and  cannot  be  dis* 
puted  in  the  temporal  courts ;  therefore, 
where  a  debtor  of  the  deceased  pays 
money  to  the  executor  under  a  forged 
will,  of  which  probate  has  been  regu- 
larly granted,  he  is  discharged.  3  T.R. 
125.  AUen  v.  Dundas,  overruling 
1  Com.  150.  Anon.  But  where  pro- 
bate was  granted  of  a  will  under  which 
the  executor  sold  part  of  the  goods, 
but  the  probate  was  afterwards  revoked, 
it  appearing  that  a  subsequent  will  had 
been  made  naming  a  different  executor, 
it  was  held  that  trover  would  lie  by  the 
last  executor  against  the  first,  and  those 
acting  under  him ;  for  the  last  was  the 
true  will,  and  the  property  vested  in 
the  last  executor  from  the  testator's 
death.  5  B.  &  A.  744.  WooUqf  v. 
Clark.     1  D.  &  R.  409.  S.  C. 

(/<)  The  reason  given  for  the  distinc- 
tion taken  by  Lord  Macclesfield  is,  that 
an  executor  takes  his  authority  from 
the  will,  but  an  administrator  from  the 


Ordinary.  See  abo  I  T.R.  480.  Smith 
V.  Milles.  It  seems  clear  that  upon  a 
plea  of  ne  ungues  adminisiratorf  the  de> 
fendant  may  give  in  evidence  that  there 
were  bona  notabUia  ;  for  this  shews  that 
the  grant  of  administration  to  the  plain- 
tiff was  merely  void.  But  if  the  doe* 
trine  of  Lord  Macclesfield  in  1  P.  Will 
767.  Comber's  case,  be  true^  such  evi- 
dence  cannot  be  given  upon  a  plea  of 
ne  ungues  executor  ;  for  the  probate  is 
not  void,  but  voidable  only.  The  de- 
fendant cannot  even  plead  specially 
that  there  were  bona  notabUia.  Ibid. 
However,  this  distinction  between  a 
plea  of  ne  ungues  admimstrojtor  and  ne 
ungues  executOTf  is  not  noticed  in  BolL 
N.  P.  247.,  nor  in  Phillips  on  £vi* 
dence,  342.  5th  ed.  [Yet  Thompson  B. 
is  said  to  have  ruled  in  acoordanee 
with  it  in  Bex  v.  Whiiaherf  LaneaS' 
ter  Summer  Assizes,  1810.  2  Stark. 
£v.  442.  note  (t)  3d  ed.  But  on 
examining  Comber^s  case^  it  does  not 
appear  that  in  fact  Lord  MaeekffiM 
held  any  such  doctrine  as  i^ve  sup- 
posed; nor  does  such  a  distinotioDias  is 
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ception  (4)^  judgment  was  given'  for  the  king^  unless  cause,  The  King 
&c  And  Kelynge  chief  justice  said  that,  if  the  kmg  grant  g-  Sutton. 
ih%  goods  and  chattels  of  felons  of  themselves,  the  grantee  shall  ' 

not  thereby  have  debts  due  to  such  felons.  (5)    Afterwards,  ioD8,thegrantee 
At  another  day,  it  was  moved  by  Sir  Richard  Hopkins,  knight,  ^  ^*  ^"^ 
of  counsel  for  the  defendant,  who  would  have  shewn  cause  tbem. 


(4)  So  8  H.  4.  2.  a.  per  Till  2  Rol.    de  Tenres,  11.1  RoL  Rep.  S99.  Rex  v, 
Abr.  194.  (C.)  pL  2.    Bro.  Forfeiture    Bishop  of  Durham.  1  LeoD.  202.  Quern 


supposed  to  have  been  taken  by  him, 
seem  to  have  any  foundation  in  principle 
or  authority.  See  Fraser^s  note  to 
Prinee*s  case,  5  Co.  30.  a.  And  even] 
consistently  with  Lord  MaccUsfields 
doctrine,  it  is  apprehended,  that  under 
a  plea  of  ne  ungues  exeoutor^  the  de- 
fendant may  prove  the  seal  of  the  Or- 
dinary to  be  forged ;  because,  although 
the  executor  derives  his  title  from  the 
will,  yet  it  is  the  probate  which  authen- 
ticates his  right,  and  a  forged  probate 
is  a  mere  nullity.  [But  if  the  defence 
is,  not  that  the  granting  of  probate  or 
letters  of  administration  by  the  par- 
ticular bishop  18  void,  but  that  the 
simple  contract  debt,  which  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  action,  did  not  pass  under 
the  grant,  by  reason  of  the  defendant's, 
the  debtor's,  residence  out  of  the  dio- 
cese at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
deceased,  such  defence  cannot  be  given 
in  evidence  under  a  plea  of  ne  ungues 
executor^  or  ne  ungues  adminisiratory 
but  must  be  specially  pleaded.  5  B.  & 
C.  491.  Stokes  y.  Bate.  8  DowL  &  R. 
247.  S.C.  It  has  been  held  that  a 
Canter&urtf  prerogative  administration 
is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  administrator 
to  enter  up  judgment  on  a  warrant  of 
attorney  against  a  simple  contract  cre- 
ditor resident  in  the  province  of  York* 
9  DowL  102S.  Edwards  v.  Holiday.'\ 
Where  the  plaintiff  necessarily  sues  in 
his  representative  character,  the  de- 
fendant cannot,  under  the  general  issue, 


take  advantage  of  any  defect,  such  as 
the  insufficiency  of  the  stamp  on  the 
letters  of  administration  or  probate; 
for  profert  has  been  made  of  them, 
and  the  defendant  has  by  his  pleading 
admitted  them.  2  M.  &  S.  553.  Thynne 
v.  Pratheroe.  [See  also  Reg.  Gen. 
(Pleading),  H.  T.  4  WilL  4.  No.  21.] 
But  if  it  be  part  of  the  plaintiff's  case 
to  prove  his  representative  character, 
as  where  he  sues  in  trover  upon  his 
constructive  possession,  for  a  conversion 
in  his  own  time,  any  defect  in  the  letters 
of  administration  or  probate,  which  pre- 
vents him  from  proving  such  character, 
will  be  fatal,  although  there  be  no  special 
plea;  S  Taunt  US.  Hunt  v.  Stevensy 
and  see  post,  VoL  II.  p.  47  n.  note  (a) ; 
{%.  e.  if  his  right  to  the  property  be  put 
in  issue,  and  he  has  declared  in  his 
individual  character].  It  may  be  pro- 
per to  remark,  that  a  sentence  of  the 
spiritual  court  in  a  matter  within  its 
jurisdiction,  and  on  which  there  is  a 
direct  issuer  is  conclusive,  until  re- 
versed, in  a  civil  action  between  the 
same  parties;  1  Esp.  6.  Stedman  v. 
Gooch.  2  Str.  961.  Dacosta  v.  Vilki 
Real:  but  such  sentence  is  not  con- 
clusive in  a  criminal  proceeding.  11 
Harg.  State  Trials,  Duchess  of  King- 
ston's case. — Str.  481 .  7%«  King  v.  Vin- 
cent 2Str.  70S.  The  King  V.  Rhodes, 
seem  not  to  be  good  law.  [Russk  &  R. 
C.  C.  R.  S42.  Rex  v.  Buttery.  Ibid. 
343.  note  (a).  Rex  v.  Gibsanf\ 
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The  King  versw  Sutton. 


The  King 

V.  SUTTOM. 


The  inform- 
ation ought  to 
have  ETerred  in 
hct,  that  the 
nid  Elisabeth 
was  found /e?o 
dt  §e,  and  not 
by  a  referenee 
to  the  inqui- 
sition. 


•  Seepoft,S6S. 
note(l). 
Tlie  inform- 
ation ought  to 
have  aTerred 
that  the  defend- 
ant became 
bound  to  the 
fdo  cfe  M  by  his 
obligation  in 
thesumof  8(y., 
and  not  that  he 
was  indebted  to 
her  ai  appearB 
by  an  obliga- 
tion. 


and  mamtained  the  plea ;  but  the  court  interrupted  him,  and 
said,  that  he  could  not  make  it  good ;  and  thereupon  judgment 
was  given  absolutely  for  the  king. 

But  note :  It  seems  to  me  that,  if  the  defendant's  counsel 
had  excepted  to  the  information^  it  was  not  good  for  two  rea- 
sons :  first,  because  it  is  not  averred  that  the  said  JShzaheth 
Lapworth  was  found  felo  de  se,  but  only  hj  a  (pratit  per  quan^ 
dam  inquisitionem^  ^c.  (6)  liquet) ;  whereas  in  good  pleading 
the  information  ought  to  shew  the  matter  of  fact  (7),  and  then 
that  the  inquicdtion  was  taken  before  the  coroner  upon  view 
of  the  body,  and  so  shew  the  whole  substance  of  it,  and  then 
to  have  concluded  with  a  prout,  &c,  or  at  least  to  have  began 
with  the  inquisition,  and  shewn  it  at  large ;  for  the  inquisition 
is  the  principal  part,  and  without  it  no  forfeiture  accrues  to 
the  king,  or  to  any  other.*  Secondly,  the  information  says, 
that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  felo  de  ge  in  SOL,  as 
appears  by  an  obligation  here  into  court  brought ;  whereas 
it  ought  to  charge  the  defendant  directly,  namely,  that  he 
became  bound'by  his  obligation  in  the  sum  of  802.  and  notbj 
a  (proutpatet) ;  for  if  the  defendant  will  deny  the  debt,  he 
ought  not  to  plead  that  he  was  not  indebted  in  manner  and 
form ;  but  his  plea  is  non  est  factum,  being  charged  by  his 
own  deed ;  but  here  he  is  not  well  charged  with  his  deed 
See  for  this.  Plow.  143.,  21  Edw.  4. 44  and  49.,  Bra  Plead- 
ing, 110.     But  these  matters  were  not  moved.  (8) 


V.  Archbishop  of  Cantefhury.      S.  C. 
3  Bulstr.  157.    1  Vent  32. 

(5)  So  1  Sid.  142.  The  Mayor  tf 
Southampton  v.  Richards,  12  Rep.  1 .  b. 
2.  a.  Ford  and  Scheldon'a  case.  Owen, 
155.  per  Shute.  1  Leon.  202.  2  Leon. 
S6>  Lord  Northampton  v.  Lord  St  John, 
I  Vent.  32.  But  in  2  Rol.  Abr.  195. 
(£.),  pL  1.  it  is  held,  that  if  the  king 
grant  certain  Uberiies,  and  among  other 
things  grant  omnia  bona  et  catalla  fe- 
lonum  de  se  within  such  a  place,  it  shall 
pass  Migations,  speciaUies,  and  debts 


due  to  the  felon;  for  though  in  other 
cases  a  grant  of  omnia  bona  et  catalla 
by  the  king  will  not  pass  specialties  and 
debts,  yet  in  the  grant  of  a  liberty  it 
will :  See  also  Com.  Dig.  Waife  (C.>  So 
by  a  grant  of  goods  and  chattels  of  felons 
of  themselves,  the  grantee  shall  hare 
such  felons*  ready  money.  2  Show.  S3. 
Anon,  (t) 

(6)  So  2  Lutw.  1342.  Meritim  r. 
Benn,  and  the  cases  cited  before.  Ante, 
p.  274.  note(l). 

(7)  Namely,  that  the  said  ElvaAetk 


(t)  [In  5  Price,  217. 263.  Bex  v.  Cap-  of  a  felon ;  and  it  was  held  accordinglyt 

/Mr,  the  principal  case  was  recognised  asan  that  stock  and  money  in  the  funds  did 

authority  that  the  words  bona  et  catalla  not  pass  by  a  grant  of  bona  et  eaioSa 

in  a  royal  grant  will  not  pass  the  debts  felonum.   See  ante,  p.  210  o.  note  (a).] 
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Lcqpworth  feloniously  killed  and  mur-  See  7  T.  R.  462.  464.  Holnw  v.  Wahh. 

dered  herself;  and  that  by  an  inquisi-  But  it  does  not  seem  necessary. 

tion  taken>  &c.    See  the  form  of  plead-  (8)  See  ante,  p.  274.  note  (1),  and 

ing  it,  post,  355.  Toomes  v.  EtkeringUm.  p.  275.  note  (6). 


Duppa,  Execator  of  Baskerville,  versus  Mayo.        Case  42. 

Hil.  20  &  21  Car.  H.  Regis.  RoL  1463. 

H€rtford$hire,^'W^  it  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  Same  entry, 
to  wit     J  JJ  ^j^^  ^^^  ^^  g^^  Michael  last  past,  before  our  i^^^^p^^gi 
lord  the  king  at  Westminatery  came  Thomas  Duppa,  esquire, 
executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Elizabeth  lady  Bos- 
kermky  deceased,  by  John  Crumps  his  attorney,  and  brought       [  276  3 
here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  then  there  his 
certain  bill  against  Thomas  MayOy  gent,  in  the  custody  of  the 
marshal,  &c  of  a  plea  of  debt ;  and  there  are  pledges  of  pro- 
secution, to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe  ;  which  said  bill 
follows  in  these  words,  to  wit;  Herefordshire^  to  wit,  Tliomas 
JDuppay  esquire,  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
Elizabeth  lady  Baskervile,   deceased,   complains  of  Tliomas 
Mayoy  gent,  being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  mar- 
shalsea  of  our  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  of  a 
plea  that  he  render  to  him  1360/.  of  lawful  n^oney  of  Eng^ 
landj  which  he  unjustly  detains  from  him :  for  that  whereas  Robert  Eul  of 
Robert  late  earl  of  Essex  was  seised  of  and  in  a  messuage,  and  ^^"^"^-"^ 
200  acres  of  land,  20  acres  of  meadow,  100  acres  of  pasture,  in  fee, 
and  103  acres  of  wood,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  Bodenhamy 
Rosburyy  Moore,  BeeresfieUy  and  Maundy  in  the  said  county, 
in  his  demesne  as  of  fee :  and  being  so  seised  thereof,  he  the 
said  earl  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  day  of  Decembery  in 
the  43d  year  of  the  reign  of  the  lady  EUzabethy  late  queen  of 
Englandy  at  Bodenham  aforesaid,  demised,  granted,  and  to  J^'^J"^"^ 
farm  let  (1)  to  one  Sir  Thomas  Coningsbyy  knight,  the  said  Coningsbyfor 

a  term; 

(1)  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  it  is  becauseifthelease  were  by  deed,  which 

not  said,  that  the  lessor  demised  by  deed  was  not   necessary  at  this  time,  the 

or  other  writing,  but  only  generally,  plaintiff  is  a  stranger  to  it,  for  he  does 

that  he  demised  the  premises  for  a  not  claim  the  land,  but  only  a  rent^ 

certain  term.     There  seem  to  be  two  charge  out  of  it,  which  was  created  by 

reasons  for  this  way  of  pleading,  first,  another  instrument ;  and  therefore,  as 

)cy  3 
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DvppA  V.  tenements^  with  the  appurtenanoeB,  to  have  and  ooenpy  to  tiie 

Mayo.  ^^  gi^  Jliamas  Ctmingabyy  hie  executore,  and  aasigna,  for 

'  and  during  and  until  the  full  end  and  term  of  99  years  thence 

and  was  pos-  nextfoUowing,  if  i^tYztm/fiam  Coningsh/y  son  of  thesaid  Thomoiy 


he  has  not  the  deed,  he  cannot  state  it : 
10  Rep.  93,  94.  Laffield%  case.  1  Yes. 
394.  Whitfield  v.  Fatmet:  and  second- 
ly, which  seems  the  chief  reason,  be- 
cause the  distinction  is,  that  where  a 
lease  for  years  by  indenture  is  the  gist 
and  foundation  of  the  action,  as  where 
debt,  or  covenant,  is  brought  upon  any 
covenant  contained  therein,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  state  the  demise  to  have  been 
by  deed;  Cro.  Eliz.  571.  Southwel  v. 
Broton  ;  and  to  set  out  so  much  thereof 
as  is  sufficient  to  support  the  action,  and 
no  more;  1  Lev.  88.  EUwU  v.  BUke. 
Cowp.  665.  Dundas  v.  Lord  WeynunUh. 
Ibid.  727.  Price  v.  Fletcher  ;  but  where 
such  lease    is  but  inducement  to  the 


action,  it  is  only  necessary  to  state 
generally,  that  the  lessor  demised  the 
premises  for  a  certain  term,  without 
saying  it  was  by  indenture.  See  ant^ 
38  <u  note  (3).  For  at  common  law,  a 
lease  for  any  number  of  years  might  be 
made  by  tenant  in  fee-simple  by  pan^ 
only ;  and  though  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
29  Car.  2.  c.  3.  ss.  1,  2.  enacts,  <"  that 
''  from  thenceforth,  all  leases,  or  terms 
'*  for  years,  made  by  parol,  and  not  pat 
**  into  writing,  and  signed  by  the  lesson^ 
*'  or  their  agents  authorised  by  writing, 
'<  shallhaveonlytheeffectofleasesatwiU, 
*<  except  leases  not  exceeding  the  term 
''  of  three  years  from  the  making  (a)»" 
yet  it  is  held,  that  the  statute  has  not 


(a)  Notwithstanding  these  express 
words  of  the  statute,  it  is  held  that  a 
parol  lease,  for  more  than  three  years, 
enures  as  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year. 
5  T.  R.  471.  Doe  v.  Bell  8  T.  R.  3. 
Clayton  v.  Blakey.  [2  Bing.  N.  C.752. 
Doe  v.PuUen,  by  Tindal  C.  J.:  but 
see  the  observations  in  Smith's  Leading 
Cases,  voL  iL  p.  75,  et  seq.  Parol  leases 
not  exceeding  the  term  of  three  years  are 
valid,  and  may  contain  the  same  special 
stipulations  as  regular  leases ;  and  what- 
ever remedy  can  be  had  upon  them,  in 
their  character  of  leases,  maybe  resorted 
to ;  Cr.  &  J.  391.  Edge  v.  Strafford. 
5  A.  &  £.  856.  Lord  Bolton  v.  Tomlin. 
1  Nev.  &  P.  247.  S.  C;  but,  by  rea- 
son of  the  4th  section  of  the  statute, 
they  do  not  confer  the  right  to  sue  the 
lessee  for  damages  for  not  taking  pos- 
session.    I  Cr.  &  J.  391.] 

It  may  not  be  improper  in  this  place 
to  point  out  how  the  landlord  or  tenant 
may»  in  some  cases,  determine  the  ten- 


ancy. What  was  formerly  considered 
as  a  tenancy  at  will,  has  in  modon 
times  [been  construed  to  be  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year ;  3  Burr.  1609.  Ttm- 
mine  v.  Bowlinson.  1  T.  R.  163*  Right 
V.  Darby.  3  T.  R.  16.  Doe  v.  Porter. 
8  T.  R.  3.  Clayton  v.  Blakey;  unless 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  clearly 
render  such  a  construction  impossible ; 
as  where  the  defendant  let  a  shed  to 
the  plaintiff  for  so  long  as  both  parties 
should  like,  on  an  agreement  that  the 
plaintiff  should  convert  it  into  a  stable, 
and  the  defendant  should  have  all  the 
dung  for  a  compensation,  there  being 
no  reservation  referable  to  any  aliquot 
part  of  a  year.  4  Taunt  128.  Richard- 
son V.  Langridge.  Under  an  agreement 
"  that  the  tenant  shall  always  be  sub* 
"  ject  to  quit  at  three  months'  notice,'* 
he  is  not  tenant  from  year  to  year,  bat 
from  quarter  to  quarter.  9  Camp. 
510.  Kemp  ▼.  Derrett  It  most  by  no 
means  be  understood,  that  a  strict  ten* 
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CaOuxrine  Coningsln/y  and  Ursula  Comngsby^  daughters  of  the     Duppa  v. 
said  Thomasj  or  any  of  them,  should  so  long  live :  by  virtue  of       Mayo. 
which  demise  he  the  said  Thonuis  Coningsby  afterwards,  to  wit,   '. 
on  the  6th  day  of  Decewbery  in  the  said  43d  year  of  the  reign  cSnin^/by 


altered  the  manner  of  pleading ;  antd,    and  therefore  this  general  mode  of  plead- 
211.  note  (2),  and  see  the  next  note ;    ing  is  still  sufficient,  notwithstanding  the 


ancy  at  will  cannot  exist  at  the  present 
day.  Such  tenancy  may  clearly  be 
created  by  the  express  agreement  of 
the  parties:  and  other  cases  may  be  put 
where  such  tenancy  will  even  now 
arise;  for  instance,  the  case  of  a 
mortgagor  in  possession.  5  B.  &  A. 
604'.  Pariridge  v.  Bere.  1  D.  &  R. 
272.  S.C.  [But  though  the  mortga- 
gee may  treat  his  mortgagor,  as  against 
a  stranger,  as  his  tenant  at  will,  he  is  not 
bound  to  do  so,  and  may,  therefore,  bring 
ejectment  against  him  as  a  trespasser, 
without  any  previous  demand  of  pos- 
session ;  8  B.  &  C.  767.  Doe  v.  Maitey. 

3  Mann.  &  R.  107.  S.  C.  9  B.  &  C. 
245.  25S.  257,  258.   Pope  v.  Biggs. 

4  Mann.  &  R.  193.  S.  C.  5  Bing.  421. 
Doe  V.  Giles.  2  Moo.  &  P.  749.  S.  C. 
2  Bing.  N.C.  538.543.  Waddihve  v. 
Bameit  2  Scott,  763.  S.  C.  4  M.  & 
W.409.HiU!hmany.Walion.  lManD.& 
Gr.  117.  Brown  Y.Storey.  1  Scott,N.R. 
9.S.C.  U  A. &E.  son.  Doe y. Barton. 
3Perr.&D.  194.S.C.  6M.&S.148L 
Doe  V.  Boulion;  unless  he  has  re- 
cognised the  right  of  the  mortgagor,  or 
his  tenant,  to  hold  possession.  7  Bing. 
322.  Doe  v.  Hales.  5  M.  &  P.  132. 
S.  C.  2  B.  &  Ad.  473.  Doe  v.  Cad- 
wallader.  4  A.  &  £.  299.  Sogers  v. 
Humphreys.  6  Nev.  &  M.  511.  S.  C. 
4  M.  &  W.  40a  (See  9  A.  &  £.  342. 
Evms  V.  ElUot.  1  Perr.  &  D.  256. 
8.  C.)  As  to  what  shall  amount  to  a 
re-demise  from  the  mortgagee  to  the 
mortgagor,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  no- 
tie«    or    demand    of  possession,    see 


2  a  B.  143.  Doe  v.  Goldwin.  1  G,  & 
Dav.  463.  S.  C.  2  Q.  B.  147.  Doe  v. 
Day.  When  a  man  enters  under  an 
agreement  for  a  lease,  he  is  only  tenant 
at  will  till  he  pays,  or  agrees  to  pay, 
rent,  or  settles  it  in  account ;  and  then 
he  becomes  tenant  from  year  to  year 
subject  to  such  of  the  terms  of  the 
agreement  as  are  applicable  to  that 
species  of  tenancy,  and  determinable 
on  the  execution  of  the  lease  contracted 
for.  6  Esp.  106.  Doe  v.  Breach.  3  B. 
&  C.  483.  Hamerton  v.  Stead,  by  Lit- 
tledakJ.  5D.&R.  213.  S.C.  Ry.& 
M.  355.  Mann  v.  Lov^'oy.  3  Bing.  361. 
Knight  v.  Bennet.  5  Bing.  118.  Cox 
Y.Bent.  7  Bing.  451.  Begnart  y.  Por- 
ter. 1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  398.  Doe  v.  Cawdor. 
2  Bing.  N.  C.  749.  753.  Doe  v.  Pullen. 
6  M.  &  W.  104.  Chapman  v.  Towner^ 
by  Parhe  B.  12  A.  &  E.  476.  Doe  v. 
Amey.  10  M.  &W.  494.  Braylhwayte 
V.  Hitchcoch.  The  law  is  the  same 
where  a  man  has  possession  under  a 
lease  which  is  void.  1  A.  &  E.  52. 
Richardson  v,  Gifford.  2  M.  &  W.  365. 
367.  Doidge  v.  Bowers.  3  Bing.  N.  C. 
850.  Beak  Y.Sanders.  3  Mann.  &  Gr. 
498.  BerreyY.Lindley.  4Scott,N.R. 
61.  S.C.  So  where  a  man  has  posses- 
sion under  an  agreement  to  purchase, 
he  is  a  tenant  at  will ;  1  M.  &  W.  700. 
Doe  Y.  Stanion,  by  Parke  B.  5C.& 
P.  595.  Doe  v.  Miller.  5  M.  &  W.  14. 
Doe  V.  Chamberlaine.  8  M.  &  W.  1 18. 
Howard  v.  Shaw;  and  he  will  not  be 
converted  into  a  tenant  from  year  to 
year  by  a  stipulation  in  the  contract 
UU  4 
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Duppa  versits  Mayo, 


DUPPA  V, 

Mayo. 

\       >      / 

his  will  devised 
an  annuity  of 
501.  a-year  to 
Elizabeth  Bas- 
kervi]e  and  her 
son  out  of  his 
demesne  lands ; 


of  the  said  late  queen  ElizcAethy  entered  into  the  said  tenements, 
with  the  appurtenances,  and  was  possessed  thereof:  and  bang 
so  possessed  thereof,  he  the  said  Thomas  Coningsby  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  10th  day  of  August^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1616,  at  Bodenham  aforesaid,  made  his  last  will  and  testament 
in  writing  (2),  and  by  the  said  will  (among  other  things)  did 
give  and  bequeath  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Baskervik,  and  Tluh 


statute,  where  the  lease  for  years  is  only 
inducement     So,  in  debt  for  rent  on  a 


demise  by  indenture,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  declare  that  it  was  by  indenture; 


of  sale  for  payment  of  interest  on  the 
amount  of  the  purchase-money  until 
the  completion  of  the  purchase :  5  M. 
&  W.  14. :  Secus,  where  there  is  a 
stipulation  thfit  the  intended  purchaser 
shall  pay  at  the  rate  of  a  sum  certain 
per  annum,  from  the  time  of  taking 
possession  until  the  completion  of  the 
purchase.  6  B.  &  C.  524.  Saunders  v. 
Musgrave,  (See  4  A.  &  £.  528.  Seaion 
V.  Booth.)  For  other  instances  where 
a  strict  tenancy  at  will  has  been  held 
to  exist,  see  9  Bing.  356.  Doe  v.  Price, 
10  B.  &  C.  718.  Doe  v.  Jones.  Ibid. 
721.  Doe  y.  M*Kaeg.  As  to  how  such 
a  tenancy  may  be  determined,  see 
9  Bing.  356.  10  B.  &  C.  721.  2  C. 
M.  &  R.  120.  Ball  v.  CuUimore.  2  A. 
&  E.  329.  Roe  v.  Street.  4  Nev.  & 
M.  42.  S.C.  7  M.  &  W.  226.  Doe  v. 
Turner.  9  M.  &  W.  643.  S.  C.  in 
Cam.  Scacc.  A  tenant  who  continues 
to  occupy  after  the  expiration  of  his 
term  is  a  tenant  at  sufferance ;  until  he 
pays  rent,  and  then  he  becomes  tenant 
from  year  to  year :  7  T.  R.  83.  Doe  v. 
Waits.  2  B.  &  C.  100.  Bishop  v. 
Howard:  So  if  he  performs  services 
due  from  the  tenant  in  the  way  of  rent 
1  B.  &.  Ad.  365.  Doe  v.  Morse.  But  a 
mere  payment  of  a  compensation  for 
tlie  occupation  will  not  thus  change 
the  nature  of  the  tenancy.  1  Cr.  M.  & 
R.  261.  Simpkin  v.  AshhursL  In  order 
to  establish  a  tenaticy  from  year  to  year, 
something  must  occur,  besides  the  mere 


holding  over,  to  shew  the  existence  of 
a  new  contract  for  such  a  tenancy. 
1  Mood.  &  R.  213.  Jenner  ▼.  Clegg. 
4  A.  &  £.  832.  Jones  v.  Shean. 
8  M.  &  W.  571.  575.   Waring  v.  JShg. 

I  Carr.  &  M.  280.  A^ord  v.  Vidury. 
See  also  Mood.  &  M.  19.  Freeman  ▼. 
Jurg.  8  Bing.  170.  174.  Woodcock  v. 
Nuth.  1  M.  &  Sc.  317.  S.C.  However, 
where  a  rector  succeeded  to  a  rectory 
upon  the  death  of  the  former  incumbent, 
in  April  1816,  and  found  A.  and  B.  m 
possession  of  the  glebe  lands,  having 
been  tenants  under  the  former  incum- 
bent, and  they  continued  in  possessioD 
until  after  December  1816,  when  the 
rector  conveyed  the  glebe  lands  to  a 
trustee  for  securing  an  annuity,  it  was 
held  that  the  trustee  could  not  main- 
tain an  ejectment  against  A.  and  J?, 
without  giving  them  a  notice  to  quit; 
because,  as  they  had  been  in  possession 
for  more  than  eight  months  between 
the  rector's  promotion  and  the  grant  of 
the  annuity,  and  had  not  been  disturbed, 
the  rector  must  be  presumed,  after  such 
a  lapse  of  time,  to  have  assented  to  the 
continuance  of  their  tenancy  under  the 
same  terms  as  before.  6  B.  &  C.  1S6. 
Doe  V.  Somerville.  9  D.  &  R.  lOa  S.C. 
A  tenant  who,  after  having  given  notice 
to  quit,  holds  over  for  a  year,  paying 
double  rent  according  to   the  statute 

I I  Geo.  2.  c.  19.  8. 18.,  may  quit  at  the 
end  of  such  year  without  fresh  notice. 
1  B.  &  Ad.  904.  Booth  v.  M'Farlane.} 
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mcu  Bashermkj  son  of  the  said  Elizabeth^  the  sum  of  SOL  a-     Duppa  v. 
year  out  of  his  demesne  lands  of  Orleton  and  Ashwood  Parky  to       Mayo. 
have  arid  to  hold  the  said  annuity  of  50i  to  the  said  Etiza'  *        * 
beth  and  the  said  Thomas  her  son,  for  and  during  the  term  of 

but  '^  quod  cum  dimisUaet"  generally,  is    ant  pleads  nil  habuit  in  tenementisy  it  is 
sufficient  (6)    However  if  the  defend*    primd  facie  a  good  plea,  (e)  because  no 


A  tenancy  from  year  to  year  may  be 
determined  by  either  party  giving  no- 
tice  to  quit  half  a  year  previous  to  the 
expiration  of  any  year  of  the  tenancy, 
unless  any  other  period  be  fixed  by 
agreement  or  local  custom ;  which  half 
year  must  consist  of  182  days,  except 
where  the  rent  is  payable  on  the  usual 
quarterly  feast  days,  when  notice  on  one 
feast  day  to  quit  on  the  next  but  one, 
as,  for  instance,  on  the  29th  of  Sep- 
tember to  quit  on  the  25th  of  March,  is 
sufficient  4  £sp.  199.  Doe  v.  Green. 
[6  Bing.  574.  Doe  v.  Roe.  4  M.  &  P. 
391.  S.  C]  The  notice  must  be  to  quit 
at  the  end  of  some  current  year  of 
the  tenancy,  computed  from  the  ori- 
ginal time  of  entry ;  1  T.  R.  159. 
Right  y.  Darby;  although  the  rent  be 
payable  quarterly;  1  Esp.  267.  Shirley 
V.  Newman ;  or  a  quarter's  notice  be 
agreed  on.  1  Taunt  S55.  Doe  v.  Do- 
novan. [1  a  B.  806.  Doe  v.  DobdL 
1  G.  &  Dav.  218.  S.  C.  If  the  tenant 
enters  in  the  middle  of  a  quarter,  and 
he  afterwards  pays  rent  for  that  half 
quarter,  and  continues  then  to  pay  from 
the  commencement  of  a  succeeding 
quarter,  he  is  not  a  tenant  from  the 
time  of  his  coming  in,  but  from  the 
succeeding  quarter-day.  6  Esp.  10.  Doe 
V.  Johnson.  3  C.  ft  P.  275.  Doe  v.  Sta- 
pkion.  But  see  Doe  v.  Selwyn,  Adams 
on  Ejectment,  129.]  Where  the  tenant 
enters  on  different  parts  of  the  premises 
at  different  times,  the  notice  should  be 
given  with  reference  to  the  substantial 
and  principal  part  of  them,  and  will  be 
good  for  alL  2  Black.  Rep.  1224.  Doe  v. 


Swnodon.  6  East,  120.  Doe  v.  Spence. 
7  East,  551.  Doe  v.  Watkins.  What  is 
the  substantial  part,  is  a  question  for 
the  jury.  1 1  East,  498.  Doe  v.  Howard. 
[7  M.  &  W.  139.  Doe.  v.  Hughes.']  If 
the  tenant  hold  over  by  consent  after 
the  expiration  of  a  lease,  he  becomes 
tenant  from  year  to  year  [see  antd, 
p.  276  6.]  ;  and  notice  to  quit  must  be 
given  with  reference  to  the  original  time 
of  entry  under  the  lease ;  5  Esp.  173. 
Doe  V.  Samuel;  even  where  the  lease 
was  determined  by  the  death  of  the 
lessor,  tenant  for  life,  in  the  middle  of 
a  year.  1  H.  Black.  97.  Roe  v.  Ward. 
And  though  a  parol  lease  for  seven 
years  be  void  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
yet  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year  arises 
upon  the  terms  agreed  on,  so  far  as  they 
are  applicable  to  such  a  tenancy  [see 
antd,  p.  276  a.] ;  and  if  they  specify  the 
time  of  quitting,  the  notice  must  be 
given  accordingly.  5  T.  R.  471.  Doe 
v.  BelL  But  it  was  held,  that  an  ac- 
tion for  use  and  occupation  would  not 
lie  against  one  who  had  _once  been  te- 
nant from  year  to  year,  but  who  had 
not,  within  the  last  six  years,  occupied 
the  premises,  paid  rent,  or  done  any 
act  from  which  a  tenancy  could  be 
implied,  though  the  tenancy  had  not 
been  determined  by  a  notice  to  quit 
1  B.  &  A.  625.  Leigh  v.  Thornton. 
[Where  a  tenant  entered  under  an 
agreement  for  a  lease  for  seven  years, 
which  was  never  executed,  it  was  held, 
that  he  was  not  entitled  to  notice  to  quit 
at  the  end  of  the  seven  years.  4  Bing. 
446.  Doey.  Stratum.  1  Moo.&  P.  183. 
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Dappa  tersus  Mayo. 


DuppA  r. 
Mayo, 

* . ' 

with  a  clause  of 
distrev; 


their  natural  lives^  and  the  life  of  the  longer  hyer  of  them: 
and  if  it  should  happen  that  the  said  rent»  or  any  part  thereof, 
should  be  in  arrear  and  unpaid  for  three  days  after  amonth  of 
SL  Michael  and  the  Annunciathn  cf  the  Blessed  Virgin  Maryj 


estoppel  appears  upon  the  record ;  and    the  demise  was  by  indenture,  and  rely 
therefore  the  plaintiff  must  reply  that    upon  the  estoppel ;  for  if  the  plaintiff 


S.  C.  See  also  S  Mann.  &  6r.  498. 
Berrey  t.  Lindley.  4  Scott,  N.  R.  61. 
S.  C.  .^loconf.]-— The  courts  listen  with 
reluctance  to  objections  to  the  form  of 
notice.  14  East,  245.  Doe  v.  Archer^ 
Hence,  *^  I  desire  you  to  quit,"  &c,  or 
<^  I  shall  insist  on  double  reutf"  was 
held  a  good  notice.  Doug.  175.  Doe 
Jackson.  [2  Q.B.  14S.  Doe  t.  Gold^ 
win.  Accord.']  So  notice  at  Michael- 
maSf  1795,  to  quit  ^  at  Lady^day^  which 
«  wiU  ^  in  the  year  1795,"  was  held 
good.  7  T.  R.  63.  Doe  v.  Kighdy. 
[4  D.  A  R.  248.  Doe  v.  CuUiford. 
5A.&E.  350.  Doe  ▼.  Smith.  6  Nev. 
&  M.  829.  S.  C.  So  a  mistake  in  the 
notice  in  describing  the  farm  as  being 
in  the  adjoining  parish  to  that  in  which 
it  really  lies,  is  not  material,  if  the 
tenant  was  not  thereby  misled.  12  A. 
&  £.  743.  Doe  v.  Wilkinson.  4  P.  & 
Dav.  323.  S.  C]  So  on  an  Old  Mi- 
chaelmas tenancy  notice  to  quit  at 
Michaelmas  was  held  good,  evidence 
being  given  that  the  tenancy  com- 
menced at  Old  Michaelmas.  2  Camp. 
256.  Doe  v.  Vince.  4  B.  &  A.  588. 
Doe  V.  Benson.  S.  P.  [9  C.  &  P.  467. 
Doe  y.  Perrin.  But  a  lease  by  deed  to 
hold  from  the  feast  of  St  Michael^ 
must  be  taken  to  mean  New  Michael- 
mas; and  extrinsic  evidence  is  not 
admissible  to  shew  that  it  means  a  hold- 
ing from  Old  Michaelmas.  11  East, 
312.  Doe  T.  Lea.  So  if  a  defendant 
avows  that  the  rent  was  payable  at 
Martinmas^  to  wit,  on  November  23.,  he 
must  be  taken  to  mean  New  MarHnmas^ 
Le.  November  nth,  UMdiUit  Old  Mar- 


immast  notwithstanding  the  latter  falls 
on  the  day  laid  under  the  videlioeif  t.  e. 
November  23.  8  Bing.  235.  Smiih  v. 
WaUon.  1  M.  &  P.  380.  S.  C]  No- 
tice to  quit  <'  at  the  expiration  of  the 
''  current  year  of  your  tenancy,  which 
*'  shall  expire  next  after  one  half-year 
<<  from  the  date  hereof,"  is  sufficient, 
though  no  day  be  mentioned  ;  2  Esp. 
589.  Doe  v.  BuOer ;  [6  Bing.  362. 
Doe  V.  ScoU.  4  Moo.  &  P.  20.  S.  C.\ 
and  is  a  sufficient  demand  of  possession 
within  Stat  4  Geo.  2.  c.  28.  s.  !•  to  ren* 
der  the  tenant  liable  for  holding  over 
after  the  determination  of  the  notice. 
6  M.  &  W.  393.  Hirst  v.  Horn]  ;  and 
is  perhaps  the  safest  form.  Neither 
does  the  landlord  Jose  much  by  adopt- 
ing it,  since  the  ^Jnsertion  of  a  cUy 
will  not  make  the  notice  primd  fade 
evidence  of  a  holding  from  that  day; 
2  Camp.  258.  n.  Ibid.  388.  Doe  v. 
CcUvertf  overruling  Doe  v.  Harris. 
Dorchester  Sum.  Ass.  1784,  before 
Eyre  B.,  cited  in  1  T.  R.  161. ;  unless 
the  service  be  personal  on  the  tenant, 
and  he  make  no  objection.  13  East, 
405.  Doe  y.  Forster.  2  Camp.  647. 
Thomas  v.  Thomas.  2  Camp.  459.  Doe 
V.  WbombwelL  2  Taunt.  109.  Doe 
y.  LdcesteTy  which  seems  to  overrule 
4  T.  R.  361.  Oakapple  v.  Coposa. 
[But  it  may  be  observed,  that,  in  Oak- 
apple  V.  Copousy  it  appeared  at  the 
trial  that  he  held  from  a  different  daj, 
and  therefore  the  primd  facie  evidenee 
was  rebutted.  A  notice  to  quit  given 
by  the  tenant  must,  in  order  to  be  good, 
be  such  as  on  a  reasonable  construoHon 
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they  should  enter  and  distrain,  and  retun  (3)  the  distress  until     Duppa  v. 
the  debt  should  be  paid,  and  ten  shillings  every  day  after,  no-       Mayo. 
mhupcsfUB,  until  the  debt  should  be  paid :  and  after  the  said  ' 

Thomas  Baikervile  should  attain  the  age  of  13  years,  and  his  should  attain 


repfiesy  that  he  had  a  sufficient  estate  (2)  No  person    could    at   common 

in  the  premises,  *he  loses  the  benefit  of  law  devise  his  Unds  and  tenements,  or 

the  estoppel    See  post,  S25,  note  (4).  any  interest  out  of  them,  by  his  last 

6  T.  R.  62.  WUkma  v.  WtngaU.  will  and  testament,  except  by  custom  in 


of  it,  denotes  an  intention  to  give  up  the 
premises  at  the  lawful  time.  4  Mees. 
A  W.  198.  Goode  v.  HoweUs.']  If  the 
tenant,  on  application  by  his  land- 
loid,  state  his  tenancy  to  have  com- 
menced on  a  particular  day,  he  is  bound 
by  such  statement ;  2  Esp.  635.  Doe  v. 
Ixmhly;  and  a  receipt  for  rent,  stating 
it  to  be  a  year's  rent  up  to  a  certain 
day,  is  primd  facie  evidence  of  a  hold- 
ing from  that  day.  3  Esp.  173.  Doe  v. 
SamueL  [But  where  the  tenant  gives 
notiee  to  quit  at  the  end  of  the  current 
year,  less  than  six  months  before  such 
end,  such  notice  is  ineffectual  to  de- 
termine the  tenancy.  See  ante,  p.  236  e, 
note  (y).]  A  parol  notice  to  quit 
is  sufficient;  2  Camp.  96.  Roe  v. 
PHeree;  but  it  is  more  advisable  to 
give  a  written  one.  5  Esp.  197.  Doe  v. 
Cridi,  Service  of  the  notice  by  leav- 
ing it  with  a  servant  at  the  tenant's 
dwelling-house,  not  on  the  prembes, 
has  been  held  sufficient :  4  T.  R.  464. 
Jones  V.  Marsh :  [although  the  tenant 
be  not  informed  of  it  till  within  half 
a  year  of  its  expiration.  M.  &  Malk. 
10*  Doe  V.  Dunbar.  Where  A,  has 
been  tenant,  and,  on  his  leaving,  J9. 
takes  possession,  notice  to  quit  given 
to  jB.  is  good  primd  Jheie ;  for  it  will 
be  presumed  that  he  is  the  assignee  of 
A.  6  B.  &  C.  41.  Doe  v.  WiUiams.  9 
D. &R.  30.  S.  C.  6  M.&  S.  110.  Doe 
V.  Murless.  See  also  2  A.  &  £.  329. 
Roe  V.  Street.  4  Nev.  &  M.  42.  S.  C] 
The  ttotiee  to  quit  required  by  4  Geo.  2. 


0.  28.  s.  It,  to  entitle  the  landlord  to 
double  value,  must  be  in  writing ;  but 
the  notice  to  quit  by  the  tenant,  which 
entitles  the  landlord  to  double  rent  if 
he  does  not  quit  accordingly,  under  1 1 
Geo*  2.  c.  19.  8. 18.,  may  be  by  parol. 
3  Burr.  1603.  Timmins  v.  Rowlinson, 
The  notice  may  be  given  by  a  receiver 
appointed  by  the  court  of  Chancery.  5 
Burr.  2694.  Wilkinsony.  Collet/.  12East, 
57-  Doe  V.  Read,  An  infant  must  give 
notice  as  well  as  an  adult.  2T.  R.  159. 
Maddon  v.  White.  A  notice  signed  by 
two  out  of  three  executors  and  trustees 
has  been  holden  insufficient,  although  it 
was  expressed  to  be  given  on  behalf  of 
them  all,  and  the  third  subsequently  as- 
sented. 5  East,  491.  Right  v.  Cuthell 
But  where  four ^  joint-tenants  demise 
jointly,  such  of  them  as  give  notice  to 
quit  may  recover  their  respective  shares 
in  ejectment  on  their  several  demises. 
3  Taunt  210.  Doe  v.  Chaplin.  And 
if  the  notice  be  signed  by  a  stranger 
professing  to  be  an  agent  for  all,  their 
subsequent  recognition  of  his  authority 
will  be  sufficient ;  3  B.  &  A.  689.  Good- 
tide  V.  Woodward;  the  distinction 
between  this  case  and  Right  v.  Cuthell 
being,  that  the  tenant  had  in  this  case 
such  a  notice  as  he  could  act  upon, 
whereas  in  the  other  case  the  notice 
was  deficient  on  the  face  of  it  [It  has 
been  since  held,  that  if  the  agent  had 
not  authority  to  give  the  notice  at  the 
time  when  it  was  given,  or  at  least 
when  the   half-year   mentioned  in  it 
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DuppA  r. 
Mayo. 


thirteen,  he 
Khould  have 
20^  a-year  of 
the  said  an- 
nuity. 

And  the  said 
Sir  Thomas 
Coningsby  by 
another  will, 
reciting  that  he 
had  sold  the 
demesne  lands, 

•  [  277  ] 


Duppa  verstis  Mayo. 

mother  living,  then  the  said  T/iomas  should  have  20Z.  yearly  of 
the  said  devised  50/.  for  his  better  maintenance  during  his 
mother's  life,  and  then  the  whole  in  manner  as  is  aforesaid 
*  devised.  And  whereas  also  the  said  TTiamas  Caninffsby  in  his 
life  time,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  day  of  September ,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1617,  at  Bodenham  aforesaid,  reciting,  that  whereas 
by  his  last  will  in  writing,  bearing  date  the  lOtihday  of  Auffutt, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1616,  he  the  said  Thomas  Coningsbyhj 
his  said  will  had  willed  and  bequeathed  several  annuities  and 
legacies,  and  appointed  the  same  then  to  be  paid  yearly  out  of 
his  demesne  lands  of  Orkton,  in  the  county  of  Hereford,  be- 
cause that  after  the  making  of  his  said  wiU  and  testament  he 


some  ancient  boroughs.    Litt.  s.  167.    32  H.  8.  c.  1.  and  ^  H.  8.  c.  5.  have 
Co.  Litt  111.  b.(c/)  But  the  statutes  of    enabled  tenants  in  fee-simple  to  devise 


began  to  run,  so  that  the  tenant  could 
not  then  have  acted  upon  it,  no  sub- 
sequent adoption  or  recognition  will 
make  it  valid.  10  B.  &  C.  626.  Doe  v. 
Walters.  5  Mann.  &  R.  357.  S.  C.  2 
a  B.  143.  Doe  V.  Goidwin.  1  G.  & 
Dav.  463.  S.  C.  And  as  to  Right  v.  Ci*- 
thell,  it  has  been  considered  that  the  true 
ground  of  the  decision  of  that  case  was, 
that  there  the  particular  mode  of  de- 
termining the  tenancy  prescribed  by 
the  terms  of  the  lease,  required  the 
concurrence  of  all  the  joint-tenants. 
But  it  is  now  established  that,  gene- 
rally speaking,  a  notice  to  quit  by  one 
only  of  several  joint-tenants  puts  an 
end  to  the  tenancy  as  to  the  whole. 
1  B.  &  Ad.  135.  Doe  v.  Summersett, 
7  Mees.  &  W.  139.  Doe  v.  Hughes. 
1  Carr.  &  M.  280.  Alford  v.  Vickery. 
A  mere  receiver  of  rents,  as  such,  has 
no  authority  to  determine  a  tenancy  by 
a  notice  to  quit  10  B.  &  C.  633. 
per  Parke  J.  But  an  agent  to  receive 
rent,  and  to  let,  has.  2  M.  &  Rob.  56. 
Doe  V.  Mizem^  coram  PcUteson  J. 
(See  3  Bing.  N.  C.  677.  Doe  v.  Robinson. 
4  Scott,  396.  S.C.)  As  to  notice  to  quit 
by  a  mortgagor,  who  has  mortgaged 


since  the  tenancy  began,  see  2  Q*  B.  143. 
1  G.  &  Dav.  641.]  Acceptance  of  rent 
due  since  the  expiration  of  the  notice  is 
a  waiver  of  it;  6  T.  R.  219.  Goodrigk 
V.  Cordwent;  if  the  money  reach  the 
lessor's  hands ;  2  Camp.  387*  Doe  v. 
Calvert;  and  be  received  (u  rent^  which 
is  a  question  for  the  jury.  Cowp.  243^ 
Doe  V.  Batten.  So  is  a  distress  for  such 
rent  1  H.  Bl.  311.  Zouch  v.  WU- 
lingall.  But  aller  verdict  in  ejectment 
against  a  tenant  for  not  quitting  pur- 
suant to  notice,  a  subsequent  distress 
by  the  landlord  for  rent  due  aflter  the 
verdicty  does  not  waive  the  notice  to 
quit;  nor  is  it  any  ground  for  set- 
ting aside  the  verdict,  or  staying  exe- 
cution. 8  Taunt  538.  Doe  v.  Dariif. 
So  a  subsequent  notice  is  a  waiTer; 
16  £ast,  53.  Doe  v.  Palmer  ;  unless  it 
expressly  save  the  first ;  2  East,  2S7. 
Williams  Y.Humphreys;  or  be  given 
for  greater  caution,  after  ejectment 
brought  for  part  of  the  premises,  aod 
such  ejectment  be  persbted  in  ;  S.  C ; 
or  be  merely  a  notice  that  double  value 
will  be  required.  1  T.  R.  53.  Mess0^ 
get  V.  Armstrong.  3  Camp.  117..  A* 
V.  SteeL      Nor  is  a  promise  not  to 
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the  said  Tliomas  Coningshy  had  otherwise  conveyed  the  said 
demesne  lands  of  Orleton^  whereby  the  annuities  demised  out 
of  the  same  were  annulled  (4),  he  the  said  Thomas  Co- 
ningsby  by  his  last  will  and  testament,  did  declare  his  full  will. 


DUPPA  V. 

Mayo. 


their  lands  and  tenements,  by  their  last 
will  in  toriHng*  (e)     Whenever,  there- 


fore, a  will  of  lands,  or  of  any  interest 
out  of  them,  by  tenants  in  fee-simple  is 


turn  the  tenant  out  till  the  estate  is  sold 
a  waiver  of  a  prior  notice  to  quit. 
10  East,  13.  Wkiiacre  v.  Synums. 
[Where  the  tenant  gives  the  notice  to 
quit,  and  remains  in  possession  after  the 
time  limited  by  the  notice,  thb  does 
not  in  itself  amount  to  a  waiver  of  it ; 
but  the  jury  must  say,  whether,  under 
all  the  circumstances,  his  acts  shewed 
an  intention  of  continuing  tenant  or  not. 
4  Ad.  &  £.  832.  Janes  v.  Shears.  6 
Nev.  &  M.  428.  S.  C.]— By  analogy  to 
the  notice  to  quit  given  in  a  holding  of 
land,  it  is  held  that  notice  must  be  given 
to  determine  a  composition  for  tithes : 
and  in  general  it  must  be  half  a  year's 
notice,  ending  at  the  expiration  of  a 
year,  unless  any  longer  notice  be  ne- 
cessary to  enable  the  tenant  to  cultivate 
the  land  in  the  manner  most  beneficial 
to  himself,  according  as  he  is  to  pay  a 
composition  or  in  kind.  1  Bos.  &  Pull. 
465.  Wyhurd  v.  Tw^  citing  HewiU  v. 
Adams.  Dom.  Proc.  1782.  12  East,  83. 
FeU  V.  Wilson.  [4  M.  &  W.  198.  Goode 
V.  HoweU.']  If  the  occupier  disclaim  any 
liability  to  pay  tithes  at  all,  and  deny 
the  parson's  title,  this  dispenses  with  the 
necessity  of  a  notice  to  determine  the 
composition  ;  1  Brod.  &  Bing.  4.  Bower 
V.  Major.  3  B.  Moore,  216.  S.  C. ;  in  the 
same  manner  as  an  express  disclaimer 
of  holding  under  the  landlord  dispenses 
with  a  notice  to  quit  land.  Bull.  N. 
P.  96. ;  and  see  Peake's  N.  P.  C.  197. 
Doe  V.  Pasquali.  [See  infra.']  But 
the  analogy  does  not  hold  in  the  case  of 
a  change  of  parties ;  for  by  the  parson's 
death,  or  avoidance  of  the  benefice,  or 


by  a  change  of  the  occupier^  the  composi- 
tion is  ipso  facto  determined.  10  East, 
269.  Williams  v.  PowelL  If,  however, 
the  new  parson  receive  the  composition, 
he  must  account  to  the  executors  of  the 
deceased  for  their  share,  according  to 
the  portion  of  the  year  which  had 
elapsed  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
late  parson.  2  Ves.  &  Beames,  331. 
Aynsley  v.  Wordsworthf  overruling 
10  East,  267.  Williams  v.  Powell,  in 
which  the  court  of  King's  Bench  had 
held,  that  the  deceased's  share  should 
be  calculated  according  to  the  value  of 
the  tithes  which  had  become  severable 
and  payable  during  the  portion  of  the 
year  which  elapsed  before  his  death. 
[See  Stat  4  W.  4.  c.  22.  post,  note 
(17.)  —  As  to  what  shall  amount  as 
a  disclaimer,  so  as  to  supersede  the 
necessity  of  a  notice  to  quit, — it  is  not 
necessary  that  the  tenant  should  have 
attorned  to  some  other  person,  or  done 
any  act  disclaiming  to  hold  as  tenant  to 
the  landlord.  But  in  order  to  make  a 
verbal  or  written  discldmer  sufiicient, 
it  must  amount  to  a  direct  repudiation 
of  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant ; 
or  to  a  distinct  claim  to  hold  possession 
of  the  estate  upon  a  ground  wholly  in. 
consistent  with  the  existence  of  that 
relation,  which,  by  necessary  implica- 
tion, is  a  repudiation  of  it ;  1  M.  &  W. 
695.  Doe  Y.  Stanion.  lMann.&Gr.l35. 
Doe  V.  Cooper.  1  Scott,  N.  R.  36.  S.C.; 
and  it  must  be  before  the  date  of  the 
day  of  the  demise  in  the  declaration  in 
ejectment ;  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  398.  Doe  v. 
Lord  Cawdor;  and  an  admission  made 
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Mato. 


devised  to 
Sidney  Co- 
ningsby  an 
annuity  of  100 
marks  out  of 


mind,  intentioii,  and  purpose  to  be,  and  by  the  s^d  will  he 
the  said  Thomas  Coningdfy  did  give  and  devise  to  one  Sidney 
Coningsby  his  son,  an  annuity,  or  yearly  rent  of  100  marks,  to 
be  paid  to  the  said  Sidney  during  his  natural  life,  out  of  all 
or  any  the  manors,  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements  which 
he  the  said  Thomas  Coningsby  held  by  lease  in  Marden^  Bo- 


pleaded,  it  must  be  averred  to  have    ence  is  holden,  that  where  a  thing  is 
been  made  in  writing ;  for  this  differ-    originally  made  by  act  of  parliament 


after  the  day  of  the  demise,  of  a  dis- 
claimer, will  be  insufficient  unless  it 
amounts  to  an  admission  that  such  dis- 
claimer took  place  before  the  day  of 
demise.  Ibid.  10  B.  &  C.  816.  Doe 
V.  Grubb.  5  Mann.  &  R.  666.  S.  C. 
A  mere  disclaimer  by  words  operates 
only  by  way  of  dispensation  with  a 
notice  to  quit,  and  not  by  way  of  for- 
feiture; and  therefore  cannot  work  a 
determination  of  a  lease  for  a  definite 
term  of  years.  10  A.  &  E.  427.  Doe 
V.  Wells.  2  Perr.  Sc  D.  396.  S.  C.  Where, 
in  ejectment,  the  tenants  in  possession 
do  not  defend  the  action  and  suffer  judg- 
ment by  default,  but  a  party  defends 
as  landlord,  it  is  no  answer  to  the  action 
that  they  have  had  no  notice  to  quit : 
5  Bing.  S27.  Doe  v.  Creed.  2  Moo.  & 
P.  648.  S.  C. :  Secus,  where  other  per- 
sons not  defending  as  landlords  are 
also  defendants.  3  Mees.  &  W.  333. 
Doe  V.  J^om.  —  As  to  whether  any 
and  what  notice  to  quit  is  necessary  in 
the  case  of  a  weekly  or  monthly  tenancy, 
see  7  C.  &P.  56.  HuffeU  v.  Armitstead,^ 
(b)  The  general  rule  is,  "  that 
**  wherever  an  action  is  founded  on  a 
<<  deed,  the  deed  must  be  declared  on. 
"  The  only  case  excepted  from  the  ge- 
<<  neral  rule  is  that  of  debt  for  rent, 
<<  in  which  the  deed  need  not  be  de- 
«  clared  on.  That  exception,  however, 
"  seems  to  have  proceeded  on  the 
**  ground  that,  by  the  demise,  an  interest 
*^  has  passed  in  the  land..*'    Per  ManS' 


fieidC.3.  IN.R.  109.  AUyy.Parish. 
In  other  words,  that  the  action  is  founded 
on  the  privity  of  estaie  and  not  of  eom- 
tract;  and  if  so,  it  is  extraordinary 
that  the  action  should  not  be  local, 
which  it  is  not  See  ant^  241  d  n.  (6) 
and(/.) 

(e)  [But  a  plea  of  nil  habuit  in  tent' 
mentis  is  bad  in  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation,  whether  in  assumpsit  or 
in  debt  I  Bing.  N.  C.  15.  Cwrtis  ▼. 
SpUty.    1  Scott,  737.  S.  C] 

(d)  And  generally  by  the  custom  of 
gavelkind.  2  BL  Com.  84.  Cro.  Car. 
561.  Launder  yr.  Brooks.  11  Mod.  122. 
Brunker  v.  Cook^  and  the  cases  and 
books  there  referred  to.  And  the  ob- 
servation is  not  intended  to  apply  to  a 
bequest  of  existing  ^  chattel  interests 
**  in  land,  which,  on  account  of  their 
*^  original  imbecility  and  insignificance^ 
^'  were  deemed  personalty,  and  as  such 
"  were  disposable  by  wilL"  Harg.  Ca 
Litt  lll.b.  note(l). 

(e)  These  statutes  enabled  tenants 
in  fee-simple  to  devise  the  whole  of 
their  lands  held  in  socage,  and  two- 
thirds  of  their  lands  held  in  chivalry ; 
and  the  stat  12  Car.  2.  c  24.,  having 
turned  all  tenures  in  chivalry  into  so- 
cage, all  lands  are  now  devisable ;  but 
these  statutes  do  not  apply  to  copy- 
holds, which  are  devisable  according  to 
the  custom  of  each  particular  manor, 
and  at  common  law  must  have  been 
surrendered  to  the  use  of  the  devisor^ 
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denhanh  and  Leominster,  or  elaewhere  in  the  county  of  Here^     Duppa  v. 

fordy  at  the  feasts  of  St.  Michael  the  Archangel,  the  Natmty       Mayo. 

iff  GUT  Saoumr,  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  '    ,    •    ,, 

V  !•  ****  leasehold 

and  the  Natimty  of  St  John  the  Baptist,  by  equal  portions,  to  lands; 


and  required  to  be  in  writing,  it  must 
be  pleaded  with  all  the  circumstances 
required  by  the  act,  as  in  the  case  of  a 
will  of  lands  it  must  be  alleged  to  have 
been  made  in  writing ;  but  where  an  Act 
makes  writing  necessary  to  a  matter, 
where  it  was  not  so  at  the  common  law, 
as  in  the  case  in  the  preceding  note, 
where  a  lease  for  a  longer  term  than 
three  years  is  required  to  be  in  writing 
by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  plead  the  thing  to  be  in  writing, 
though  it  must  be  proved  to  be  so  in 
evidence.    2  Salk.  519.  An&n, —  A  dis- 


tinction, however,  is  taken  between  a 
declaration  and  a  plea:  in  the  former, 
the  plaintiff  need  not  shew  the  thing  to 
he  in  writing  ;  hut  in  Me  latter  it  must 
he  so  pleaded.  As  when  the  defendant 
pleads  that  another  person,  for  a  good 
consideration,  promised  to  be  answer- 
able to  the  pUuntifPfor  the  debt,  it  was 
held  that  it  must  be  shewn  to  be  in 
writing,  so  that  it  may  appear  to  be 
a  contract  which  the  plaintiff  can  en- 
force. Sir.  T.  Raym.  450.  Case  v. 
Barber.  (/) 

(3)  Formerly  a  distrainor  could  not 


wiU»  by  the  devisor  himself,  and  then 
the  will  operated  as  an  appointment  of 
the  use;  but  if  the  devisor  had  neg- 
lected to  surrender  to  the  use  of  his 
will,  the  devise  was  void,  although  a 
court  of  equity  would,  in  some  in. 
stances,  have  supplied  the  defect ;  and 
now,  by  stat  S5  Geo.  S.  c  192.,  a  de* 
vise  of  copyhold  lands,  warranted  by 
the  custom  of  the  manor,  is  good  with- 
out a  surrender.  [And  it  was  held  that 
copyholds  passed  under  general  words 
in  a  will  made  since  that  statute, 
although  there  had  been  no  surrender 
to  the  use  of  the  will :  7  Bing.  275. 
Doe  y.Ludlam.  5Moo.  &  P.  48.  S.C. 
2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  503.  J>oe  v.  ZJewel- 
lin .'  Seeusy  where  the  will  was  made 
before  the  statute.  5  B.  &  Ad.  695. 
Doe  V.  Bird.  2  Nev.  &  M.  679. 
A  devise  by  the  heir  at  law  is  good 
under  this  statute,  without  his  having 
been  admitted,  or  paid  the  fine  due  to 
the  lord  on  the  descent.  3  B.  &  Ad. 
664^  Bight  v.  Bopihs.  5  A.  &  E. 
921.  Doe  y.  WUson.     6  Nev.  &  M. 


809.  S.  C]  And  it  need  not  be  in 
writing  or  attested  by  three  witnesses, 
as  copyholds  and  customary  freeholds 
are  held  not  to  be  within  the  5th  section 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  7  East,  29a 
Doe  V.  Danvers.  [4  B.  &  Ad.  56.  Doe 
v.Hiehman.  1  Nev.  &  M.  78a  S.  C.  8 
A.  &  £.  1.  Doe  Y.Harris.  2  Nev.  &  P. 
615.  S.  C.  By  Stat  1  Vict  c.  26.  (which, 
however,  does  not  extend  to  any  will 
made  before  Jan.  1.1838),  copyholds 
are  devisable  by  a  will  executed  in 
manner  required  by  that  Act] 

(/)  See  ante,  21 1  c.  n.  (/).  By  the 
4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
it  is  enacted,  **  that  no  action  shall  be 
^'  brought  upon  any  contract  or  sale  of 
<<  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or 
*'  any  interest  in  or  concerning  them, 
'<  unless  the  agreement  upon  which  such 
^  action  shall  be  brought,  or  some  me- 
*<  morandum  or  note  thereof,  shall  be  in 
<*  writing,  and  signed  by  the  party  to  be 
"  charged  therewith,  or  some  other  per- 
^<  son  thereunto  by  him  lawfully  autho- 
«  rised."    It  has  been  held  in  several 
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Duppa  versus  Mayo. 


DuppA  V.     begin  on  that*  feast  which  should  first  happen  after  his  death : 

Mayo.       and  if  it  should  happen  that  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  rent  of 

*  100  marks,  or  any  part  thereof  should  be  in  arrear  and  un- 

sell  the  distress,  but  only  retain  it  as  a    or  other  duties,  or  satisfaction  for  da- 
pledge  or  security  for  payment  of  rent    mage  done.     And  so  the  law  still  con- 


cases,  that  a  sale  of  growing  crops  is  a  sale 
of  an  interest  in  land  within  this  section. 
2  Bos.  h  Pull.  452.  Waddingion  v.  Bris- 
tow.  6  East,  602.  Crosbg  v.  Wads^ 
worth.  2  Taunt.  38.  Emmerson  v.  Hee* 
lis  ;  but  it  is  otherwise  where  the  crops 
have  arrived  at  maturity  at  the  time  of 
sale,  or  are  to  be  taken  away  immedi- 
ately. 11  East,  S63.  Parker  w.StanU 
land.  2  M.  &  S.  205.  Warwick  v.  Bruce. 
The  principle  of  these  decisions  ap* 
pears  to  be  this  —  that  wherever  at  the 
time  of  the  contract  it  is  contemplated 
that  the  purchaser  should  derive  a  be- 
nefit from  the  further  growth  of  the 
thing  sold,  from  further  vegetation,  and 
from  the  nutriment  afforded  by  the 
land,  the  contract  is  to  be  considered 
as  for  an  interest  in  land;  but  where 
the  process  of  vegetation  is  over,  or  the 
parties  agree  that  the  thing  sold  shall 
be  immediately  withdrawn  from  the 
land,  the  land  is  to  be  considered  as  a 
mere  warehouse  of  the  thing  sold,  and 
the  contract  is  for  goods.  [This  doc- 
trine has  been  materially  qualified  by 
later  decisions,  and  it  appears  to  be 
now  settled  that,  with  respect  to  emble- 
ments or  fructiis  industriales  (i.e.  the 
corn  and  other  growth  of  the  earth 
which  are  produced,  not  spontaneously, 
but  by  labour  and  industry),  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  them  while  growing, 
whether  they  are  in  a  state  of  maturity, 
or  whether  they  have  still  to  derive  nu- 
triment from  the  land  in  order  to  bring 
them  to  that  state,  is  not  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  any  interest  in  land,  but 
merely  for  the  sale  of  goods.  5  B.  He  C. 
S29.  Evans  Y.Boberts.   8D.&R.  611. 


S.C.  4  M.  &  W.  343.  Sainsbwy  v.  Mat- 
thews. And  it  will  make  no  difference 
whether  they  are  to  be  reaped  or  dug 
up  by  the  buyer  or  by  the  seller.  10 
A.&E.759.  2  Perr.  &  D.  594.  The 
tnie  question  is,  whether,  in  order  to 
effectuate  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
it  be  necessary  to  give  the  buyer  an 
interest  in  the  land,  or  whether  an 
easement  of  the  right  to  enter  the  land, 
for  the  purpose  of  harvesting  and  cai^ 
rying  them  away,  is  all  that  was  in- 
tended to  be  granted  to  the  buyer.  Ibid. 
But  with  respect  to  grass,  which,  as 
being  the  natural  produce  of  the  land, 
is  said  to  be  not  distinguishable  from 
the  land  itself,  in  legal  contemplation, 
until  actual  severance,  the  decision  of 
Crosbg  w.Wadsworth  appears  to  be  stiH 
adhered  to,  viz.  that  the  purchaser  of  a 
crop  of  mowing  grass  unripe,  and  which 
he  is  to  cut,  takes  an  exclusive  interest 
in  the  land  before  severance ;  and, 
therefore,  the  sale  is  a  sale  of  an  interest 
in  land  within  the  statute.  Ibid.  2Mees. 
&W.  248.  Carringtonv.  Roots.  So  it 
has  been  held  that  the  sale  of  growing 
underwood,  to  be  cut  by  the  purchaser, 
confers  an  interest  in  land  within  the 
statute.  lY.h  Jerv.  396.  ScoreU  ?. 
BoxalL  The  same  has  been  held  as  to 
an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  growing 
fruit  9  M.  &  W.  501.  EodweU  t. 
Philip.  But  where  the  owner  of  trees 
growing  on  his  land  agrees  with  another, 
while  they  are  standing,  to  sell  him  the 
timber,  to  be  cut  by  the  vendor,  at  so 
much  per  foot,  this  is  a  contract  merely 
for  the  sale  of  goods.  9  B.  &  C.  561. 
Smith  V.  Surman.    4  Mann.  &  R.  455. 


Trin.  22  Gar.  11.  Begis. 
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pnd  fbr  the  space  of  28  days  after  any  of  the  said  feasts,  on     Duppa  tr. 
which  the  same  ought  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid,  that  then,  and       Mayo. 

fiom  thenceforth,  it  should  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  -B/i-  '        ' 

zabeth  BaskerviJe,  or  any  other  person  who  should  keep  and  distrest. 


tinues,  with  regard  to  distresses  of 
cattle  taken  damage  feasant  But  the 
statutes  of  2  W.  &  M.  c.  5.,  8  Ann. 
c.  14.,  4  Geo.  2.  c  28.,  and  11  Geo.  2. 
c.  19l,  have  made  great  alterations  in 
the  law  of  distress,  by  empowering  per** 
sons,  who  distrain  for  rent  of  any  kind, 
to  sell  the  distress  for  payment  of  the 
rent  in  arrear,  if  the  tenant  or  owner 
falls  to  replevy  with  sufficient  security, 
within  five  days  after  taking  the  distress, 
and  giving  the  tenant  notice  of  the 
cause.    This  improvement  of  the  re- 


medy  by  distress  was  first  introduced 
by  the  2  W.  &  M.  c.  5.  with  respect  to 
rents  due  on  demise  or  contract,  and 
afterwards,  by  the  4  Geo.  2.  c.  28.,  was 
extended  to  rents  seek,  rents  of  assize, 
and  chief  rents. 

(4)  This  is  correctly  expressed ;  for 
the  act  done  by  the  testator  was  not 
properly  a  revocation  of  his  will,  but  a 
parting  with  the  estate  out  of  which 
the  annuity  devised  was  to  arise ;  and  of 
course  the  will  became  null,  according 
to  the  maxims,  **  cessanie  eatud  cessat 


S.  C.  And,  per  LiUledale  J.,  even  if 
the  contract  were  for  the  sale  of  the 
trees,  with  a  specific  liberty  to  the 
vendee  to  enter  the  land  to  cut  them, 
this  would  not  give  liim  an  interest  in 
the  land  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  9B.&C.57S.  (Butsee2B.& 
B.99.  Tealy.Auiif.  4  B.  Moore,  542. 
S.C.  9M.&W.505.)  In  a  recent  case 
on  this  subject,  where  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  orally  agreed  (in  August)  that 
the  defendant  should  give  45/.  for  the 
crop  of  com  on  the  plaintiff's  land,  and 
the  profit  of  the  stubble  afterwards ;  that 
the  plaintiff  was  to  have  liberty  for  his 
cattle  to  run  with  the  defendant's,  and 
that  the  defendant  was  also  to  have 
some  potatoes  growing  on  the  land,  and 
whatever  lay  grass  was  in  the  fields ;  the 
defendant  was  to  harvest  the  corn  and 
dig  up  the  potatoes,  and  the  plaintiff 
waji  to  pay  the  tithe ;  it  was  held  that 
it  did  not  appear  to  be  the  intention  of 
the  parties  to  contract  for  any  interest 
in  land,  and  the  case  was  not,  therefore, 
within  the  statute^  but  a  sale  of  goods, 
iui  to  all  but  the  lay  grassi  and,  as 
TOL.I. 


to  that,  a  contract  for  the  agbtment 
of  the  defendant's  cattle.  The  court 
however,  as  to  the  latter  part  of  this 
decision,  disclaimed  impeaching  the 
principle  of  Crosby  v.  Wadswortky  but 
decided  on  the  additional  facts  in  the 
case  before  them.  10  A.  &  £.  753. 
Jones  V.  imnt.  2  Perr.  &  D.  594.  S.  C. 
Where  a  contract  is  within  the  statute^ 
but  is  not  in  writing,  it  is,  iw  a  eontraetf 
void  altogether ;  though  it  may  operate 
as  a  license^  so  as  to  excuse  the  entry  of 
the  purchaser  on  the  land,  if  not  coun- 
termand^. 2Mees.&W.248.]  Still,  it 
has  been  held  in  C.  P.  2  Brod.  &  Bing. 
S62.  Peacodi  v.  Purvis,  that  even  in  a 
pUOf  a  sale  of  growing  crops  [assuming 
the  case  to  fall  within  the  statute],  need 
not  be  stated  to  have  been  made  in 
writing.  And  the  court  intimated,  that 
assignments  of  terms  of  years  need  not  be 
pleaded  to  have  been  made  by  writing* 
But,  with  submission,  this  seems  not  to 
apply  to  cases  where  the  party  plead* 
ing  the  assignment  takes  an  interest 
under  it. 

M  N 
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t  DUFPA  V, 

Mayo. 


maintain  the  said  Sidney  scooxUng  to  the  intoation  of  hi^  Mid 
will,  to  enter  into  all  and  singular  the  manors^  measoageBi 
lands,  and  tenements  so  held  by  leas^  or  assignments  of  leases 


"  effectm.  —  Sublato  Jmdo,  tottUur  id 
**quod  fundi  potest.*"  2  Atk.  272. 
Brudeneli  v.  BougkUm.  Ibid.  4£^ 
Gakon  Y.  Hancock.  And  if  the  tes^ 
tator  had  afterwards  repwrehaeed  the 
lands,  still  the  devise  of  the  amiaity 
would  have  been  void,  without  a  repub- 
lication of  the  will  according  to  the 
solemnities  required  by  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  29  Car.  2.  c.  3.  s.  5.,  upon  the 
same  principle  as  that  a  will  does  not 
pass  lands  purchased  after  the  making 
of  it  44  £dw.  S.  c.  33.  cited  in  Dyer, 
143.  b.  II  Mod.  158,  159.  Artkur  v. 
Bohenham.  3  Rep.  30.  b.  Butler  and 
Baker*s  case.  A  devise  of  lands  is  an 
appointment  of  particular  lands  to  a 
particular  devisee,  and  is  considered  in 
the  nature  of  a  conveyance  by  way  of 
appointment;  and  upon  that  principle 
it  is,  that  no  man  can  devise  lands 
which  he  has  not  at  the  date  of  such 
conveyance.  It  does  not  turn  upon  the 
construction  of  the  Statute  of  Wills, 
32  H.  8.  c.  1.  and  34  H.  8.  c.  5.,  which 
say  that  **  any  person  haxnng  lands,  &c. 
"  may  devise;"  for  the  same  rule  held 
before  the  statutes,  where  lands  were 
devisable  by  custom.  Cowp.  90.  ITor. 
wood  V.  Goodrightf  per  Lord  ManS' 
field.  And  see  11  Mod.  122.  Brunker 
V.  Cook.{g) 

It  seems*,  however,  to  have  been  for 
some  time  a  prevailing  opinion,  that 
where  a  man  devised  particular  lands 
by  name,  or  all  the  lands  which  he 
should  die  seised  of,  though  he  was  not 
seised  of  them  at  the  time  of  making 
his  will,   but    purchased   them  after- 


wards, they  passed  by  such  devise,  with- 
out any  new  publication  of  the  wiB, 
because  it  appeared  to  have  been  his 
intention  to  pass  his  after-purchased 
lands.  .  But  where  he  devised  all  his 
lands  generally,  and  afterwards  puF- 
chased  other  lands,  it  was  alwajfs  con* 
sidered  that  the  after^pnrehased  lands 
did  not  pass,  because  the  same  inten- 
tion did  not  appear.  This  distindioD 
was  taken  by  Serjeant  Lovdese  in  argn* 
ment  in  BreU  v.  Rigdeih  Plowd.  34S> 
344.,  the  latter  part  of  which  distinction 
was  adjudged  by  the  court ;  and  they 
did  not  deny  the  case  put  by  him  to 
illustrate  the  former  part  of  the  dis- 
tinction, and  which  he  founded  on  the 
authority  of  99  H.  6.  18.  b.  Fltz.  De- 
vise, 17.  Bro.  Devise,  S.  C*,  namely, 
**  That  where  'a  man  devises  landii  in 
**  certain,  as  the  manor  of  DoiSe,  or 
^  fF%t(i0acre,  which  he  is  not  seised  of  at 
"  the  making  of  the  will,  but  purchases 
**  after,  such  lands  shaU  pass  to  the  de- 
"  visee."  And  jS(titiii€2ers  himself  appean 
to  have  been  of  the  same  opinion.  For 
he  devised  all  his  lands  which  he  had  or 
afterwards  should  have  mFuiham.  And 
there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  among 
his  executors,  who  were  great  lawyers, 
as  to  the  effect  of  the  devbe ;  Maynard 
being  of  opinion  that  tiie  devise  was 
not  good  for  land  there,  which  he  had 
afterwards  purchased;  and  HoU  and 
PoUexfen  chief  justices  being  of  a 
contrary  opinion.  1  Ld.  Raym.  458« 
Lawrence  v.  Dodwett. 

But  this  case,  so  put  by  Londees^  was 
denied   by  HoiU  C.  J.  in  Brunker  v. 


{g)  2  Ves.  427.  Brydges  v.  Duchess    in  this  respect  as  to  wills  made  aftertke 
(fChandas.S,F.    [The  Uw  is  altered    year  1837.  (See  post,  277^.  note:(A»3 


Trin.  22  Gar.  11.  Regis. 
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afl  afoirasaad^  and  into  eyery  and  any  part  thereof,  and  to  dis- 
train, and  to  detain  and  keep  the  distreaseB  there  found  and 
taken,  until  the  said  rent  being  so  in  arrear  and  nnpai^  and 


Duppa"!?, 
Mato. 


CwA,  llMod.121.  S.a  lSalk.238. 
Fitsg.  228.,  and  the  distmction  over- 
ruled ;  for  it  was  there  decided  that  a 
devise  of  all  the  tsBtator^s  lands,]  tene- 
mentR,  and  estate  whatsoever,  af  which 
he  thouid  hepoitesnd  or  invesfied  at  the 
time  if  hie  decease^  did  not  pass  an 
estate  purchased  after  the  making  of 
the  will;  and  this  decision  was  affirmed 
in  the  House  of 'Lords.  1  Bro.  P.C. 
19.  And  Lord  HcU  observed  that  the 
case  put  by  Loveless  is  not  warranted 
by  the  39  H.  6.,  where  it  is  made  a 
question  whether,  if  a  disseisee  de- 
vises the  lands  of  which  he  is  disseised, 
and  [afterwards  re-enters^  it  is  a  good 
plea  to  say  that  the  devisor  had  nothinff 
in  the  lands  at  the  time  cf  the  devise. 
He  added,  that  in  his  opinion  the  de- 
visor was  seised  in  fee  at  the  time  of 
the  devise,  and  consequently  the  lands 
were  well  devised.  For  the  entry  purged 
the  disseisin,  and  revested  the  estate 
in  the  disseisee,  who  thereupon  was, 
in  consideration  of  law,  in  possession 
of  the  estate 'from  the  time  of  the 
disseisin  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
by  relation,  and  entitled  to  recover  the 
mesne  profits  from  that  time  in  an 
action  of  trespass^  as  much  as  if  he  had 
been  in  the  actual  possession  thereof 
all  the  while ;  and  therefore  he  might 
be  justly  said  to  have  been  seised  in  fee 
at  the  time  of  the  devise.  But  that 
was  very  different  fh>m  the  case  where 
the  lands  are  purchased  after  the  mak- 
ing of  the  will ;  for  there  the  devisor 
has  neither /r»  in  re^  nor  ad  rem^  at  the 
time.  11  Mod.  127,  128.  S.  P.  by  ffok 
C.  J.  in  Monebon  v.  Pashky,  2  Ld. 
Raym.  977.  See  what  is  said  by  Et/re 
C.  J.  on  tins  case  in  GoodUOe  v.  O^ 
my,  1  Bos*  h  PuH  602n  and  by  Lord 


Chancellor  Eldon  in  Attorney ^  General 
v.  Vigor,  8  Ves.  282.  It  is,  however,  ne- 
cessary to  observe,  that  what  ItordEldon 
is  stated  to  have  said  in  the  last  case, 
"  that  if  the  devisor  is  disseised  before 
*'  the  execution  of  the  will,  his  will  would 
<'  not  pass  the  land,"  it  is  apprehended 
must  be  understood  to  mean,  in  case 
the  devisor  dies  btfore  he  has  entered. 
For  if  he  enters  after  he  has  made  his 
will,  his  entry  has  relation  to  the  time 
of  the  disseisin,  and  consequently  to  the 
time  of  making  the  will,  and  he  is  con- 
sidered in  law  as  having  been  in  the 
actual  sebin  of  the  estate  the  whole 
time.  This  principle  is  the  foundation 
of  the  action  of  trespass  for  the  mesne 
profits  from  the  time  of  the  disseisin. 
After  judgment  and  execution  in  eject- 
ment, the  plaintiff  is  considered  in  law 
to  have  been  in  the  actual  possession  of 
the  estate  from  the  day  of  the  demise 
laid  in  the  dedaratibn,  and  may  main- 
tain a  possessory  action,  that  is,  an  ac- 
tion of  trespass  against  the  defendant 
as  a  wrong-doer  and  trespasser  upon  his 
estate  from  that  day.  A  recovery  and 
execution  in  ejectment  is  in^truth  the 
same  thing  with  an  entry.  A  man  is 
then  said  to  have  entered  into  his  land ; 
for  there  are  but  few  instances  of  an 
actual  entry  to  revest  an  estate  without 
an  ejectment  The  above  cited  case 
out  of  th^  Year  Book  shews  that  a  sub- 
sequent entry  by  the  disseisee  makes 
the  will  good.  The  before-mentioned 
observation  of  Lord  Holt  had  been  the 
opinion  of  Lord  Bacon  long  before,  who 
in  his  maxims  of  the  law,  Reg.  14*.,  says, 
that  <<  If  I  devise  the  manor  of  2).  by 
'<  special  name,  of  which  at  that  time 
^  I  am  not  seised,  and  after  I  purchase 
<<  it>  except  I  make  a  new  publication 
NN  2 
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DuFPA  V.  theartears  thereof,  if  anj  should  be,  and  also  the  sum  of  lOi. 

MATa  of  forfeiture  nomine  pcBnator  every  week  in  which  the  same, 

*        *  or  any  part  thereof,  should  be  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  after  the 


**  of  my  will,  the  devise  is  void/'  And 
now,  since  the  determination  in  Brunker 
y.  Cookf  the  law  is  taken  to  be  clear, 
that  lands  purchased  after  the  making 
of  the  will  do  not  pass,  although  the 
devisor  uses  expressions  of  the  most 
manifest  intention  to  do  so.  The  same 
case  had  received  a  similar  decision 
in  the  Common  Pleas  under  the  name 
of  Arthur  v.  Bokenham,  11  Mod.  148. 
Fitzg.2S3,(A)  ' 

However,  if  a  copyhold  manor  is 
devised,  it  has  been  holden  that  copy- 
hold premises,  parcel  of  the  manor, 
which  are  purchased  by,  and  surren- 
dered to»  the  lord  subsequent  to  the 
time  of  making  his  will,  will  pass. 
6  T.  R.  708,  Boe  v.  Wegg.  So  if  a 
man  devises  a  manor,  and  afterwards 
a  tenancy  escheats,  it  will  pass.  1 1  Mod. 
129.  Brunker  Y.Cook.  S.  C.  1  Salk. 
238.  And  the  reason  is,  because  the 
copyhold  premises  are  parcel  of  the 


manor,  and  so  is  the  tenancy  when  it 
escheats,  and  the  will  operates  upon 
the  whole  manors  and  therefore  they 
pass  a#/iare  of  that  whole.  Copyhold 
premises  are  considered  so  far  part  of 
the  manor,  that  if  a  man  seised  in  fee  of 
a  copyhold  manor  ex  parte  nuUenUt^ 
purchase  a  copyhold  estate  of  inheriU 
ance  held  of  the  manor,  the  newly  ac- 
quired copyhold  will  go  to  his  heirs  ex 
parte  nuUemd,  and  not  to  his  heirs  ge- 
neral. 6  T.  R.  710.  Boe  v.  Wegg. 
But  if  a  mortgagee  in  fee  devises  all  his 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments, 
the  mortgaged  lands  do  not  pass  unless 
the  equity  of  redemption  be  fore- 
closed (t) ;  and  if,  after  such  devise 
made,  a  foreclosure  is  had,  yet  such 
estate  shall  not  pass  by  the  general 
words,  iandSf  tenemeniSf  and  heredUa- 
meniSf  because  a  foreclosure  is  con- 
sidered as  a  new  purchase  of  the  land. 
1  Atk.  605,  606.  Catbome  y.  IngUs. 


(h)  [But  now,  by  the  new  Statute  of 
Wills  (1  Vict.  c.  2&  S.S.),  the  power 
of  disposing  by  will,  executed  as  re- 
quired by  that  Act,  is  extended  to  all 
such  real  and  personal  estate  as  the 
testator  may  be  entitled  to  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  notwithstanding  that  he 
may  have  become  entitled  to  the  same 
subsequently  to  the  execution  of  his 
will.  This  statute,  however,  does  not 
extend  to  any  will  made  before  ./ait.  1. 
1838  (see  sect  S4.>] 

(t)  [When  this  reported  dictum 
of  Lord  HardwuAe  in  Casbome  v. 
Scaffe  and  Inglie  (inadvertently  cited 
above  by  the  name  of  Caebome  v.  /»- 
glie)  was  relied  on  before  Lord  Eldanf 
he  said  that  he  did  not  believe  that 


Lord  Hardwicke  said  so.  8  Ves.  4S6. 
At  all  events,  the  law  is  now  otherwise ; 
for  it  is  settled  that,  although  the 
devisee  will  not  take  any  beneficial 
interest  in  the  laniis  in  mortgage,  yet 
the  legal  estate  will  pass  under  a  geneni 
devise  of  real  estate,  notwithstanding 
the  equity  of  redemption  be*  not  fore- 
closed; unless  the  will  charges  the 
devised  estates  with  debts,  or  k^acieay 
or  annuities,  or  in  some  manner  in- 
consistent with  a  devise  of  trust  or 
mortgaged  estates,  8  Ves*  417.  Lofd 
Braybroke  v.  ImUp*  10  Vesi  lOL 
Exparte  Morgan.  1  Jac*  &  W.  49(. 
WaU  v.  Bright  2  Y.  &  CoU«  347. 
Bainbridgey.lA^AMurtuiu  8  Meek 
&W.55S.  Doeyf.Ligk^KKUl^ 
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end  of  28  days  next  after  any  of  the  said  feasts  in  which  it 
onght  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid,  shonld  be  fiilly  satisfied  and 
discharged.     And  the  said  Thomas  Coningsby  did  further  by 


DvppA  r. 
Mato. 


Bat  it  is  not  necessary  in  equity  that 
the  devisor  should  be  seised  of  the  legal 
estate  in  the  lands  at  the  time  of  making 
his  will.  If  he  have  such  an  equitable 
interest  in  them  at  the  time  that  he 
may  call  for  a  conveyance  of  the.  legal 
estate,  it  is  sufficient,  and  the  lands 
will  pass  by  the  will,  if  it  appears  to 
have  been  the  testator's  intent  to  de- 
vise them,  although  the  legal  estate  be 
not  conveyed  to  the  testator  until  a 
subsequent  period,  or  even  not  con- 
veyed to  him  at  all.  As  where  a  person, 
or  another  for  him  as  trustee,  enters 
into  articles,  or  a  contract  in  writing, 
for  the  purchase  of  lands  either  imme- 
diately, or  on  some  future  day,  and 
pays  the  purchase  money,  or  is  to  pay 
the  money  at  a  future  time,  the  lands 
are  bound  in  equity,  and  considered 
as  his,  from  the  execution  of  the  ar- 
ticles, or  contract,  and  the  vendor  is  a 
trustee  for  the  vendee  from  that  time. 
1  Atk.  57S.  Green  v.  Smith.  And  there- 
fore the  land  will  pass  in  equity  by  a 
devise  of  them  made  after  the  execu- 
tion of  the  articles  or  contract,  and 
before  they  are,  or  were  to  be,  con- 
veyed; and  if  the  testator  dies  before 
the  lands  are,  or  were  to  be,  conveyed 
pursuant  to  the  contract,  and  before  the 
purchase-money  is  paid,  the  devisee 
may  call  for  a  conveyance  of  them  from 


the  vendor,  and  compel  the  testator's 
executor  to  pay  the  money  out  of  the 
personal  estate ;  for  the  money  is  also 
bound  by  the  articles  as  well  as  the 
lands,  and  the  vendee  is  a  trustee  as  to 
the  money  for  the  vendor.  This  rule 
applies  as  well  where  the  contract  is 
for  the  purchase  of  copyhold,  as  of  free- 
hold estates.  1  Chan.  Cas.  39.  Davie  v. 
Beardsham.  Prec  Chan.  320.  Green^ 
hiU  V.  GreenhOL  S.  C.  2  Vem.  679. 
9  Mod.  78.  Aeherley  v.  Verwm.  1  Ves. 
438.  Patter  v.  PoUer.  11  Ves.  S&^ 
Rose  V.  Cunynghame.  (A) 

Hence  it  seems  to  follow  that  a  sub- 
sequent conveyance  of  the  legal  estate 
to  cestiu  que  trusty  or  to  a  trustee  for 
his  use,  does  not  amount  in  equity 
to  a  revocation  of  the  will.  3  Atk.  74^1* 
Parsonsy.  Freeman.  S.  C.  AmbL  118., 
per  Lord  Hardwiche.  Watts  v.  FuUar' 
tony  cited  in  Doe  v.  Pott,  Doug.  718. 
See  Willet  v.  Sandford.  1  Ves  178. 
186.  Therefore,  if  a  mortgagor,  where 
the  mortgage  is  in  fee,  devises  the  mort- 
gaged premises,  and  afterwards  pays  off 
the  mortgage,  and  the  mortgagee  con- 
veys the  legal  estate  either  to  the  mort- 
gagor himself,  or  to  a  trustee  for  him, 
such  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate 
does  not  in  equity  operate  a  revocation 
of  the  will.  Doug.  710.  Doe  v.  Pott.  (I) 
But  at  law  the  conveyance  of  the  legal 


(h)  10  Ves.  613.  Broome  v.  Monck. 
2  Mad.  462.  Holmes  v.  Barker.  So 
where  the  words  of  the  will  were  insuf- 
ficient to  pass  real  property,  it  was 
held  that  lands  contracted  for  before 
the  date  of  the  will  would  descend  to 
the  heir,  and  must  be  paid  for  out  of 
the  personal  estate.  2  Eden,  139.  Cave 
V.  Gsvf. 


(/)  [It  is  now  fully  settled  with  re- 
spect to  equitable  estates  generally,  that 
the  taking  of  a  subsequent  conveyance, 
which  merely  clothes  the  eqmtable  estate 
with  the  legal  titley  is  no  revocation  of  a 
devise  of  the  equitable  estate.  3  Mylne 
&  K.  296.  Clough  v.  Clongh.  Post, 
278  h.  note  («).] 
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and  that  the 
said  Baskervile 
and  her  Km 
ihould  have  the 
said  annuity  of 
50^  payable 
out  of  Uie  same 
lands. 


his  last  will  bequeath,  that  the  said  EUzabeOi  Baikemle  and 
Tliamiu  Baskervik  should  have  the  eaid  annuity  of  SOL  arjear 
devised  to  them,  for  and  during  their  lives,  and  the  life  of  the 
longer  liver  of  them,  the  whole  of  the  said  SOL  to  be  paid  to 
the  said  Elizabeth  Baskervik  until  the  sud  Tlionuu  Baskemk 
should  attain  the  age  of  13  years,  and  then  20L  thereof  to  be 
yearly  paid  to  the  said  Thonuu  for  his  better  maintenance; 
and  that  the  said  annuity  of  SOL  should  be  paid  yearly  out  of 
the  said  manors,  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements,  on  die  same 


estate  to  eesHii  que  truit  would  be  a 
revocation.  For  it  has  been  holden  that 
if  before  the  Statute  of  Uses,  27  H.  8. 
c.  10^  cestui  que  use  had  devised  the  use, 
and  afterwards  came  the  statute,  which 
transferred  the  use  to  the  possession, 
it  was  a  revocation,  because  the  use 
was  gone  by  it  See  2.  Ves.  jun.  429. 
1  Rol.  Abr.  616.  (R.)  pi.  2.  In  Uke 
manner,  if  A.  devises  his  estate,  and 
afterwards  mortgages  it  in  fee,  it  is  a 
total  revocation  at  law,  though  in  equity 
it  is  considered  as  a  revocation  pro  tanto 
only.  1  Atk.  600.  Casbome  v.  Inglis. 
S  P.  Will.  62.  Chester  v,  Chester,  (m) 
And  therefore,  if,  after  the  making  of 
the  will,  the  lands  are  conveyed  to  the 
cestui  que  trusty  that  is,  the  mortgagor, 
they  will,  on  his  death,  descend  upon 
his  heir,  and  the  devisee  must  have 
recourse  to  a  court  of  equity  to  compel 
the  heir  to  convey  the  estate  to  him. 
But  a  will  as  to  a  personal  estate  relates 
to  the  testator's  death,  and  will  pass 
every  thing  he  was  possessed  of  at  that 
time,  unless  it  be  restrained  by  some 
expression  in  the  will.  See  All  SouTs 
College  V.  Coddrington.  IP.  Will.  597. 
Ibid.  575.  Windv.JekyL  But  a  devise 
made  before  the  testator  has  entered 
into  articles  or  a  contract  for  the  pur- 


chase of  lands,  will  not  pass  such  lands 
so  contracted  for  after  the  making  of  a 
wiU.  2  P.  WiU.  629.  Longford  v.  PiU. 
1  Atk.  57d.  Green  r.  SmitL  See  Dyer, 
143.  in  the  margin,  (n) 

A  will  may  be  rqndiished  either  by  a 
re-execution  of  it,  or  by  a  codicil.  It 
was  never  thought  necessary  to  write 
the  will  over  again  in  order  to  republish 
it  Soon  after  the  passing  of  the  Statute 
of  Wills,  S2  H.  8.  c.  1.,  it  was  holden 
that  where,  after  a  will  had  been  n- 
voked  by  operation  of  law,  the  testator 
allowed  it  to  be  bis  will  without  writ- 
ing it  anew,  it  was  a  republication,  and 
the  land  should  pass  by  the  wiU^  ss 
much  as  if  it  never  had  been  revoked. 
1  RoL  Abr.  617.  (Z.)  pL  2.  Any  thing 
which  shewed  an  intent  that  the  will 
should  be  of  a  subsequent  date,  was 
a  sufficient  republication.  Ibid.  pL  1. 
618.  pi.  7.  Such  an  allowance  of  a 
will,  as  amounted  to  a  republication, 
might  be  by  parol  before  the  Sta- 
tute of  Frauds,  though  the  will  itsdf 
could  only  be  in  writing.  AmbL  494>. 
Cro.  Eliz.  493.  Bedford  v.  PamecotL 
1  RoL  Abr.  618.  pi.  8<  But  by  that 
statute  no  land  shall  pass  by  a  will  un- 
less it  be  signed  by  the  testator,  and 
attested  in  his  presence  by  three  wit* 


(m)  3  Yes.  654.    Cave  v.  ffolford.  Thurston.  [See  1  Cr.  &  M.  140.  Johir 

3  Ves.  685.  Earl  Temple  v.  Duchess  rf  sonv.  Johnson.2 

Chandos.    SVes.  219.  Harmood y-Og-  (n)  [Butseeantd,p.277^.note(A).] 
lander.    17  Ves.  jun.  134.    Tucker  ▼• 
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days  and  feimee,  and  In  snch  manner,  and  on  the  like  penalty,     Ditppa  v. 
distress,  and  foifeitare  as  were  next  before  in  the  said  will  de-       Mayo. 

dared  concerning  the  said  annuity  of  100  marks:  and  he  '        ^  . 

constituted  and  made  his  son,  the  said  Fitxwilliam  Coningsby  Fltz^Ubm 

esduire,  executor  of  his  said  will;  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  Coningsby 

*  ,  executor,  and 

the  1st  day  of  May  m  the  year  of  our  Lord  1618,  at  Boden-^  died. 


nesses.  And  for  a  considerable  time 
after  the  making  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds;  it  seems  to  have  been  settled, 
that  the  allowance  or  republication  of 
a  will,  either  where  it  had  been  re- 
voked, or  to  pass  after  purchased  land, 
could  only  be,  by  force  of  that  statute^ 
by  a  re-execution  of  the  will  itself  by 
the  testator  in  the  presence  of  three 
witnesses,  in  the  same  manner  as  is  re- 
quired to  the  execution  of  the  will  at 
first;  and  that  there  could  not  be  a 
republication  by  implication.  Thus 
in  Lyiton  v.  Lady  FaOdandy  in  1708, 
cited  in  Com.  Rep.  883.,  where  the 
testator  purchased  some  lands  after 
making  his  will,  and  by  a  codicil  attested 
by  three  witnesses,  said,  ^'  /  make  this 
**  codicHy  which  I  will  shall  be  added  to, 
«  and  be  part  of  my  last  will,  which  I 
^  have  formerly  made,"  it  was  decreed 
by  Lord  Cowper^  assisted  by  Sir  John 
Trevor,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  Lord  C.J. 
Tretfor,  and  Mr.  Justice  Tracy,  that  this 
was  not  a  republication ;  for  since  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  there  can  be  no  devise 
of  lands  by  an  implied  republication; 
for  the  paper,  in  which  a  devise  of  lands 
is  contained,  ought  to  be  re-executed 
in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses. 
And  in  Penphrase  v.  Lord  Lansdown, 
11  Ann.,  also  cited  in  Com.  Rep.  S84., 
where,  on  a  trial  at  bar,  it  appeared 
that  John,  earl  of  Bath,  made  his  will 
in  1684,  and  afterwards,  upon  the  15th 
of  August,  1701,  sent  for  seven  persons, 
and  said  he  sent  for  them  to  be  wit- 
nesses of  his  will,  and  sometimes  to  be 
witnesses  to  the  republication  of  his 
will :  He  took  the  codicil  in  one  hand, 


and  the  will  in  the  other,  and  said, 
^  This  ismywiU,  and  I  publish  thisco- 
^  dicil  as  part  thereof,"  and  signed  the 
codicil,  which  lay  upon  the  table  with 
the  will,  in  the  presence  of  the  witnesses, 
who  subscribed  it  in  his  presence :  By 
the  codicil  he  referred  to  the  will,  say- 
ing he  did  not  intend  wholly  to  revoke 
it,  but  devised  by  the  codicil  as  follows, 
directing  it  to  be  taken  as  part  of  his 
will :  he  then  made  several  devises  and 
bequests  :  He  put  the  will  and  co- 
dicil into  a  sheet  of  paper,  and  sealed 
them  up  in  the  presence  of  the  wit- 
nesses ;  but  the  will  was  not  unfolded 
before  the  witnesses,  nor  did  they  sign 
it,  but  the  codicil  only :  Now,  though 
these  were  strong  circumstances  to 
make  it  a  republication  from  the  mani- 
fest reference  to  the  will,  the  expres- 
sion that  the  codicil  was  to  be  taken  as 
part  of  it,  and  the  annexation  of  it  to 
the  will,  yet  it  was  holden  by  Parker 
C.J.  and  the  whole  court  of  King's 
Bench,  that  it  was  not  a  republication ; 
for  since  the  statute  a  republication 
could  not  be  by  implication,  but  the  will 
must  be  re-executed.  S.  C.  10  Mod.  97. 
So  where  the  testator,  after  making  his 
will,  made  a  codicil,  executed  by  him  in 
the  presence  of  three  witnesses,  which 
began  thus,  "  A  codicil  to  be  annexed 
"  to  my  will,"  whereby  he  gave  a  lease- 
hold estate  which  he  had  bequeathed 
by  his  will  to  a  legatee  who  died  in  his 
lifetime,  and  added  another  trustee  for 
some  charities  he  had  given  by  his  will, 
it  was  holden  that  the  codicil  was  no 
republication  of  the  will.  Prec.  Chan. 
4S9.  Sympeon  v.  Homthy.  And  before 
N  N  4 
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DUPPA  V. 

Mato. 

' — . — ' 

FitiwUliam 
Coniogsby 
proved  the  will 
and  entered, 
and  was  poi- 
8ened,and 
contented  to 
the  legacy. 


ham  aforesaid,  died,  poeaesaed  of  the  said  tenements  with  the 
appurtenances :  after  whose  death  the  said  FitzunWam  proved 
the  said  will  in  due  form  of  law,  and  took  xxpaoi  himself  the 
burden  of  the  execution  thereof,  and  entered  into  the  said 
premises  with  the  appurtenances  thereof  and  was  possessed 
for  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  years  then  to  come  and  un- 
expired ;  and  being  so  possessed  thereof  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  20th  day  of  May,  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1618,  he 


the  statute^  if  the  testator  wrote  in  his 
will  that  J.  D.  should  be  his  executor, 
it  was  not  a  republication  to  pass  after 
purchased  lands.  1  Rol.  Abr.  618. 
pi.  9.  But  in  Acherly  v.  Vernon^  Com. 
Rep.  381.  3  Bro.  P.  C.  107.,  it  was 
held  first  by  Lord  Chancellor  Maccles^ 
Jield^  and  afterwards  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  that  a  codicil  duly  executed  in 
the  presence  of  three  witnesses,  though 
it  did  not  appear  to  have  [been  annexed 
to  the  will,  but  only  referred  to,  and 
ratified  and  confirmed,  the  will,  amount- 
ed to  a  republication,  being]  considered 
as  incorporated  with  the  will,  and  both 
together  making  but  one  wilL  So 
that,  by  holding  this  constructive  re- 
publication to  be  sufficient,  the  former 
cases,  in  which  it  had  been  determined 
that  there  could  be  no  republication 
by  implication  since  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  seem  to  have  been  overruled. 
This  case  has  been  generally  followed 
ever  since,  (1  Ves.437.  Potter  v. Potter. 
Ambl.  487.  Jackson  v.  HurhcJu  S.C. 
cited  1  Ves.  jun.  492.  1  Ves.  485. 
Gibson  v.  Ixnxi  Mont/ord.  S.  C.  Ambl. 
93. ;  but  no  decision.  Doe  v.  Davy, 
Cowp.  150.),  though  not  without  some 
dissatisfaction.  For,  as  it  has  been  well 
observed,  a  direct  re-execution  is  an 
unequivocal  act,  making  the  will  ope- 
rate precisely  as  if  it  was  executed  upon 
the  day  of  the  republication.  But  a 
reference  to  the  will  proves  only  that 
the  devisor  ^recogoises  the  existence  of 
the  will;  which  the  act  of  making  a 


codicil,  necessarily  implies ;  not  that  he 
means  to  give  it  any  new  operation,  or 
to  do  more  by  speaking  of  it  than 
he  had  already  done  by  executing  it 
7  Ves.  118.  In  the  case  of  The  At^- 
tomey^  General  y.Douming,  Ambl.  573., 
where  by  the  codicil  the  testator  gave 
some  legacies  and  two  annuities,  which 
he  charged  his  lands  with,  Lord  Cam- 
den held  the  codicil  was  no  republica- 
tion,  because  it  was  neither  annexed  to 
the  will,  nor  did  its  contents  shew  an 
intention  to  republish  the  will.  But 
with  regard  to  the  annexation  of  the 
codicil  to  the  will,  the  codicil  was  not 
annexed  to  the  will  in  Acherly  v.  Ver* 
non  ;  and  in  Gibson  v.  Lord  Montfart, 
1  Ves.  494.  Lord  JSfarduw^  observed, 
that  Lytton  v.  Lady  FaXkland  was  pot 
in  the  report  of  it  in  3  Ch.  Rep.  on 
the  annexation,  but  that  could  make  no 
difference ;  for  all  codicils  are  by  law 
fastened  to  the  will.  And  Lord  Com- 
missioner Eyre  thought,  that,  since  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  mere  annexation 
would  hardly  do,because  it  is  mere  mat- 
ter of  fact  and  parol.  1  Ves.  jun.  488. 
But  the  case  of  the  AUomey^Creneral 
V.  Dowding  was  overruled  iu  Barnes  v. 
Crowe,  1  Ves.  jun.  486.,  upon  the  wsr 
thority  of  Acherly  v.  Vernon.  The  prin- 
ciple established  by  Barnes  v.  Crowe 
seems  to  be,  that  a  codicil  attested  by 
three  witnesses,  though  it  relates  only  to 
personal  estate,  is  an  implied  republi- 
cation of  the  will.  For  the  testator's 
acknowledgment  of  ^  his   former  will 


Trin.  22Car.lL  Regis. 
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the  said  FUzwiOiam  at  Bodenham  aforesaid  consented  (5),  and 
then  and  there  declared  and  published  his  said  consent  to  the 
sud  several  legacies  in  form  aforesaid  bequeathed.    And  after- 


DUPPA  V. 

Mayo. 


considered  as  his  will  at  the  execution 
of  the  codicil,  if  not  directly  expressed 
in  that  instrument,  must  be  implied 
from  the  nature  of  the  instrument  it- 
self; because  by  the  nature  of  it»  it 
supposes  a  former  will>  refers  to  it,  and 
becomes  part  of  it,  and  being  attested 
by  three  witnesses,  his  implied  declara- 
tion and  acknowledgment  seems  also  to 
be  attested  by  three.  By  the  codicil 
in  Barnes  v.  Crowe,  the  testator  re- 
voked some  legacies,  and  gave  a  moiety 
of  two  leasehold  houses,  and  concluded 
thus :  <'  In  witness  whereof  I,  ike  said 
**  iestaior,  have  to  this  my  wriHng,  con* 
"  tamed  in  this  and  part  of  ike  said 
**  sheet  ofpapeTf  which  I  declare  to  be  a 
**  farther  codicil  to  my  send  last  will  and 
**  testamenif  and  which  is  to  be  accepted 
**  and  taken  as  part  thereff^  set  my  hand 
«  and  seaL"  And  in  Pigoti  v.  Waller, 
7  Yes.  98.,  a  codicil  executed  by  the 
testator  in  the  presence  of  three  wit- 
nesses, though  it  only  revoked  two  le- 
gacies given  by  the  wiU,  and  another 
codicil,  and  gave  another  legacy  in  lieu 
thereof,  was  holden  to  be  a  republica- 
tion of  the  will  to  pass  after-purchased 
lands.  There  the  words  of  the  codicil 
were,  **  A  codicil  made  and  published 


<<  by  me,  and  to  be  annexed  to  my  will, 
**  and  made  part  thereof  to  all  intents 
*<  and  purposes^*  But  where  the  testa- 
tor had  by  his  will  devised  aH  hi&  free- 
hold and  copyhold  estate,  and  after- 
wards purchased  new  lands,  and  then 
made  a  codicil,  whereby,  after  reciting 
that  he  had  devised  all  his  freehold 
and  copyhold  to  certun  trustees,  he 
revoked  the  same  so  far  as  related  to 
two  of  the  trustees  named,  and  devised 
his  said  lands  to  the  other  trustees 
upon  the  same  trusts,  and  concluded 
with  declaring  the  codicil  to  be  part  of 
his  will,  that  was  held  not  to  pass  the 
after-purchased  lands.  For  in  that  case 
it  appeared,  upon  the  face  of  the  codicil, 
that  it  was  not  the  intention  to  pass 
any  other  lands  than  those  which  were 
devised  by  the  will.  7  T.  R.  482.  StraA- 
more  v.  Bowes*  (o) 

With  respect  to  revocations  of  wills, 
they  are  either  implied  by  operation  of 
law,  which  may  still  be,  notwithstand- 
ing the  Statute  of  Frauds,  or  express,  ac- 
cording to  the  direction  of  the  statute. 
Implied  revocations  have  been  decided 
upon  nice  and  artificial  reasons,  from 
an  inclination,  it  is  said,  which  the  law 
always  shews  to  favour  an  heir,  and  to 


(p)  2  Bos.  Sc  Pull.  500.  S.C*  under 
the  names  of  Bowes  v.  Bowes.  A  co- 
dicil attested  by  three  witnesses,  '<  to  be 
<<  taken  as  part  of  his  will,"  was  held  to 
be  a  republication,  and  to  pass  lands 
contracted  for  before  the  date  of  the 
will,  and  conveyed  between,  it  and  the 
codiciL  2  M.kS.  5.  GoodHtlev.Mer&' 
ditk*  That  case  was  decided  on  the 
authority  of  the  series  of  cases  men- 
tioned in  this  note  of  Mr.  Seijeant  JVil' 


Uams :  the  effect  of  which,  as  stated  by 
Lord  Ellenborough  C.  J.,  is,  "  to  give 
<*  an  operation  to  the  codicil /ler  se,  and 
'<  independently  of  any  intention,  so  as 
**  to  bring  down  the  will  to  the  date  of 
<<  the  codicil,  making  the  will  speak  as 
<<  of  that  date,  unless  indeed  a  contrary 
^<  intention  be  shewn,  in  which  case  it 
<<  will  repel  that  effect"  See  also  1  Mer. 
285.  Hulme  v.  Heygate.  2  Mer.  128. 
Bawkyy.Eyion.  [SB.I»C705.Z>i^ 
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Dappa  verms  iis^o. 


Dm>PA  r. 
Mayo. 


wftrdSj  to  wit»  on  tlie  Ist  day  of  June  in  the  year  of  onr  Loid 
1623,  tbe  estate  (6),  lig^t,  title,  and  interest  of  faini  the  said 
FitzwiUiam,  as  executor  of  the  said  will,  of  and  in  the  said 


prevent  him  from  being  disinherited, 
where  the  intention  of  a  testator  is 
doubtful.  3  Atk.  7*7-  Parsons  v.  Free- 
man. .  The  grounds  of  the  decisions 
have  not  always  been  uniform ;  for  some 
of  them  have  been  determined  upon  the 


presumed  intent  of  the  devisor  to  revoke 
his  will;  and  others  upon  the  ground 
of  its  being  a  positive  rule  of  law,  mak- 
ing the  act  done  a  revocationy  without 
any  regard  to  the  intent;  which  last 
seems  to  be  the  most  sensible  reason. 


Jkid  v.El/wes.  5  D. &  R.  764<.  S. C.  2 
Bing.429.  Guest  r.WUlase^.  10  Moo. 
223.  3  Bing.  614.  12  Moo.  2.  S.  a 
lOB.  &C.  895.  WiiUamsY.GoodHile. 
¥or  instancesi  where,  in  accordance  with 
Sirathmare  v.  Bowes,  the  ordinary  pre- 
sumption of  republication  by  codidi 
has  been  counteracted  by  a  contrary  in- 
tention apparent  on  the  face  of  it,  see 
3  Y.  &  Jerv.  278;  Smith  v.  Dearmer. 
2RU8S.&M.  117.  Monypennp  V.  Bris* 
tow.  3  Mylne  &  K.  666.  Hughes  v. 
Turner.  The  new  Statute  of  Wills 
(1  Vict  c.  26.)  does  not  appear  to  have 
altered  the  general  law  as  to  republica- 
tion by  codicil.  The  subject,  however, 
with  respect  to  wills  within  the  operation 
of  that  statute,  has  greatly  diminished 
in  importance ;  for  not  only  is  the  tes- 
tamentary power  extended  to  after-pur- 
chased landa  (s.  3.  see  ant^,  p.  277  g. 
note(A)),  but  itisfiirther  enacted  (s.  24.) 
^*  that  every  will  shall  be  construed^ 
<<  with  reference  to  the  real  estate  and 
*^  personal  estate  comprised  in  it,  to 
**  speak  and  take  effect  as  if  it  had  been 
**  executed  inunediately  before  the  death 
^  of  the  testator,  unless  a  contrary  in- 
'<  tention  shall  appear  by  the  wilL" 
With  respect,  indeed,  to  wills,  which 
ehaU  be  in  any  manner  revoked^  tiie  law 
as  to  republication  has  been  materially 
altered  by  the  22d  section;  for  it  is 
thereby  enacted,  that  no  such  will  or 
codicil,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be 
ireviveid  otherwise  than  by  re-execution 


or  by  a  codicil  duly  executed  as  required 
by  tiiat  Act,  and  shewing  an  intention  to 
revive  ti^  same.  This  section  proceeds 
to  enact,  that  ''  when  any  will  or  oodi- 
**  cil,  which  shall  be  partly  revoked,  and 
**  afterwards  wholly  revoked,  shall  be 
'<  revived,  such  revival  shall  not  extend 
<<  to  so  much  thereof  as  shall  have  been 
**  revoked  before  the  revocation  of  tbe 
**  whole  thereof,  unless  an  intention  to 
**  the  contrary  shall  be  shewn."  This 
enactment  appears  to  provide  for  cases 
similar  to  that  of  Crosbie  v.  M^Dowd^ 
4  Ves.  610.,  where  the  testator  bad 
executed  several  codicils  to  his  will 
containing  partial  alterations  of,  and 
additions  to  it ;  and,  by  a  further  co- 
dicil, refeiring  to  the  will  by  date,  he 
changed  one  of  the  trustees  and  exe- 
cutors, and  in  all  other  respects  ex- 
pressly confirmed  the  will :  And  this 
confirmation  was  held  not  to  revive  the 
parts  of  it  which  were  altered  or  revoked 
by  the  former  codicils.  It  has  been 
held  that  a  will  or  codicil  not  duly 
attested  may  be  republished  and  made 
operative  by  a  subsequent  codicil  having 
tiie  requisite  attestation,  though  the  lat- 
ter document  be  in  no  way  annexed  to 
the  prior  will  or  codicil.  But  it  should 
seem  that  it  must  distinctly  refer  to  it 
See  1  Cr.  A  M.  42.  Doe  v.  Evans. 
1  A.  &  £•  423.  Utterlon  v.  BMns.  2 
Nev.  &  M.  819.  S.C.  5  Sim.  274. 
Gordon  y.  jReay.  j 
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prenuaoB'ividi  tbe  appnrtenanoes,  for  tbe  redidae  of  the  said     Duppa  v, 
term  of  jearo  then  to  come  and  unexpired,  lawfully  came  to       Mayo. 
iheflaid  Thomas  Mayo;  Whereby  the  said  TTiomas  Mayo Biter-^ 


Indeed,  generally  speakings  the  tn/lm- 
Han  of  the  testator  is  defeated  by  im- 
plied revocations.  But  they  have  been 
established  by  so  long  a  series  of  au- 
thorities, that  courts  of  law  feel  them- 
selves bound  down  by  them,  though 
very  often  not  without  regret  4  Burr. 
1960.  Roe  V.  Griffiis.  Doug.  Y22. 
Doe  V.  PotL  Jt  seems  clear  that  the 
estate  devised  must  remain  in  the  same 
condition  until  the  testator  s  death  ; 
for  any  the  least  alteration  or  new-mo- 
delling of  the  estate,  after  the  will,  is 
am  actual  revocation.  11  Mod.  157., 
per  Trevor  C,  J,  in  Arthur  v.  Bokenham. 
S.C.  Fitzg.  241.  Holt's  Rep.  750. 
S.  P.  3  Atk.  803.  Sparrow  v.  Hard- 
castle*  (p)  And  that  whenever  the  de- 
visor puts  the  whok  interest  of  the 
lands  devised  out  of  himself,  by  any 
conveyance  whatsoever,  after  making 
his  will,  it  is  a  revocation  of  it,  although 
he  takes  the  same  estate  back  again* 
4  Burr.  1960.  Boe  v.  Griffits.  Therefore, 
if  a  man  sebed  in  fee  makes  hb  will, 
and  afterwards  executes  a  feoffment  in 
fee  to  the  use  of  himself  and  his  heirs, 
and  so  takes  back  the  same  estate  he 
had  when  he  made  his  wUl,  it  is  a  revo- 
cation ;  1  RoL  Abr.  615.  (Q.)  pL  1.  616. 
pL  %  IX  Mod.  158.  Arthur  v.  Boken^ 
ham.  3  AiL  7^.  Parsons  Y.  Freeman. 
Dyer,  14S<  a.  b.;  though  1  RoL  Abr. 
616.  (U.)  pL  4.  is  to  the  contrary. 
So  if  he  afterwards  levies  a  fine,  and 
declares  the  use  of  it  to  himself  and  his 
heirs,  it  is  a  revocation.  1  Wils.  S1(X 
Parsons  v.  Freeman.    It  has  been  said 


by  very  high  authority,  that  if  a  man 
barely  levies  a  fine  after  he  has  made 
his  will,  the  fine,  without  a  deed  lead- 
ing or  declaring  the  uses,  would  not  be 
a  revocation.  Williams  Y.Owensj  2  Ves. 
jun.  600.  But  perhaps  this  is  doubtful, 
because  It  seems  clear,  that  the  fine 
would  by. operation  of  law  result  to 
the  use  of  the  conusor  and  his  heirs; 
2  Wils.  19.  Armstrong  v.  Wholesey ; 
and  in  2  Salk.  590.  Abbot  y.  Burton,  it 
is  adjudged  that  there  is  no  difference 
as  to  the  operation  of  a  fine,  &c.  whe- 
ther the  use  is  reserved  to  the  conusor 
and  his  heirs  by  express  limitation,  or 
results  back  to  him  and  his  heirs  by 
operation  of  law.  Afterwards,  in  the 
case  of  Harmood  v.  Oglander^  6  Ves. 
jun.  222.  Lord  Alvanley,  with  his  usual 
candour^  observed,  that  he  thought  the 
editor  was  justified  in  his  doubt  And 
in  Parsons  y.  Freeman^  Lord  Hardwiche 
aayBf  *^  that  if  a  man  devises  land  and 
'*  levies  a  fine  without  any  use  declared^ 
<<  this  is  a  revocation ;  and  yet  he  takes 
'*  back  the  old  use  unaltered,  which  is  a 
*^  prodigious  strong  case ; "  cited  in  2 
Ves.  jun.  431.  Bridges  v.  Duchess  of 
Chandos.  (q) 

Imperfect  conveyances,  as  a  feoff- 
ment without  livery,  and  a  bargain  and 
sale  without  inrolment,  after  making 
the  will,  are  held  to  be  revocations,  be- 
cause they  import  an  intention  in  the 
testator  to  revoke.  1  Rol.  Abr.  615. 
(P.)  pL  4, 5,  6.  3  Atk.  803.  Sparrow 
v«  HardcasUe.  7  Ves.  378.  So  where 
a  common  recovery  b  suffered  by  the 


(p)  [But  see  stat  1  Vict  c.  26.  s.  23. 
(post,  p.  278  A.  note  (ti)),  which  appears 
wholly  to  abolish  revocations  of  this 
nature  for^tiie  future.] 


{q)  3 B.Moore, 24. ParAcrv. j&t«»e. 
S.P.     [8Taunt699.  S.C.] 
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Duppa  vernu  Mayo. 


DuppA  r. 
Mato. 

^ • ' 

The  esUte  and 
interest  of  the 
executor  came 
to  defendant 


wards,  to  wit,  on  the  same  day  and  year  last  mentioned,  afe 
Bodenham  aforesaid,  entered  into  the  said  premises  witb  the 
appurtenances,  and  was  possessed  thereof  for  the  residue  of 
the  said  term  of  years  then  to  come  and  unexpired.  And  the 
said  ThomoM  Maj/o  being  so  possessed  thereof,  and  being  the 


devisor  after  he  has  made  his  will,  but 
there  is  no  good  tenant  to  the  praecipe, 
it  shall  be  a  revocation.  For  it  is  a 
valid  recovery  against  the  devisor  and 
all  parties  thereto,  and  after  his  death 
against  all  privies^  that  is,  the  devisees 
of  the  estate,  by  utoppeL  And  if,  in* 
stead  of  being  a  valid,  it  had  been  an 
imperfect  recovery,  still,  according  to 
all  the  cases,  it  would  have  operated  a 
revocation.  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  N.  R.  491. 
Doe  on  dem.  t^Luskinffion  v.  Bishop  of 
Landaff.  (r) 

And  if  a  man  seised  in  fee-simple 
makes  his  will,  and  afterwards  thinking 
he  had  only  an  estate  tail,  suffered  a 
recovery  tn  order  to  confirm  his  wUlt 
yet  it  is  a  revocation  of  it  S  Atk. 
803.  Sparrow  v.  Hardcasde,  So  where 
tenant  in  tail,  with  remainder  or  re-> 
version  to  himself  in  fee,  makes  his 
will,  and  afterwards  suffers  a  recovery 
and  declares  the  uses  thereof  to  him- 


self in  fee,  it  is  a  revocation.  S  Lev. 
108.  Dister  v.  Disier.  11  Mod.  157, 
158.  Arthur  v.  Bohenham.  8  P.  WilL 
163.  Marwood  v.  Turner,  And  where 
tenant  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees 
to  support  contingent  remainders,  re- 
mainder to  his  first  and  other  sons  in 
tail,  with  reversion  to  himself  in  fee, 
makes  his  will,  and  afterwards  suffers  a 
recovery  and  limits  the  uses  to  himself 
in  fee,  this,  though  a  mere  nugatoiy 
recovery,  being  suffered  by  tenant  for 
life,  is  held  a  revocation  of  the  wUL 
SWms.  e.  Barley  V.  Darlesf.  So  where, 
after  the  making  of  the  will,  the  testa- 
tor executes  any  legal  conveyance  of 
the  whole  estate  to  another,-  it  is  a  revo* 
cation;  as  where  he  conveys  by  lease 
and  release  to  the  relessees  in  fee, 
though  it  be  only  for  the  purpose  of 
letting  in  a  term  to  secure  a  jointure, 
and  the  same  estate,  subject  to  the 
term,   is   limited   back  again  ^to  the 


(r)  So  a  deed,  intended  to  operate  as 
an  appointment  of  uses,  although  not 
sufficient  for  that  purpose,  may  have  the 
effect  of  revoking  a  will,  if  the  party 
appear  to  have  had  that  intention. 
5  T.  R.  134.  Shave  v.  Pinhe.  [See 
also  2  Swanst.  274.  Vawser  v.  Jeffery, 
by  Lord  Eldon.  But  it  was  held,  that 
a  will  was  not  revoked  by  a  deed  void, 
under  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  on  ac- 
count of  the  death  of  the  grantor  within 
twelve  months  after  its  execution.  2Bing. 
136.  Matthews  v.  Venables.  9  Moore, 
286.  S.  C.  So  it  was  held  that  a  will 
made  by  a  woman  in  the  exercise  of  a 


power  of  appointment,  was  not  revoked 
by  a  subsequent  deed  made  by  her 
during  coverture.  1  Russ.  56^.  EUbedt 
V.  Wood.  A  deed  void  at  law  for  fraud 
and  covin  is  no  revocation ;  for  it  is  not 
the  testator's  deed,  and  may  be  regarded 
as  a  nullity.  Ambl.  216.  Hiek  v.  Mars* 
8  Ves.  283.  Attorney- General  v.  Vigar. 
But  a  deed,  which  is  good  at  law,  is  a 
revocation  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law, 
though  it  was  executed  under  circum- 
stances which  makes  it  void  in  equity. 
5  Sim.  1.  Simpson  v.  WaOuTf  over- 
ruling Hawes  v.  Wyatt^  3  B.C.  C.  156.] 


Trin.  22  Car.  n.  Regis. 
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pernor  and  reo^Ter  of  the  profits  thereof,  260L,  parcel  of  the 
said  1360^  now  demanded  of  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  rent 
of  60/.  in  form  aforesaid  bequeathed  to  the  said  Elizabeth  '    ,    '        ' 

,_      _  ,_    ___  »*,..       ^11  •!  A  250t  parcel  to 

until  the  said  Thomas  Bashermk  should  attam  the  age  of  EUaabeth  Bas- 
13  years,  for  five  whole  years  ended  on  the  feast  day  of  the  ^^««^>i«  ^o'  *▼« 


grantee  and  his  heirs,  it  is  a  revoca- 
tion (i);  though  if  the  devisor  had 
demised  the  premises  for  a  term  of 
years  to  the  same  use,  it  would  only  be 
a  revocation  quoad  the  term.  7  T.  R. 
399.  GoodHtle  v.  Oiway.  So  in  the 
case  of  Lord  Lincoln  v.  Soils*  1  £q. 
Cas.  Abr.  41 1.  S.  C.  Show.  P.  C.  154., 
where  Edward  earl  of  Lincoln  made 
a  marriage  settlement  on  a  person 
whom  he  never  married  or  asked  to 
marry  him,  though  this  was  a  con- 
veyance made  for  a  special  purpose, 
and  he  was  in  of  his  old  use,  it  was  de- 
termined by  the  House  of  Lords  to  be 
a  revocation  of  his  will.  (/)  And  so  is 
PoUen  V.  Hnhard,  1  £q.  Cas.  Abr. 
412.    The  same  principle  is  established 


in  Brydges  v.  Duchess  cf  CkandoSy 
2  Yes.  jun.  417.,  and  lately  in  K.  B.  in 
the  above-mentioned  case  of  GoodHtle 
V.  Oiwayt  where  all  the  cases  upon  the 
subject  were  cited  and  considered ;  see 
also  2  Yes.  jun.  505.  William  v.  Owens. 
In  Litther  v.  iBc%,  S  P.  Will.  17a 
note.  8  Yin.  148.  pL  SO.  MS.,  and 
cited  in  S  Burr.  1490.  Swift  v.  RoberiSf 
where  a  tenant  in  common  in  fee  made 
his  will,  and  afterwards  made  a  deed  cf 
partition^  and  levied  a  ^ne^  and  declared 
the  use  as  to  one  moiety,  in  severalty 
to  himself  in  fee,  this  was  held  to  be 
no  revocation.  See  6  Yes.  jun.  219. 
Harmood  v.  Oglander,  where  Lord  Al- 
vanUtfi  then  Master  of  the  Rolls,  ex- 
presses his  dissatisfaction  with  thb  de- 


(#)  16  Yes.  519.  Vawser  v.  Jeffrey. 
S.  P.  [2  Swanst.  268.  In  this  case  the 
testator  also  covenanted  to  surrender 
certain  copyhold  property  to  the  uses 
of  the  settlement  The  court  of  K.  B. 
certified,  on  the  assumption  that  a  sur- 
render had  actually  been  made  accord- 
ing to  the  covenant,  that,  notwithstand- 
ing the  settlement  was  a  revocation  as 
to  the  freeholds,  the  surrender  was  no 
revocation  as  to  the  copyholds.  3  B. 
6t  A.  462.  And  this  opinion  was 
adopted  by  Lord  Lyndhwrst  C.  S  Russ. 
479.  The  ground  of  this  decision  was, 
that  by  the  surrender  nothing  more 
passed  out  of  the  surrenderor  than  was 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  settle- 
ment, and  the  rest  remained  in  him,  not 
9A  under  the  surrender,  but  in  respect 
of  his  old  estate.  What  was  done, 
therefore,  did  not  operate  as  an  entire 


revocation,  but  was  a  revocation  only 
as  to  the  partial  Interest,  the  new 
estate,  which  was  created  by  the  sur- 
render.] 

Q)  [In  this  case,  the  settlor  was  seis- 
ed of  the  equitable  fee  only.  Whence 
it  appears  that  equitable  estates  are 
governed  by  the  same  doctrine,  in  this 
respect,  that  legal  estates  are.  See 
5  Sim.  618.  Lodi  v.  Fooie.  Accord. 
The  rule.  Indeed,  seems  general,  that 
every  act  of  revocation  at  law  is  a  re* 
vocation  in  equity,  except  where  the 
object  of  the  party,  in  doing  the  act,  is 
merely  to  make  a  security  for  payment 
of  debts,  or  where  there  is  a  dealing 
with  the  legal  estate  only  (see  post, 
p.  278  A.  n. «) ;  and  except  also  in  the 
case  of  a  partition ;  in  which  last  case^ 
if  there  is  a  change  in  the  use^  the  will 
be  revoked*    (See  post  p.  278  A.)]     ^ 
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Duppa  versm  Mayo. 


DuppA  V.     Natimty  iff  St  John  the  Baptist  whidi  was  isf  the  year  ef  our 

^^^o*       Lord  1628,  daring  which  said  five  yeare  he  the  add  T^omat 

*  Mayo  was  the  pernor  and  receiver  of  the  profits  of  the  said 


cisioD.  See  however  what  is  said  by 
Lord  Eldon  as  to  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  two  cases  of  Luther  y.  KiMy 
and  Tickner  v.  Tkikner^  in  Maundrell 
V.  Maundrelly  10  Ves.  256.  264.  See 
7  Yes.  564.  KnoUys  v.  Alcoch.  8  Ves. 
281.  AUomey^Oeneral  v.  Fi^tor.  In 
the  above-mentioned  case  of  Tickner  v. 
Tidkner,  cited  in  3  Atk.  742.  Parsons 
V.  Freeman,  it  was  lield,  that  where 
the  deed  of  partition  so  far  altered  the 
estate^  as  to  let  in  a  power  of  appoint- 
mentj  it  was  a  revocatioo.  There  a 
person  being  seised  of  an  undivided 
moiety  in  fee  made  his  will,  and  after- 
wards by  a  deed  of  partition,  and  by 
fine,  the  estate  was  allotted  to  such  uses 
as  he  should  appoint  by  deed  in  writing^ 
and  in  drfault  of  such  appointment  to 
him  in  fee,  this  was  held  to  be  a  revo- 


cation. So  where  the  testator  con- 
veyed the  estate  not  merely  ,,for  the 
purpose  of  securing  a  mortgage  of  the 
devised  lands,  but  also  to  other  uses 
operating  an  alteration  of  the  estate 
beyond  that  purpose,  though  the  other 
uses  were  sul»tantially  the  same  as  ex- 
isted at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  it 
was  holden  to  be  a  revocation  of  the 
will  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law.  As 
where  the  uses  were  to  the  mortgagee 
for  a  term  of  years,  to  secure  the  mort- 
gage, and  afterwards  to  the  denisor  for 
life  without  waste^  remainder  to  his  u^ 
for  life,  remainder  to  hitnself  in  foe, 
though  it  was  the  same  estate  that  the 
devisor  and  his  wife  had  in  the  pre- 
mises before.  6  Yes.  jun.  199.  Harmooi 
V.  Oglander.  S.  C.  8  Ves.  jun.  lOa  (») 
But  if  a  man  makes  his  will,  and  afterw 


(u)  [So,  though  the  conveyance  of 
an  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell 
for  payment  of  debts,  is  no  revocation 
in  equity  of  a  prior  will,  notwithstand- 
ing such  conveyance  declares  that  the 
surplus  money  arising  from  the  sale 
shall  be  personal  estate  of  the  testator, 
yet  if  it  have  the  further  purpose  to 
provide  an  annuity  for  the  separate  use 
of  the  wife  until  the  sale,  it  will  be  a 
revocation;  because  the  wife  will  be 
entitled  to  the  annuity  after  the  death 
of  her  husband,  if  the  sale  do  not 
take  place  in  bis  lifetime*  4  Rubs.  28. 
Hodges  v.  Green.  So,  though  the 
taking  of  a  conveyance,  which  merely 
clothes  the  equitable  estate  with  the 
legal  title,  is  no  revocation  of  a  devise  of 
the  equitable  estate  (see  ant^,  p.  277  A. 
note  (I) ),  yet  if  the  conveyance  is  so 
framed  that  the  legal  estate  acquired 


subsequently  to  the  devise  is  modified 
differently  from  the  equitable  estate  pos- 
sessed at  the  time  of  the  devise,  it  is  a  re* 
vocation.  2  Yes.  &  B.  382.  BawUm 
V.  Burgis.  4  Madd.  368.  Ward  v. 
Moore,  6  Madd.  221.  Bram  v. 
Brain.  1  Keen,  369.  BuUin  v.  FkbAer. 
2  Myhie  &  Cr.  432.  S.  C.  But  now 
bystat.  1  Vict  c  26.  s.  23.  "  No  con- 
«  veyance  or  other  act,  made  or  done 
<<  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  a 
^'  will  of  or  relating  to  any  real  or  pei^ 
*<sonal  estate  therem  comprised,  eK- 
'^  cept  an  act  by  which  such  will  shall 
*<be  revoked  as  aforesaid  (see  post, 
<'  p.  279e./.  note  (A)>  shall  prevent  the 
*'  operation  of  the  will  in  respect  to 
*'  such  estate  or  interest  in  such  real 
<*  or  personal  estate  as  the  testator  shafl 
*<  have  power  to  dispose  of  by  wiM  at 
<«  the  time  of  his  death."] 
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landa  and  teiiem6nt8»  were  due  and  in  arrear  and  not  paid  to 
the  aaid  JEUzabeth.  And  afterwards^  to  wit»  on  the  24th  day 
of  June  in  the  said  year  of  onr  Lord  1628,  the  said  Ilianuu 


Mato. 


wards  demises  the  estate  for  any  number 
of  years,  it  is  only  a  revocation  for  the 
term ;  1  Rol-  Abr.  616.  (U.)  pL  1,  %  S. 
Cro.  Jac.  49.  Coke  y.  BuOoek.  Cro.  Car. 
23.  Hodgkinson  v.  Wood.  6  T.  R.  710. 
Roe  ▼•  Weffff  ;  that  is,  the  devisee  takes 
the  estate  subject  to  the  lease,  (a?) 

Revocations  have  been  also  holden 
to  be  necessarily  implied  from  a  total 
change  and  alteration  of  the  circum- 
stances and  situation  of  the  testator 
after  making  his  will,  {y)  As  where  a 
man  devises  away  his  whole  estate,  and 
afterwards  marries  and  has  issue,  and 
dies  without  expressly  revoking  his  will, 
leaving  his  wife  and  issue  unprovided 
for,  this  is  considered  as  an  implied 
revocation  of  his  will*  For  where  so 
entire  a  change  in  the  circumstances  of 
a  person  has  happened,  and  new  ob- 
jects of  care  have  arisen  which  he  could 
not  have  had  in  his  contemplation  at 
the  time,  the  will  is  not  regarded  as  a 
considerate  provision,  but  by  operation 
of  law  is  revoked.  This  principle  is 
holden  to  be  founded  not  so  much  on 
an  ifUention  to  revoke,  implied  from  those 
circumsiances  happening  aftervfards,  as 
on  a  tacit  condition  annexed  to  the  will 
itself  at  the  time  of  making  it,  that 


the  party  does  not  then  intend  that  it 
should  take  effect  if  there  should  be  a 
total  change  in  the  situation  of  his  fa- 
mily. 5  T.  R.  58.  Doe  v.  Lctneashire. 
Or  perhaps  it  may  be  a  condition  an- 
nexed by  the  law  itself  to  all  dispositions 
of  property  by  will,  that  they  shall  not 
be  of  any  effect  under  those  circumr 
stances.(2r)  This  principle  was  bor- 
rowed from  the  civil  law.  Just  lib.  iL 
tit.  13.  <<De  Fosthumis,"  and  was 
first  adopted  into  the  law  of  England 
in  the  construction  of  wills  of  personal 
estates.  Thus  in  Lugg  v.  Lugg,  1  Ld* 
Raym.  441.  S.  C.  2  Salk.  592.  12  Mod. 
2S6«|  where  A.  made  his  will  and  there^ 
by  devised  all  his  personal  estate  to  B* 
and  C  and  afterwards  married  and 
had  children,  and  died  without  taking 
any  notice  of  his  will,  this  was  held 
to  be  a  revocation  of  hi^  wilL  So  in 
Overburg  v.  Overburg,  2  Show.  242. 
it  was  adjudged,  that  if  a  man  make  his 
will,  and  dispose  of  hb  personal  estate 
among  his  relations,  and  afterwards  has 
children,  it  is  a  revocation  of  his  will* 
And  in  Egre  v.Egref  cited  in  Cook  v. 
Oakleg,  I  F.  WiU.  304.,  a  subsequent 
marriage  and  birth  of  a  child  was  con- 
strued a  revocation,  of  a  will  of  personal 


(x)  A  binding  and  valid  contract  for 
the  sale  of  lands  devised,  [is  in  equity 
as  much  a  revocation  as  a  conveyance 
would  be  at  law ;  19  Yes.  178.  Bennett 
V.  Tankerville;  though  the  contract 
be  rescinded  after  the  devisor's  death. 
Ibid.     [6  Sim.  40.  TelAott  v.  Voules.2 

(g)  [But  by  stat«  1  Vict  c  26.  s.  19.^ 
<*  No  will  shall  be  revoked  by  any  pre- 
^  sumption  of  an  intention  on  the  gnmnd 


**  of  an  alteration  in  circumstances.'*  See 
post,  p.  279  c.  note  (e).] 

(z)  [And  of  this  opinion  were  all 
the  judges  of  England  (assembled  in 
the  Exchequer  Chamber,  absente  Lord 
Denman)  in  the  great  case  of  JforsAm 
y.DoedeuLFox.  8A.&E.  14.  2Nev. 
&P.504.  The  subsequent  death  of  the 
ehild  was  held  not  to  revive  the  wilL 
1  PhiL  842.  Emerson  v.  AwOfe.] 
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The  son  at- 
tained the  age 
of  IS  yean,  and 
lllOL  waa  due 
ibr  the  annuity 
of  SOC  after  her 


Boiiermle,  at  Bodenham  aforesaid^  did  attain  his  age  of  13 
yean;  and  the  said  Thanuu  Mayo  being  in  fcnrm  aforesaid 
*  possessed  of  the  said  premises  with  the  appurtenances,  and 
being  the  pernor  and  receiver  of  the  profits  thereof  11  KM., 
residue  of  the  said  1360iL  now  demanded^  of  the  said  annuity 
or  yearly  rent  of  30iL  in  form  aforesaid  bequeathed  to  the  said 
EUzabeth  after  the  said  Thomas  Btukervile  did  attain  his  age 
of  13  years,  for  37  years  ended  on  the  feast  day  of  the  Anmor 


estate,  being  a  total  aUeraiion  of  the 
testator's  circumstances,  (a)  But  with 
respect  to  a  will  of  real  property ^  al- 
though Sir  John  Trevor^  Master  of  the 
RoUs,  in  Brown  ▼.  Thompson^  Dee.  8. 
1701  (cited  in  1  P.Will.  SM.  note),  held 
that  a  subsequent  marriage  and  having 
children  was  a  revocation  of  a  will  of 
land^  jet  this  was  afterwards  in  some 
degree  denied  by  the  court  of  Common 
Pleas  in  Driver  v.  Standring^  2  Wils* 
90.,  and  much  doubted  by  Lord  Hard- 
toiche  in  Parsons  Y^Lanoe,  1  Ves.  191. 
S.C.  1  Wils.  24S.  Ambl.  557.  and  was 
liot  finally  settled  until  the  case  of 
Christopher  y.  Christopher^  in  the  Ex- 
chequer, 6th  Jufy^  1771,  cited  in  4  Burr. 
2171.  note,  and  2182.  Addend^  where 
the  testator  made  a  will  of  land  in  the 
time  of  a  former  wife,  who  died  without 
issue,  and  he  married  a  second  wife  by 
whom  he  had  issue,  and  it  was  determined 
by  Parher  Chief  Baron,  and  Smith  and 
Adams  Barons,  against  Perrot  Baron, 
that  it  was  a  revocation.  And  upon 
the  authority  of  this  case  it  was  after* 


wards  holden  by  De  Grey  C.  J.,  Parier 
C.  B.,  and  Sir  Eardley  WUmot,  in  the 
Cockpit,  in  Spragge  v.  Stone,  cited  in 
Brady  v.  CubiU,  Doug.  85.  Sd  edit 
Ambl.  721.,  where  a  man  devised  away 
his  whole  estate  real  and  personal  to 
another,  and  afterwards  married  and 
had  issue,  that  the  subsequent  marriage 
and  birth  of  a  child  were  in  point  of 
law  an  implied  revocation  of  the  will 
This  rule  was  afterwards  extended  to 
marriage  and  the  birth  oiskpoMumoiu 
child.    As  where  A.  being  unmarried 
devised  lands  to  B.  and  his  heirs ;  after 
the  making  of  the  will  A.  married,  and 
his  wife  was  'pregnant,  which  beio^ 
known  to  him  he  expressed  an  intention 
to  revoke  his  will,  and  gave  directiont 
to  an  attorney  to  prepare  another  will, 
but  died  before  any  other  will  was  pre- 
pared ;  and  after  his  death  hb  wife  was 
delivered  of  a  son ;  this  was  holden  to 
be  a  revocation  of  the  wilL  Doe  v.  Zos- 
awAtW,  5  T.  R.  49.  (6) 

But  this  rule  applies  only  in  cases 
where  the  wife  and  children,  the  new 


(a)  1  Ves.  &  Beam.  897.  Sheath  v. 
York.&.T?. 

(h)  But  marriage,  and  the  birth  of 
a  child^  will  not  revoke  a  will  of  land 
made  in  favour  of  children  by  a  former 
marriage ;  1  Yes,  &  Beam.  890.  SheaA 
v.Yorhi  the  reason  is,  because  such 
revocation  would  operate  only  to  let  in 
the  eldest  son  to  the  whole  of  the  estate, 
which  by  the  will  is  divided  between 


him  and  the  other  children  of  the  first 
marriage;  but  as  there  would  be  no 
such  consequence  as  to  the  perMMi* 
alty,  it  was  held  in  the  ecclesiastical 
court  that  the  will  was  revoked  as 
to  the  penonalty.  Ibid.  [1  Phil.  839. 
HoUway  v.  Clarke.^  See  furtktf, 
2  Salk.  598.  note.  Wright  v.  NeAer 
wood. 


Trin.  22  Car.  II.  Regis. 
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ciaticn  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  MaTy^  which  was  in  the  year  of    Duppa  v. 
our  Lord  1665,  during  which  said  37  years  he  the  said  Thomas       Mayo. 
Mayo  likewise  was  the  pernor  and  receiver  of  the  profits  of  g^^  ^^j,  jg  ^^ 
the  said  lands  and  tenements,  was  in  like  manner  due  and  in  S7  years  on 
arrear  and  not  paid  to  the  said  Elizabeth  in  her  life-time.   ^^^"  ayi665. 


objects  of  duty,  are  wholly  unprovided 
for,  and  where  there  is  an  entire  dispo- 
sition of  the  whole  estate  to  their  exclu* 
sion  and  prejudice.  Kennebel  v.  Scraf- 
touy  2  East,  541.  Therefore,  where  A. 
bequeathed  all  his  personal  estate  to  B.y 
and  devised  an  annuity  of  150/.  to  her 
for  her  life  out  of  the  rents  of  his  free- 
hold and  copyhold  estates,  or  by  mort- 
gage, &c.,  and  in  case  he  should  have 
any  child  or  children  by  her  who  should 
be  living  at  his  decease,  he  gave  60/.  a- 
year  out  of  the  rents  of  his  said  estates, 
or  by  mortgage,  for  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  each  such  child  until 
twenty-one,  and  then  3000/.  to  be  di- 
vided among  them,  if  more  than  one ; 
and  if  but  one,  to  be  paid  to  such  only 
child,  to  be  raised  out  of  his  said  estates, 
and  devised  the  estates  over  to  others, 
sabjcet  to  the  said  annuities  and  pay- 
ment :  Afterwards  the  testator  married 
the  said  J&.,  and  had  children  by  her, 
and  died  before  expressly  revoking  his 
will:  It  appeared^  that  in  a  convers- 
ation which  the  testator  had  with  his 
wife  a  short  time  before  his  death  about 
bis  will,  he  said,  *'  that  he  had  con- 
<*  suited  a  professional  gentleman,  who 
*'  told  him  that  the  will,  as  it  then  stood, 
^  was  a  good  and  sufficient  will ;  and 
«  observed  he  had  thereby  amply  pro- 
*«  vided  for  her  and  her  children  : "  It 
was  holden  that  this  subsequent  mar- 
riage and  birth   of  children   did  not 


amount  to  a  revocation :  For  although 
it  was  a  general  proposition  of  law,  that 
marriage  and  the  birth  of  a  child  with-- 
out  provision  made  for  the  objects  of  these 
relations,  of  themselves  operated  a  re- 
vocation of  a  will  of  lands,  yet  that 
could  not  be  said  to  be  the  case  where 
the  same  persons,  who  after  the  making 
of  the  will  stood  in  the  legal  relation  of 
wife  and  children,  were  before  specifi- 
cally contemplate;^  ^^^  provided  for  by 
the  testator,  though  under  a  different 
character  and  denomination.  And  there- 
fore  there  was  not  in  that  case  that 
total  change  in  the  situation  of  the  fa- 
mily, and  that  total  destitution  of  pro- 
vision for  those  who  ought  to  be  the 
objects  of  the  testator's  care  and  pro- 
tection, which  could  vacate  the  will  on 
the  ground  of  a  supposed  tacit  condi- 
tion that  it  should  be  void  upon  a  total 
change  in  the  situation  of  the  testator's 
family,  and  a  total  want  of  provision  for 
the  family  so  newly  circumstanced ;  or 
upon  the  ground  of  a  presumed  in- 
tention to  revoke.  Ibid.  530.  7  Ves. 
366.  Ex  parte  the  Earl  of  llchester.  So 
Lord  Mansfield  in  Brady  v.  Cuhitty 
Dougl.  39.  3d  ed.,  says,  "  But  upon  my 
**  recollection,  there  is  no  case  in  which  • 
<<  marriage  and  the  birth  of  a  child 
*'  have  been  held  to  raise  an  implied 
**  revocation,  where  there  has  not  been 
^'  a  disposition  of  the  whole  estate."  (c) 


(c)  [4.  A.  &  E.  587.  Doe  v.  Edlin. 
1  Hagg.  705.  Talbot  v.  TaJhoU  2 
Hagg.  561.  Johnson  Y.Wells.  Accord. 
But,  semble,  if  there  were  a  child 
of  the  marriage,  the  revocation  could 
not  be  prevented  by  the  circumstance 

VOL.  i. 


of  an  estate  acquired  by  the  testator 
after  the  making  of  the  will  descend- 
ing upon  the  child,  and  thereby  be- 
coming a  provision  for  him.  8  A.  &  £. 
14-.  2  Nev.  &  P.  504.  In  order  to  take 
the  case  out  of  the  general  rule,  and  to 
o  o 
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Mayo* 


Which  said  JE'/iroA^fA- afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  of 
June,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  at  Bodenham  aforesaid,  made 
her  kst  will  and  testament  in  writing,  and  by  her  said  will  she 


Bat  marriage  alone^  or  birth  of  a 
c&ild  alone^  after  making  the  will,  is 
not,  without  other  special  circum- 
stances^  sufficieut  to  operate  a  revoca- 
tion. Wellington  v.  Wellingtony  4  Burr. 
2171.  Jackson  v.  Hurlock,  Ambl.  495. 
Shepherd  v.  Shepherd^  cited  in  Doe  v. 
Lancashire,  5  T-  R.  51.  note  (a).  Ward 
V.  Philips,  5  T.  R.  53.  note.  Wells  v. 
Wilson,  Ibid.  52.  note,  (d) 

There  is  some  difference  of  opinion 
whether  parol  evidence  of  the  testator  s 
declaration  in  favour  of  his  will  can  be 
received  in  cases  of  revocations  by 
marriage  and  birth  of  a  child.  In  Lugg 
V.  Lugg.  1  Ld.  Raym.  441.  2  Salk.  592. 
12  Mod.  236.,  it  is  sal  J,  that  if  by  any 
expression,  or  any  other  means,  it  had 
appeared  that  it  was  the  testator  s  in. 
tention  that  his  will  should  continue  in 
force,  the  marriage  and  birth  of  issue 
would  not  have  been  a  revocation.  So 
in  Bradg  v.  CubiU,  Dougl.  31.  3d  ed.  it 
was  decided,  that  an  implied  revocation 
of  a  will  by  a  subsequent  marriage  and 


the  birth  of  a  child,  may  be  rebutted 
by  parol  evidence ;  for,  by  Lord  Mans^ 
field,  it  affords  a  mere  presumption  of 
revocation,  which,  like  all  other  pre- 
sumptions, may  be  rebutted  by  every 
sort  of  evidence.     But  in  Doe  v.  Zon- 
cashire,    5  T.  R.   60.     Lord   Kengon 
said,  <*  he  disclaimed  paying  any  atten- 
*'  tion  to  the  declaration  of  the  tes* 
<*  tator  stated  in  that  case,  because  let- 
*<  ting  in  that  kind  of  evidence  would  be 
*'  in  direct  opposition  to  the  Statute  of 
^*  Frauds,  which  was  passed  in  order  to 
"  prevent  any  thing  depending  either  on 
**  the  mistake  or  perjury  of  witnesses." 
And  Duller  Justice  concurred,  and  ob- 
served that  if  there  were  any  revocation 
at  all,  it  was  so  by  presumption  of  law 
independently  of  express  declarations. 
See  4  Ves.  848.  Gibbons  v.  Count.    In 
Kennebel  v,  Scrafton,  2  East's  Rep.  5S0. 
541.,  it  became  unnecessary  to  deter- 
mine this  point,  and  therefore  the  court 
gave  no  opinion  upon  it  (e) 


prevent  a  revocation,  it  was  held  not 
sufficient  that  a  provision  was  made  for 
the  wife  only,  but  that  such  provision 
must  also  extend  to  the  children  of  the 
marriage.     Ibid.] 

{d)  See  also  4  M.  &  S.  10.  Doe  v. 
Barford,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the 
birth  of  a  posthumous  child  was  no  revo- 
cation of  a  will  made  after  marriage,  al- 
though there  had  been  no  other  child  of 
the  marriage,  and  although  neither  the 
testator  nor  his  wife,  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  were  aware  that  the  wife  was 
enceinte.  But  the  birth  of  children, 
combined  with  other  circumstances, 
may  in  some  cases  revoke  a  will  made 


after  marriage.  1  Phill.  Eccl.  Rep.  44-7. 
Johnson  v.  Johnson.  [In  Gibbons  v. 
Caunt,  4  Ves.  848.,  Lord  Alvanleg  ex- 
pressed a  strong  opinion  that  a  revoca- 
tion would  be  presumed  from  the  birth 
of  children  by  a  first  wife  after  the  date 
of  the  husband's  will  and  second  mar- 
riage, though  he  had  no  children  by  that 
marriage.] 

(e)  There  are  not  any  subsequent 
cases  on  this  subject;  but  it  appears 
that  parol  evidence  is  always  admitted 
in  the  ecclesiastical  courts.  [1  Phill. 
469.  472.  Johnston  v.  Johnston.  2 
Add,  455.  Gibbens  v.  Cross.  1  Curt- 
494.  Fox  v.  Marston.  But  it  was  finally 
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the  said  Elizabeth  constituted  and  appointed  the  sdid  Thomas 
Duppa  to  be  executor  of  her  said  will,  and  afterwards  there 
died :  after  whose  death  he  the  said  Thomas  Duppa,  on  the 
27th  daj  of  January  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  at  Bodenham 
aforesaid,  in  due  form  of  law  proved  the  said  will  of  the  said 
JEUzabeth,  and  took  upon  himself  the  burden  of  the  execution 
thereof:  whereby,  and  by  reason  whereof,  the  said  annuity  or 


Duppa  v. 
Mayo. 


Elizabeth 
Baskervile 
made  her  will, 
and  appointed 
the  plain  tiflfexe- 
cutor,  and  died; 
plaintiff  proved 
the  will ; 


In  all  Other  cases  of  revocations 
implied  by  operation  of  law  from  the 
acts  done  by  the  testator  after  making 
his  will,  such  as  levying  a  fine,  suffering 
a  recoveiy,  or  executing  a  feoffment  or 
any  other  conveyance  of  the  premises 
devised  by  the  will,  whether  perfected 
or  not,  it  seems  to  be  considered  as 


fully  settled  that  no  parol  declarations 
in  favour  of  the  will  can  be  received,  in 
evidence  to  rebut  the  revocation  im- 
plied by  law  from  the  acts.  As  where 
Sir  T.  C  made  his  will  and  devised  his 
estate,  and  afterwards,  upon  his  mar- 
riage, by  deeds  of  lease  and  release  set- 
tled the  same  estate  to  certain  uses,  and 


settled  in  Marston  v.  Doe  dem.  Fox 
(ant^  p.  278 1.  note  {z))  that  in  the 
temporal  courts  no  evidence  of  the  tes- 
tator's intention  that  his  will  should  not 
be  revoked,  is  admissible  to  rebut  the 
presumption  of  law  that  such  revocation 
should  take  place.  All  questions,  how- 
ever, as  to  implied  revocations  by  mar- 
riage and  the  birth  of  issue,  are  now 
put  to  rest  by  the  stat  1  Vict,  c  26. 
8.  18.,  by  which  it  is  enacted,  that 
'<  every  will  made  by  a  man  or  woman 
*^  shall  be  revoked  by  his  or  her  mar- 
<*  riage  (except  a  will  made  in  exercise 
*'  of  a  power  of  appointment,  when  the 
*'  real  or  personal  estate  thereby  ap- 
<<  pointed  would  not^  in  default  of  such 
**  appointment,  pass  to  his  or  her  heir, 
<<  customary  heir,  executor^  or  adminis- 
**  trator,  or  the  person  entitled  as  his  or 
*<  her  next  of  kin,  under  the  Statute  of 
"  Distributions) : "  And  by  sect  19., 
which  enacts,  that  '^  no  will  shall  be 
<<  revoked  by  any  presumption  of  an 
'<  iDtention  on  the  ground  of  an  alter- 
^^  ation  in  circumstances."  The  reason 
for  the  exception  in  the  18th  section 
19^  that  a  revocation  of  the  will,  in  a 
case  to  which  the  exception  apphes, 


would  operate  only  in  favour  of  those 
entitled  in  default  of  appointment,  and 
the  new  family  of  the  testator  would 
derive  no  benefit  whatever  from  it.  — 
It  remains  to  be  considered  to  what 
cases  these  enactments  of  the  new  sta- 
tute extend.  The  34th  section  enacts, 
that  *^  this  Act  shall  not  extend  to  any 
'*  will  made  before  the  1st  day  of  Janur 
^^ary,  1838."  And  if  the  language 
here  employed  were  exactly  and  strictly 
construed,  it  would  seem  to  follow,  that 
if  a  will  were  made  at  any  time  before 
that  date,  and  the  testator  were  to 
marry  after  the  Act  came  into  operation, 
the  statute  would  not  apply,  and  the 
will  would  not  be  revoked  thereby; 
while,  on  the  other  hand,  such  a  will 
might  be  revoked  by  a  presumption  of 
an  intention  on  the  ground  of  an  al- 
teration in  circumstances  taking  place 
at  any  time  during  the  life  of  the  tes- 
tator, though  after  January  1.  1838. 
But  the  construction  hitherto  put  upon 
the  statute  has  been,  that  wills  made 
previously  to  1838,  with  respect  to 
revocations  to  be  effected  subsequently, 
are  subje:ct  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act. 
1  Curt.  775,  776.  HMs  y.Knightr\ 
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DuppA  r. 
Mayo. 


per  quod  actio 
aeertvit. 


yearly  rent  of  30/.  in  form  aforesfud  bequeathed  to  the  eaid 
Elizabeth  after  the  death  of  the  said  Elizabeth,  at  Badenham 
aforesaid^  was  determined,  and  an  action  has  accrued  to  the  said 


died  soon  after  his  marriage  without 
issue ;  it  was  holden,  that  parol  evidence 
of  the  testator's  declarations,  that  his 
will  should  remain  in  force  notwith- 
standing the  settlement,  could  not  be 
received.  Goodtiile  v.  Otway^  2  H. 
Bfack.  516.  In  Martin  v.  Savage^ 
cited  in  PoUer  v.  Potter,  1  Ves.  440., 
and  in  Gibson  v.  Montfort,  1  Ves.  489., 
the  testator  declared  his  will  was  in  the 
custody  of  S.y  and  that  it  was  and  voould 
he  still  his  will :  the  point  was,  whether 
the  declaration,  which  was  subsequent 
to  a  settlement  by  fine,  which  had  re- 
voked the  will  by  altering  the  estate^ 
was  a  republication  of  the  will  ?  Lord 
Hardmcke  held,  that  parol  evidence 
should  not  be  admitted,  as  it  would 
elude  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Therefore, 
if  subsequent  marriage  and  the  birth 
of  a  child  amounted  to  an  implied  revo- 
cation by  operation  of  law,  there  seems 
to  be  the  same  objection  to  the  admis- 
sibility of  parol  evidence  of  the  testa- 
tor s  declarations  in  favour  of  the  will, 
as  in  cases  of  revocations  implied  by 
acts  done  by  the  testator.  And  besides, 
after  the  will  has  been  so  revoked  by 
marriage  and  the  birth  of  a  child,  these 
parol  declarations  would  have  the  effect 
of  republishing  the  will,  which,  as  it 
has  been  already  observed,  they  can- 
not have  since  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
On  the  other  hand,  in  support  of 
the  admissibility  of  such  evidence,  it  is 
argued  that  the  circumstances  of  mar- 
riage and  the  birth  of  a  child  amount 
only  to  a  presumptive  revocation,  and 
as  the  circumstances  from  which  the 


presumption  is  inferred  arise  out  of 
parol  evidence,  they  may  be  repelled  by 
the  same  kind  of  evidence.  See  the 
observations  made  on  Brady  v.  Cubitt^ 
by  Eyre  C.J.  in  2  H.  Black.  522., 
and  by  Btdkr  Justice.  Ibid.  524.  So 
that  upon  the  whole  it  seems  doubtful 
whether  parol  evidence  of  the  declar- 
ations of  the  testator  respecting  the  will 
are  not  alike  inadmissible  in  the  case  of 
a  revocation  by  marriage  and  birth  of  a 
child,  as  in  the  case  of  other  imjdied 
revocations  by  operation  of  law.  (See 
7  Ves.  353.)  (/)  But  if  a  feme  sole 
makes  her  will  and  afterwards  marries 
the  marriage  alone  is  a  revocation  of  the 
will.  For,  as  it  is  the  nature  of  that 
instrument  to  be  ambulatory  during  tJie 
testator's  life,  and  marriage  disables  her 
from  making  any  other  will,  the  instra- 
ment  ceases  [to  be  any  longer  ambu- 
latory, and  must  be  therefore  void. 
Therefore,  generally  speaking,  the  will 
of  a  feme  sole  ceases  to  have  any  oper- 
ation after  she  becomes  covert.  Fofru 
V.  Hambling,  4  Rep.  60.  b.  Doe  v. 
Staple,  2  T.  R.  695.  697.  )  Cotter 
V.  Layer,  2  P.  Will.  624.  2  Black. 
Com.  499.  2  Bro.  Ch.  Cas.  544.  Bods- 
den  V.  Lloyd,  And  though  the  wife 
should  survive  the  husband,  yet  the 
will  shall  not  revive  after  the  husband's 
death.  Lewises  case,  4  Burn.  EccL 
Law,  47.  But  where  an  estate  is  limited 
to  uses,  and  a  power  is  given  to  a  feme 
covert  before  marriage  to  declare  those 
uses,  such  limitation  of  uses  may  take 
effect.  Doev.  Staple,  2  T.R.  695.  (^) 
Here  it  may  not  be  improper  to  take 


i    (/)  [See  ante,  p. 279  a,b.  note(c).] 

(g)  [See  ante,  p.  279  b.  note  («).] 

Where  two  unmarried  sisters  made  mu- 


tual wills,  it  was  held  that  the  marriage  of 
one  did  not  revoke  the  will  of  the  other. 
4  Ves.  160.  Hinckley  v.  Simmons. 
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TkoTnas  I>uppa,s£teTihe  desLikoHheBAidElizabeth^  as  executor 
of  the  said  will  of  Elizabethy  to  demand  and  have  of  the  said 
Thomas  Mayo,  as  pernor  and  receiver  of  the  profits  of  the 


DUPPA  V. 

Mayo. 


notice  of  the  case  of  a  contingent  wiU^ 
where,  whether  it  will  eventually  take 
place  as  a  will  or  not  depends  upon  the 
happening  or  not  happening  of  a  cer- 
tain event  As  where  a  person  intend- 
ing to  go  to  Ireland  made  his  will  in 
these  words,  '<  If  I  die  before  my  return 
**  from  my  journey  to  Ireland^  that  my 
<'  house  and  land  at  F^  and  all  the  ap- 
**  purtenances  and  furniture  thereto  be- 
'^  longing,  be  sold  as  soon  as  possible 
'<  after  my  death,  and  thereout  all  my 
**  debts  and  funeral  charges  be  paid. 
<<  Item  1000/.  to  A.  out  of  the  said  mo- 
^*  ney  arising  by  the  said  sale,  and  100^ 
<*  to  B."  The  testator,  after  making  the 
said  will,  went  to  Ireland  emd  returned  to 
England^  lived  some  years  afterwards, 
and  died.  It  was  held  by  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  that  the  will  was  contingent, 
depending  upon  the  event  of  the  testa* 
tor's  returning  to  Englandy  or  not ;  and 
that,  as  he  did  return,  the  will  could 
have  no  effect,  but  was  void.  Parsons 
V.  Lanoe,  1  Ves.  190.  (A) 


With  regard  to  express  revocations^ 
they  depend  upon  the  statute  29  Car.  2. 
c.  3.  c.  6.,  which  enacts  that  '<  no  de- 
'*  vise  in  writing  of  lands,  tenements, 
"  or  hereditaments  shall  be  revocable, 
^^  otherwise  than  by  some  other  will 
*'  or  codicil  in  writing,  or  other  writing 
*'  declaring  the  same,  or  by  burning, 
^<  cancelling,  tearing,  or  obliterating, 
"  the  same,  by  the  testator  himself, 
<<  or  in  his  presence  and  by  his  di- 
^  rections  and  consent ;  but  iJl  devbes 
'<  and  bequests  of  lands  and  tenements 
<<  shall  remain  and  continue  in  force, 
<*  until  the  same  be  burnt,  cancelled, 
<*  torn,  or  obliterated  by  the  testator, 
'*  or  his  directions  in  manner  aforesaid, 
"  or  unless  the  same  be  altered  by 
«  some  other  will  or  codicil  in  writing, 
<<  or  other  writing  of  the  devisor, 
*^  signed  in  the  presence  of  three  or 
'*  four  witnesses  declaring  the  same.*' 
See  2  Black.  Rep.  104^.  Bibb  v« 
Thomas,  (t) 

Before  this  statute^  wills  of  lands, 


(A)  [The  courts,  however,  are  cau- 
tious how  they  construe  conditions  of 
this  sort.  Therefore,  where  a  testator, 
by  three  letters,  gave  certain  testament- 
ary directions,  '<  in  case  1  should  die 
"  on  my  travels,"  it  was  held  by  Sir  J. 
NichoUy  in  the  Prerogative  Court,  that 
although  the  testator  returned  and  lived 
many  years  afterwards,  yet,  as  by  sub- 
sequent acts  he  recognised  the  papers 
two  years  before  his  death,  hb  return 
was  not  such  a  defeasance  as  to  inva- 
lidate the  disposition  of  his  property 
directed  by  them.  |3  Phillim.  209. 
Strauss  v.  Schmidt,   See  also  2  Phillim. 


294.  Ingram  v.  Strong.  3  Phillim.  625. 
Forbes  v.  Gordon.  In  Burton  v.  Cb/^ 
lingwoody  4Hagg.  176.,  a  will,  written 
eighteen  years  before  the  testator's 
death,  containing  this  passage,  '*  lest  I 
'*  die  before  the  next  sun,  I  make  this 
"  my  last  will,'*  was  admitted  to  probate, 
the  court  holding  the  disposition  not 
contingent;  and  adherence  to  it  being 
shewn  by  careful  preservation.  But  see 
4  Hagg.  179.  In  the  goods  of  Ward.2 
(t)  [By  Stat.  1  Vict.  c.  26.  s.  20. 
"  no  will  or  codicil,  or  any  part  thereof, 
'<  shall  be  revoked  otherwise  than  as 
<<  aforesaid,  or  by  another  will  or  co- 
OO  3 
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DUPPA  V. 

Mayo, 

T 

Breach. 


said  premiBee  with  the  appurtenances,  the  said  1360iL :  y^ 
the  said  Thomas  Mayo  (although  often  requested)  hath  not  yet 
rendered  the  said  1360/.  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  said 
Thomas  Duppa,  but  to  render  the  same  to  him  hath  refused 


made  either  under  the  particular  cus-    statute  32  H.  8.  c.  1.  of  wilb,  might 
torn  of  boroughs,  or  by  virtue  of  the    be  revoked  by  express  words  without 


**  dicil  executed  in  manner  herein-before 
**  required,  or  by  some  writing  declaring 
*'  an  intention  to  revoke  the  same,  and 
*'  executed  in  the  manner  in  which  a 
"  will  is  herein-before  required  to  be 
**  executed,  or  by  the  burning,  tearing, 
**  or  otherwise  destroying  the  same  by 
"  the  testator,  or  by  some  person  in  his 
*'  presence  and  by  his  direction,  with 
'*  the  intention  of  revoking  the  same.'* 
And  by  sect  21.  it  is  enacted,  «  that 
'^  no  obliteration,  interlineation,  or  other 
*'  alteration  made  in  any  will  after  the 
"  execution  thereof  shall  be  valid  or 
'^  have  any  effect,  except  so  far  as  the 
**  words  or  effect  of  the  will  before  such 
**  alteration  shall  not  be  apparent,  unless 
**  such  alteration  shall  be  executed  in 
"  like  manner  as  herein-before  is  re- 
"  quired  for  the  execution  of  the  will ; 
"  but  the  will,  with  such  alteration  as 
"  part  thereof,  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
'<  duly  executed  if  the  signature  of  the 
**  testator  and  the  subscription  of  the 
**  witnesses  be  made  in  the  margin,  'or 
"  on  some  other  part  of  the  will  opposite 
^<  or  near  to  such  alteration,  or  at  the 
"  foot  or  end  of  or  opposite  to  a  me- 
"  morandum  referring  to  such  altera- 
''  tion,  and  written  at  the  end  or  some 
«  other  part  of  the  will"  It  will  be 
observed  that  the  words  "  cancelling 
"  and  obliterating,"  which  occur  in  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  are  omitted  in  the 
new  statute,  and  that  the  words  "  other- 
"  wise  destroying"  are  substituted. 
And  it  has  been  held  in  the  Preroga- 
tive Court,  that  cancellation  and  striking 


through  with  a  pen  is  not  a  revocation 
since  the  new  Act ;  2  Curt  458.  StC' 
phens  V.  Taprell;  but  that  the  testator's 
cutting  out  his  signature  is.  1  Curt 
768.  Hobhs  V.  Knight  In  the  con- 
struction of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  it  was 
held  in  Bibb  v.  Thomas^  cited  in  the 
note  above,  that,  in  order  to  operate  a 
revocation,  it  was  not  necessary  that 
the  instrument  itself  should  be  con- 
sumed or  torn  to  pieces.  In  that  case 
the  testator  gave  the  will  a  **  rip  "  with 
his  hands,  so  as  almost  to  tear  a  bit  off; 
then  rumpled  it  together,  and  threw  it 
upon  the  fire,  but  it  fell  off:  still  it 
must  soon  have  been  burnt,  had  not  a 
bystander  picked  it  up  unseen  by  the 
testator,  and  put  it  in  her  pocket:  This 
was  held  a  sufficient  revocation;  for  that 
it  was  both  a  burning  and  a  tearing ; 
and  that  throwing  it  on  the  fire  with  an 
intent  to  bum,  though  it  was  only  very 
slightly  singed  and  fell  off,  was  sufficient 
within  the  statute.  However,  in  Doe 
v.  Harris,  6  A.  &  E.  209.  S.  C.  1  Ner. 
&  P.  405.  it  was  held,  that  in  order  to 
effectuate  a  revocation  by  burning,  an 
intention  and  attempt  to  bum  was  in- 
sufficient; for  that  there  must  be  an 
actual  burning  of  the  will  to  some  ex- 
tent. There  a  testator,  intending  to 
destroy  a  will,  threw  it  on  the  fire ;  bat 
a  devisee  under  the  will  snatched  it  oS, 
against  the  wishes  of  the  testator,  and 
took  it  away,  a  corner  of  the  envelope 
only  being  burnt,  and  no  part  of  the 
will  itself  having  been  affected  by  the 
fire :  The  testator  afterwards  insisted  on 
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and  still  refuses,  and  unjustly  detains,  in  delay  of  the  faithful 
execution  of  the  said  will  of  the  said  Elizabeth^  and  to  the 
damage  of  him  the  ssdd  Thomas  Duppa^  of  50/. ;  and  therefore 


DUPPA  V. 

Mayo. 


tmriUng.     For  although   the  last-men-    be  in  writing,  yet  it  is  silent  as  to  the 
tioned  statute  requires  wills  of  lands  to     mode  in  which  they  may  be  revoked. 


its  being  thrown  on  the  fire  again,  with 
intent  that  it  should  be  burnt,  and  the 
devisee  then  promised  to  bum  it,  but 
did  not  do  so  :  It  was  held  by  the  court 
of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the  will,  so  far 
as  it  related  to  freehold  property,  was 
not  revoked;  because  there  was  no 
burning  of  the  will  itself  to  satisfy  the 
Statute  of  Frauds;  and  no  evidence 
whatever  of  what  was  said,  proving  an 
intention  to  revoke,  could  supply  that 
deficiency.  The  same  court,  however, 
afterwards  held  that  the  will  was  re- 
yoked  in  respect  of  a  copyhold  estate 
bequeathed  by  it,  the  Statu  e  of  Frauds 
not  extending  to  property  of  that  na- 
ture. 8  A.  &  E.  1.  2  Nev.  &  P.  615. 
There  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  these 
decisions  should  not  be  applied  to  the 
new  Statute  of  Wills.  But  assuming 
them  to  be  adopted  as  authorities  in  its 
construction,  it  is  difRcult  to  state  any 
precise  rule  with  respect  to  the  extent 
to  which  the  burning  or  tearing  of  the 
will  must  go,  in  order  to  effect  a  revo- 
cation. In  giving  judgment  in  Doe  v. 
Harris,  Lord  Denman  observed,  that 
doubt  might  be  entertained  now,  whe- 
ther the  proof  given  in  Bibb  v.  Thomas 
would  be  sufficient  as  to  the  acts  of 
burning  and  tearing.  Patteson  J.  said, 
<^  there  must  be,  at  all  events,  a  partial 
"  burning  of  the  instrument  itself.  I 
'*  do  not  say  that  a  quantity  of  words 
<<  must  be  burnt ;  but  there  must  be  a 
"  burning  of  the  paper  on  which  the 
"  will  is."  Williams  J.  said,  «  The  will 
**  must  be  torn  or  burnt ;  and  the  ques- 
^*  tion  will  always  be,  whether  that  was 


**  done  with  intention  to  cancel.  How 
**  much  should  be  burnt,  or  whether 
^  the  will  should  be  torn  into  more  or 
^*  fewer  pieces,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
«  lay  down."  Coleridge  J.  said,  «  The 
^*  question  is  put,  whether  the  will  must 
"  be  destroyed  wholly,  or  to  what  ex- 
"  tent  ?  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  ; 
<*  but  there  must  be  such  an  injury 
"  with  intent  to  revoke  as  destroys  t/ie 
"  ^irety  of  the  will ;  because  it  may 
<<  then  be  said,  that  the  instrument  no 
"  longer  exists  as  it  was."  And  Sir 
Herbert  Jenner,  in  giving  judgment  in 
Hobbs  V.  Knight,  cited  and  adopted  the 
view  of  the  question  thus  taken  by  Mr. 
Justice  Coleridge,  as  applicable  to  the 
construction  of  the  new  statute.  1  Ourt. 
778.  It  must  here  be  observed,  that  if 
the  act  of  destruction  be  inchoate  and 
incomplete,  it  will  not  amount  to  a  re- 
vocation. Thus]  in  3  B.  &  A.  489.  Doe 
V.  Perkes,  where  a  testator,  being  angry 
with  one  of  his  devisees,  tore  his  will 
into  four  pieces,  but  was  prevented  from 
further  tearing  it  partly  by  force  and 
partly  by  entreaty,  and  afterwards  be- 
coming calm  expressed  his  satisfaction 
that  no  material  part  was  injured,  and 
that  the  will  was  no  worse ;  the  court 
held  that  it  had  been  properly  left  to 
the  jury  to  say  whether  the  testator  had 
perfected  his  intention  of  cancelling  the 
will,  or  whether  he  was  stopped  inmedio; 
and  the  jury  having  found  the  latter, 
the  court  refused  to  disturb  the  verdict. 
[See  the  summing  up  to  the  jury  of 
Holroyd  J.  in  this  case,  Gow,  N.  P.  C. 
191.]  But  where  the  testator  threw 
O  O  4 
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he  brings  suits,  &c. ;  and  the  said  Thomas  Duppa  brings  here 
into  court  the  letters  testamentary  of  the  said  Elizabeth,  bj 
which  it  sufficiently  appears  to  the  court  here,  that  he  the 
said  Thomas  Duppa  is  executor  of  the  said  will  of  the  said 


Brook  V.  Warde^  Dyer,  310.  b.  pi.  81  • 
Symson  v.  Kirton,  Cro.  Jac.  115.  Sty. 
343.418.  Bffffleston  v.  Speke,  3  Mod. 
260.  And  therefore,  if  the  testator  had 
said,  <<  /  revoke  my  will"  and  desired 
the  persons  present  to  bear  witness  of 
it,  that  would  have  been  a  revocation. 
Cranvel  v.  Sanders,  Cro.  Jac.  497. 
And  although  to  such  express  words 
of  revocation  he  had  added,  "  that  he 
"  would  alter  his  will  when  he  came  to 
<'  such  a  place,",  and  died  before  he 
came  there,  it  would  nevertheless  have 
been  a  revocation ;  Dyer,  310.  b.  1  Rol. 
Abr.614.  (O.)pl.  1.;  for  the  will  being 
already  expressly  revoked,  it  was  imma- 
terial in  that  respect  whether  he  altered 
it  or  not  See  also  Burton  v.  Gowellf 
Cro.  Eliz.  306. 

But  words  declaring  only  sl  future  in" 
tention  to  revoke  were  not  considered  a 
revocation  before  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
As  if  the  testator  had  said,  '*  I  will  alter 
«*  my  will,"  or,  "  it  shall  not  stand : "  these 
words,  being  indicative  only  of  an  in- 
tention to  revoke  at  some  future  timCf 
were  holden  not  to  be  a  revocation. 
Cranvel  v.  Sanders,  Cro.  Jac.  497. 
1  Rol.  Abr.  615.  (P.)  pi.  1.  Moor, 
874,  875.  And  so  it  is  since  the  Sta- 
tute of  Frauds,  notwithstanding  the  in- 
strument containing  words  of  an  inten- 
tion to  revoke  be  executed  according 
to  the  directions  of  the  statute.  As 
where  a  testator  by  a  subsequent  will. 


duly  executed  and  attested,  devised 
away  a  reversion  in  fee  which  had  been 
given  to  him  since  the  making  of  a  for- 
mer will,  and  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
subsequent  will  added,  that»  **  as  to  the 
<<  rest  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  he 
<<  intended  to  dispose  the  same  by  a  codieU 
"  to  that  his  will  thereafter  to  be  made^* 
and  afterwards  died  without  doing  any 
other  act  to  revoke  his  will ;  it  was  ad- 
judged that  these  words,  declaring  only 
an  intention  to  revoke,  though  reduced 
into  writing  with  all  the  formalities  of 
the  statute,  did  not  amount  to  a  revo- 
cation, any  more  than  a  parol  declar- 
ation of  the  same  words  would  have 
done  before  the  statute.  Thomas  v. 
£i;an«,  2£ast,488.(A) 

With  respect  to  a  revocation  by  a 
subsequent  will  or  codicil,  it  seems  to 
be  established  that  a  subsequent  will  or 
codicil  does  not  revoke  a  former  will, 
unless  it  be  inconsistent  with  it,  or  con- 
tain express  words  of  revocation ;  and 
therefore  two  wills,  disposing  of  the 
same  land,  may  be  construed  together, 
unless  they  are  inconsistent  with  each 
other.  Cowp.  90.  Hartoood  v.  Good* 
right.  As  where  a  man  devised  to  his 
youngest  son  and  hb  heirs,  and  after- 
wards married,  and  devised  the  same 
land  to  his  wife  for  life,  paying  annually 
to  his  youngest  son  and  bis  hein  a  cer- 
tain rent;  the  second  will  was  holden 
to  be  no  revocation,  but  both  might 


his  will  into  the  fire,  out  of  which  it  was 
snatched  by  a  bystander,  and  preserved, 
without  the  testator's  knowledge,  the 
will  was  held  to  be  cancelled.  Bibb  v, 
Thomas,  ubi  supra. 


(k)  [But  see  1  Curt.  580.  WalcoUr. 
Ochterlony.  8  A.  &  E.  1.  Doe  v.  Harris* 
2  Nev.  &  P.  615.  S.  C] 
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£Uzaheth,  and  has  execution  thereof^  &c  :  with  this,  that  he 
the  said  Thomcts  Duppa  will  verify,  that  the  said  FiizwilUam 
Coningsby^  on  the  said  feast  day  of  the  Annunciation  of  the 


Duppa  r. 
Mayo. 


stand,  although  they  were  by  several 
writings,  unless  the  subsequent  will 
were  manifestly  contrary  to  the  first, 
or  there  were  an  express  revocation 
therein  ;  but  they  ought  to  stand  toge- 
ther if  they  might,  as  if  made  by  and 
in  one  and  the  same  writing.  And  his 
intention  appeared  that  he  did  not 
mean  to  alter  it  as  to  his  son,  but  only 
to  provide  for  his  wife ;  and  by  appoint- 
ing the  rent  to  his  son  it  appeared  that 
his  intent  was  that  the  reversion  should 
be  to  his  son.  Coward  v.  Marshaly  Cro. 
Eliz.  721.  This  case  is  recognised  by 
Lord  Hardwicke  in  Willet  v.  Sandford^ 
1  Yes.  187*  And  upon  the  same  prin- 
ciple it  has  been  decided,  that  a  subse- 
quent will  is  DO  revocation  unless  the 
contents  of  it  are  known  ;  and  it  is  not 
to  be  presumed  from  the  mere  circum- 
stance of  another  will  having  been  made^ 
that  it  revoked  the  former.  As  where 
it  was  found  by  a  special  verdict  that 
the  testator,  after  the  making  of  a  former 
will,  made  another  will  in  writing,  but, 
what  the  contents  and  purport  of  it 
were  the  jury  did  not  know.  The 
second  will  was  holden  not  to  be  a  re- 
vocation of  the  first,  for  the  other  will 
might  concern  other  lands,  or  no  lands 
at  all,  or  be  a  confirmation  of  the  former. 
Hitchins  y.Bassetj  1  Show,  537.  S  Mod. 
203.  2  Salk.  592.  And  this  judgment 
was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
Show.  Cas.  ParL  146.  Hence  it  seems 
to  follow,  that  what  Lord  Hale  is  said 
to  have  laid  down  in  a  former  case  upon 


the  same  will  {Seymour  v.  Nosworthy, 
Hardr.  376.),  namely,  «*  that  a  second 
'^  substantive  independent  will,  though 
'*  it  does  not  by  express  words  import  a 
"  revocation  of  a  former  will,  or  pass  any 
'<  land,  amounts  in  law  to  a  revocation," 
is  either  not  correctly  reported,  or  if  it 
be,  is  overruled  by  the  subsequent  case 
of  Hitchins  V.  Basset  3  Wils.  512.  per 
JBtacksione  Justice.  So  in  a  more 
modern  case  it  was  found  by  a  special 
verdict,  that  the  testator  did  make  and 
duly  publish  another  will  in  writing, 
in  the  presence  of  three  subscribing 
witnesses,  who  duly  attested  the  same ; 
that  the  disposition  made  by  the  testa- 
tor by  the  second  will  was  different  from 
the  disposition  in  the  former  will,  but 
in  what  particulars  was  unknown  to  the 
jury  :  but  they  did  not  find  that  the  tes- 
tator cancelled  the  second  will,  or  that 
the  devisee  under  the  first  will  destroyed 
the  same ;  but  what  was  become  of  the 
second  will  the  jury  could  not  tell :  It 
was  adjudged  in  the  K.  B.  on  error,  that 
the  second  will  was  no  revocation  of  the 
first ;  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  of 
C.  B.  to  the  contrary  was  reversed ; 
Harwood  v.  Goodright,  Cowp.  87. 
3  Wils.  497.  2  Black.  937. ;  and  the 
judgment  of  the  K.  B.  was  affirmed  in  the 
House  of  Lords.  7  Bro.  P.  C.  344.  (/) 

It  has  been  holden  that  the  words,  in 
the  6th  clause  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
<<  unless  the  same  be  altered  by  some 
"  other  will  or  codicil  in  writing^  or 
''  other  writing  of  the  devisor  signed  in 


(I)  Where  there  were  two  inconsist- 
ent wills,  and  a  codicil  referring  to  the 
first  by  date  as  the  last  will,  it  was  held 
that  such  codicil  cancelled  the  Interme- 


diate will,  and  that  evidence  of  mistake 
was  inadmissible.  4  Yes.  616.  Crosbie 
y.M'Doual. 
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DUPPA  V, 

Mato. 


Imparlance 
and  plea. 


Duppa  versics  Mayo. 

Blessed  Virgin  Mary  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1665,  and  after- 
wards was  surviving  and  in  full  life,  to  wit,  at  Bodenham 
aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid. 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Saturday  next  after  the 
octave  of  St  Hilary  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  the 


<<  the  presence  of  three  orfpur  witnesses^ 
<<  declaring  the  same"  are  to  be  con- 
strued in  the  disjunctive  ;  namely,  that 
a  former  will  can  only  be  revoked  either 
by  another  will  or  codicil,  or  by  some 
other  distinct  writing,  not  being  a  will 
or  codicil,  merely  revoking  the  former 
will  signed  in  the  presence  of  three  or 
four  witnesses.  For  the  words  ''  signed 
'<  in  the  presence  of  three  or  four  wit- 
<<  nesses,"  are  in  construction  adjudged 
to  refer  oqly  to  the  preceding  words 
'<  other  writing,"  and  not  to  the  words 
"  other  will  or  codicil  in  writing.*'  For 
the  statute  having  in  the  preceding  sec- 
tion  (5th)  directed  what  was  necessary 
to  be  done  in  order  to  make  a  good  and 
valid  will  or  codicil  of  land,  uses  only 
the  words  <'  some  other  will  or  codicil 
^'  in  writing,"  which  is  as  much  as  if  it 
had  said,  by  some  other  will  or  codicil 
made  according  to  the  requisites  of  the 
preceding  section  respecting  the  devise 
of  land.  And  then  the  meaning  of 
that  part  of  the  sixth  clause  seems  to. 
be,  that  if  the  testator  intends  barely 
to  revoke  his  will  without  more,  he 
may  do  so  by  writing  signed  in  the 
presence  of  three  witnesses,  but  whp 
need  not  subscribe  their  names  in  his 
presence  (m) :  but  if  the  revocation 
arises  from  another  will  or  codicil  in- 
consistent with  the  first,  such  will  or 
codicil  must  be  executed  according  to 
the  solemnities  of  the  fifth  section  of  the 


statute  respecting  devises  of  land,  which 
requires  that  the  witnesses  should  sub- 
scribe their  names  in 'the  presence  of 
the  testator ;  or  in  other  words,  it  must 
be  an  effective  will  or  codicil  within 
that  section,  otherwise  it  is  insufficient 
to  revoke  the  former  will,  although  it 
contains  express  words  of  revocation, 
and  is  as  if  no  second  will  existed.  For 
it  seems  ridiculous  to  say  that  wilb  of 
revocation  shall  be  executed  in  one  way, 
and  wills  of  devising  in  another.  Hoil  v. 
Clarhi  3  Mod.  218.  Grayson  v.  At- 
kinson^ 2  Ves.  458.  Ellis  v.  Smith, 
]  Ves.  jun.  11.  Onyons  v.  Tyrer^  1  P. 
Will.  343.  S.C.  Free,  in  Chan.  459. 
Eccleston  y.  Speke,  Carth.  80,  81.  3 
Mod.  258.  1  Show.  89.  3  Salk.  396. 
s.  5.  And  if  such  subsequent  will  be 
not  an  effective  will  within  the  fifth 
section,  although  it  contains  express 
words  of  revocation,  it  shall  not  let  in 
the  heir,  but  the  first  will  shall  stand ; 
because  the  meaning  of  the  second  will 
was  to  give  to  the  second  devisee  what 
it  had  taken  from  the  first  without  any 
consideration  had  to  the  heir ;  and  if  the 
second  devisee  take  nothings  the  first 
can  lose  nothing.  1  P.  Will.  345.  Free* 
in  Chan.  460. 

It  has  been  adjudged  that  a  derise 
of  lands  void  in  respect  of  the  inca- 
pacity of  the  devisee  to  take,  as  a  de- 
vise to  a  papist,  who  by  statute  1 1  & 
12  W.  3.  c.  4.  s.  4.  and  before  statute 


(m)  It  seems  not  to  be  necessary  that 
the  witnesses  should  subscribe  their 
names  at  all.  Yin.  Abr.  Devise  (R.)  4. 
Phillips  on  Evidence,  vol.  ii.  p.  254. 
[By  the    new  Statute  of  Wills,  the 


writing  must  be  executed  in  the  same 
manner  in  which  a  will  is  required  to 
be  executed.     See  post,  p.  280  a.  note 
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said  Thomoi  Mayo  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  6£ud  bill  and     Duppa  v. 
then  to  answer,  &c.  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster        Mavo. 
comes  as  weU  the  said  Thomas  Duppa  by  his  said  attorney,    ^        y 


18  Geo.  5.  c.  60.  could  not  take  by  de- 
vise, shall  nevertheless  revoke  a  former 
devise*  Rooper  v.  RadcUffSy  1  Bro» 
P.C.450.  10Mod.2S7.  2  P.  Will.  4 
So  a  subsequent  ^atU  to  a  person  in- 
capable of  taking  has  been  holden  a 
revocation  of  a  former  devise*  As 
where  a  husband  had  devised  all  his 
estate  real  and  personal  to  his  brother, 
and  afterwards  by  a  deed  poll  granted 
to  his  wife  all  his  substance  which  he 
then  had  or  might  have,  though  this 
could  not  by  law  take  effect  as  a  grant 
to  the  wife,  yet  being  an  act  incon- 
sistent with  the  wiU,  it  was  adjudged 
to  be  a  revocation  of  it  Beard  v.Beard^ 
8AtL72.(n) 

It  has  been  decided  that  an  acknow- 
ledgment by  the  testator  before  the  three 
witnesses  that  his  name  in  the  will  is  of 
his  handwriting,  is  a  sufficient  signing 


as  well  upon  the  fifth  clause  relating  to 
the  devise  of  lands,  as  upon  the  sixth 
respecting  revocations,  although  the 
words  "  signed  in  the  presence  of  three 
<<  witnesses  **  are  expressly  mentioned 
in  the  sixth  clause  touching  revoca- 
tions, (o)  And  it  has  been  even  holden 
that  the  three  witnesses  may  subscribe 
their  names  separately  at  three  different 
times ;  and  if  the  testator  acknowledges 
his  name  to  be  his  handwriting  before 
each,  or  signs  before  one  and  acknow- 
ledges before  the  rest,  it  is  a  sufficient 
signing  upon  both  clauses*  Lemayne  v. 
Stanley^  SLev.  1.  Skin.2S27.  Cooke  v. 
Parsons^  Prec.  in  Chan*  184.  PeaU 
V.  Ougfyf  Com.  Rep.  197.  Dormer  v, 
Thurlandy  2  P.  Will.  510,  per  Lord 
King.  Stonehouse  v.  Evelyn^  3  P.Will. 
254.  Grayson  v.  Atkinson^  2  Ves.  454. 
458.    EUis  V.  Smith,  1  Ves.  jun.  11. 


(«)  [See  antd,  p.  278/.  note  (r).] 
(o)  [It  was  further  held,  that  it  was 
sufficient  if  the  testator  acknowledged 
fft  fact,  though  not  in  words,  to  the 
witnesses  that  the  instrument  was  his 
will,  even  though  such  acknowledgment 
conveyed  no  intimation  whatever,  or 
means  of  knowledge,  either  of  the 
nature  of  the  instrument  or  the  object 
of  signing ;  and,  consequently,  that  if 
the  witnesses  subscribed  their  names  as 
witnesses,  at  the  testator's  request,  with- 
out seeing  his  signature,  or  being  in- 
formed of  the  nature  of  the  instrument, 
the  statute  was  satisfied.  6  Bing. 
810.  WMU  V.  Trustees  of  the  British 
Museum.  7  Bing.  457.  Wright  v. 
Wright.  1  Cr.  &  M.  140.  Johnson  v. 
Johnson*  The  new  statute  (1  Vict 
c26.  s.  9.)  enacts,  that  no  will  (or  tes- 
tament or  codicil,  or  any  other  testa- 
mentary instrument)  shall  be  valid  un- 
less the  signature  shall  be  ^  made  or 
VOL.  I. 


**  acknowledged  by  the  testator  in  the 
"  presence  of  two  or  more  witnesses 
"  present  at  the  same  time ;  and  such 
''  witnesses  shall  attest  and  shall  sub- 
'<  scribe  the  will  in  the  presence  of 
<'  the  testator,  but  no  form  of  attesta- 
'*  tion  shall  be  necessary."  Where  the 
testator  produces  the  will,  with  his  sig- 
nature visibly  apparent  on  the  face  of 
it,  to  the  witnesses,  and  requests  them 
to  subscribe  it,  this  is  held  a  sufficient 
acknowledgment  of  his  signature  within 
this  section.  3  Curt  451.  Gaze  v.  Gaze. 
Ibid.  547.  Blake  v.  Knight.  Ibid.  611. 
Keigwin  v.  Keigwin.  Ibid.  756. !  In 
the  goods  of  Ashmore.  But  not  where 
he  conceals  his  signature  from  them. 
3  Curt  160.  Ilott  V.  Genge :  affirmed  in 
the  Privy  Council,  Feb.1844,  (but  quaere, 
on  what  ground).  Hudson  v.  Parker. 
Prerog.  July  4,  1844.  See  abo  inM, 
n.(p).] 
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Duppa  verstis  Mayo. 


DupPA  r,      as  the  said  TTiamas  Mayo  by  Carew  Holford}uB  attorney; 

Mato.       and  the  said  Thomcu  Mayo  defends  the  wrong  and  injury, 

'  when,  &c  and  says,  that  the  said  Thomas  Duppa  ought  not  to 


See  Hilton  v.  King,  3  Lev.86.  {p)  With 
respect  to  a  revocation  arising  from  can* 
celling  the  will,  it  has  been  holden  that 
cancelling  is  an  equivocal  act,  and  in 
order  to  operate  a  revocation  must  be 
done  with  an  iatention  of  revoking  the 
will.  As  if  a  man  was  to  throw  ink 
upon  his  will  instead  of  sand,  though  it 
might  be  a  complete  defacing  of  the 
instrument,  it  would  be  no  revocation ; 
or  suppose  a  man  having  two  wills  of 
different  dates  by  him,  should  direct  the 
former  to  be  cancelled,  and  through 
mistake  the  person  should  cancel  the 
latter,  such  an  act  would  be  no  revoca- 
tion of  the  last  will.  Burtonshaw  v. 
Gilbert,  Cowp.52.     So  where  a  man 


made  a  second  will  to  the  use  of  the 
same  person  whom  h^  had  devised  the 
land  to  by  his  first  will,  but  with  a  tsp 
riation  only  in  the  name  of  one  of  the 
trustees,  but  which  second  will  was  not 
good  because  not  duly  attestedaccording 
to  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  the  testator 
cancelled  the  first  will  upon  a  mistaken 
presumption  that  he  had  effectaally 
revoked  it,  but  not  with  a  design  to  re- 
voke  the  devise  as  to  the  real  estate, 
this  was  holden  to  be  a  canceliing  by 
mistake,  and  therefore  no  revocation; 
Onion  v.  T^er,  2Vem.74L  Free* 
in  Chan.  459.  1  P.  Will.S4S.;  the 
principle  of  which  case  was  recognised 
by  Lord  Mansfield  in  the  before  cited 


(p)  [The  new  statute  (see  antd, 
p.  280  a.  note  (p))  makes  it  necessary 
that  both  the  witnesses  shall  be  pre- 
sent at  the  same  time  when  the  sig- 
nature is  made  or  acknowledged  by  the 
testator.  And  they  must  attest  it  in 
the  presence  of  the  testator,  though  not 
of  each  other,  3  Curt  659.  per  Sir  jK 
Jenner  Fust,  But  it  has  been  held  by 
the  same  learned  judge  that  the  Act  is 
not  complied  with,  unless  both  witnesses 
shall  attest  and  subscribe  after  the  tes- 
tator's signature  shall  have  been  made 
or  acknowledged  to  them  when  bo^ 
are  actually  present  at  the  same  time. 
S  Curt.  243.  Moore  v.  King.  Ibid.  648. 
Cooper  y*J3ockett,  This  point,  however, 
is  understood  to  be  now  sub  judice  on 
appeal  to  the  Privy  Council.]  A  will, 
attested  by  three  witnesses,  was  written 
on  the  three  sides  of  a  sheet  of  paper, 
and  concluded  by  stating,  that  the  tes- 
tator had  signed  his  name  to  the  two  first 
sides,  and  his  hand  and  seal  to  the  last 
side.  He  did  put  his  name  and  seal  at 
the  end  of  the  will,  but  did  not  sign  his 
name  to  the  two  first  sides.    It  was 


urged  that  the  will  was  invalid  for 
want  of  sufficient  execution,  and  the 
case  of  Right  v.  Price,  1  Doug.  241. 
was  cited.  In  that  case  the  will  was  in 
five  sheets  of  paper,  and  the  testator 
signed  but  two  of  them ;  it  was  held 
not  duly  executed.  But  in  the  present 
case  the  will  was  held  good,  on  the 
ground  that  the  testator  did  all  he  in- 
tended to  do  at  the  time  of  execution. 
2  Brod.  &  Bing.  650.  Winsor  y.  PnUL 
[The  making  of  a  mark  by  the  testator 
is  a  sufficient  signing.  8  A.  &  £•  94. 
Baker  v.  Dening,  But  putting  a  aed 
by  him  is  not  1  Wils.  313.  SmiA  ▼. 
Evans,  2  Ves.  sen.  459.  Grayson  v. 
Atkinson.  1  Ves.  jun.  13.  15.  ElUs^- 
Smith.  17  Ves.  459.  fVrightv.  fVa^ 
fordi  which  in  this  respect  appear  to 
overrule  Lemayne  v.  Stanly,  3  Lev.  1. 
S.  C.  1  Freem.  538.  So  a  man  may 
attest  by  mark;  3  Curt  756.;  though 
not  by  sealing,  semble.  3  Curt  117.  In 
re  Byrd.  So  a  man  may  well  attest, 
who,  not  knowing  how  to  write,  has  his 
hand  guided  by  another.  3Q-B.  117* 
Harrisonr.Elvin.  2G.&Dvr69.S.C.] 
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have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof  against  him,  because  Duppa  v. 
he  says  that  he  the  said  Thomcu  Mayo  doth  not  owe  the  said       Mayo. 

1360/L  nor  any  penny  thereof,  to  the  said  Thomas  Duppa  "^^      ^ 

within  six  years  last  past,  and  ended  at  the  feast  day  of  the  ,«  annoB; 


case  of  Burionshaw  v.  OiWert*  (q)  And 
the  same  has  been  held  with  respect  to 
Miteration^  As  where  lands  were 
duly  devised  to  two  trustees  upon  trust 
for  certain  purposes,  and  afterwards 
the  testator  struck  out  the  name  of  one 
of  the  trustees,  and  inserted  the  name  of 
two  others,  leaving  the  purposes  of  the 
trust  unaltered,  though  varying  in  cer- 
tain particulars,  and  did  not  republish 
his  will,  it  was  adjudged  that  the  testa- 
tor's intent  appearing  to  be  only  to  re- 
Toke  by  the  substitution  of  another 
good  devise  to  other  trustees,  as  such 
new  devise  could  not  take  effect  for 
want  of  the  proper  requisites  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  it  should  not  operate  a 
revocation ;  or  at  most  it  could  only  ope- 


rate a  revocation  pro  tanto  as  to  the  trus- 
tee whose  name  was  obliterated,  leaving 
the  devise  good  as  to  the  old  trustee 
whose  name  was  retained.  Short  on 
dem,  Gaslrell  v.  Smith,  4  East,  41 9.  So 
where  a  man  duly  devised  land  to  two 
persons  as  joint-tenants  in  fee,  and  af- 
terwards struck  out  the  name  of  one 
of  the  devisees,  and  did  not  republish 
his  will,  the  obliteration  will  only  ope- 
rate a  revocation  pro  tanto,  Larkins 
V.  Larkins,  3  Bos.  &  Pull.  16.  See 
further  Hide  v.  Mason,  Vin.  Devise, 
140-  pi.  17.  S.C.  Com.  Rep.  451.  Hyde 
T.  Hyde,  cited  in  Com.  Rep.  455.  Bur- 
kia  V.  Burhitt,  2  Vern.  498.  SuUon  v. 
Sutton,  Cowp.  812.  (r)  And  where  the 
testator,  a  little  before  his  death,  can- 


(q)  And  by  Dattas  C.J.  in  Winsor 
T.PraU.  2  Brod.  &  Bing.  657.  [And 
by  Sir  John  Nicholl  in  Ijord  John 
Tkynne  v.  Stanhope^  1  Add.  53.] 

(r)  So  where  a  man  made  his  will  ac- 
cording to  the  Statute  of  Frauds  in  July 
1812,  and  in  November,  1816,  made  va- 
rious interlineations  and  obliterations, 
struck  out  the  original  date,  and  substi- 
tuted a  day  in  the  latter  month  and  year, 
but  did  not  re-sign  or  republish  the  will, 
and  also  had  a  fair  copy  made  of  the 
original  will  thus  altered,  but  did  not 
execute  it ;  it  was  held  that  these  obliter- 
ations and  interlineations,  coupled  with 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  did  not 
amount  to  a  revocation.  2  Brod.  & 
Bing.  650.  Winsor  \.  Pratt.  [See  also 
1  Hagg.  143.  In  the  goods  of  Applebee, 
4  Russ.  435.  Kirke  v.  Kirke.  These 
cases  have  fully  established  the  doctrine 
of  what  are  termed  dependent  relative 


revocations,  t«  e.  where  the  act  of  can- 
celling, &c.  being  done  with  reference 
to  another  act,  meant  to  be  an  effectual 
disposition,  will  be  a  revocation  or  not 
according  as  the  relative  act  be  effi- 
cacious or  not  In  other  words,  where 
it  is  evident  that  the  testator,  though 
using  the  means  of  revocation,  could  not 
intend  it  for  any  other  purpose  than  to 
give  effect  to  another  disposition,  though 
if  it  had  been  a  mere  revocation,  it 
would  have  had  effect,  yet  the  object 
being  only  to  make  way  for  another 
disposition,  if  the  instrument  cannot 
have  that  effect,  it  shall  not  be  a  revo- 
cation. 7  Ves.  372.  Exparte  Lord  II- 
Chester,  by  Lord  Alvani^,  This  doc- 
trine has  been  lately  applied  by  the 
Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council 
to  the  construction  of  the  21st  section 
of  the  new  Statute  of  Wills  (ant^,  p.  279. 
note  (t))  in  a  case  where  a  legacy  had 
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Duppa  versus  Mayo. 


DUPPA  V. 

Mayo. 


et  hoc  paratus 
ut  verificare. 


Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Maryy  which  was  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1665,  as  the  eaid  Tlwmax  Duppa  has  above 
thereof  complained  against  him;  and  this  he  is  ready  to 
verify  (7):  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said  Thomas 


celled  his  will  in  the  presence  of  several  celling  the  other  duplicate  which  lie  had 

persons,  and  said,  '*  I  cancel  my  will/*  not  by  him.  Com.  Rep.  453,  454.  1  P* 

and  desired  them  to  bear  witness  of  it,  Will.  346.(f )  A  will  revoked  by  asubse- 

this  was  considered  as  a  sufficient  can-  quent  will,  but  not  cancelled,  was  held 


been  given,''and  the  amount  was  after- 
wards obliterated  by  the  testator,  so  as 
to  be  quite  illegible^  and  another  sum 
was  substituted,  but  without  the  attesU 
ation  required  by  that  section :  And 
their  lordships  held  that  the  obliteration 
did  not  operate  as  a  revocation,  because 
the  testator's  intention  appeared  to  be 
to  revoke  by  the  substitution  of  another 
bequest,  which  in  his  apprehension 
would  be  effectual,  but  which  in  fact 
was  not  so;  and,  therefore,  that  the 
will  ought  to  be  pronounced  for  in  its 
integral  state,  that  being  ascertainable 
by  evidence  aliunde.  Brooke  v.  Kenty 
Privy  Council,  Marchy  1840.  Soar  v. 
Dolman,  3  Curt.  121.  Accord.  In  con- 
nection with  this  principle  it  has  been 
established,  that  a  subsequent  will  made 
under  the  impulse  of  a  mistaken  notion 
of  a  fact,  and  referring  to  the  fact  as 
having  actually  happened,  and  as  being 
the  foundation  of  the  present  testa- 
mentary act,  will  not  revoke  a  former 
will ;  according  to  the  case,  "  Pater 
^<  credens  Jilium  suum  esse  mortuumy 
'*  alterum  instituit  hceredem  ;  filio  domi 
*^  redeunte,  hujus  institutionis  vis  est 
"  nulla.*'  —  Cicero  de  Oratore,  lib.  i. 
c.  38.  As  where  a  testator  gave  le- 
gacies to  the  grandchildren  of  his  sister, 
and  afterwards,  by  a  codicil,  revoked 
the  legacies,  giving  as  a  reason  that 
the  legatees  were  dead ;  upon  its  being 
proved  that  the  fact  of  their  death  was 
not  true,  it  was  held  that  the  legacies 


were  not  revoked,  on  the  ground  that 
the  cause  of  revocation  was  false.  S  Ves. 
322.  Campbell  v.  French.  See  also 
I  Hagg.  378.  In  the  goods  of  Moredn/. 
10  A.  &  E.  228.  Doe  v.  Evans.  2  Perr. 
&  D.  378.  S.  C] 

(s)  [So  where  a  testator  has  the 
custody  of  one  of  two  duplicate  wills, 
and  it  cannot  be  found  after  his  death, 
the  presumption  of  law  is  that  he  de- 
stroyed it  animo  revocandi;  and  both 
parts  are  consequently  to  be  consi- 
dered revoked,  unless  such  presumption 
be  rebutted.  2  Phillira.  23.  Bidmrdi 
v.  Mumford.  2  Hagg.  266.  Cobnn  v. 
Fraser.  For  the  law  is,  that  if  a  will 
was  in  the  testator's  custody,  and 
upon  his  death  it  be  found  among  his 
repositories  mutilated,  it  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  he  himself  did  the  act  of 
mutilation ;  1  Cas.  Temp.  Lee,  Daviesw 
Davies.  3  Hagg.  568.  Lambell  y.  Lam- 
bell;  or  if  it  cannot  be  found,  that  lie 
himself  destroyed  it,  animo  revocandi 
3  Hagg.  184.  Lillie  v.  Lillie.  4  Hagg. 
245.  Wargent  v.  HeUings.  1  Moore, 
P.  C.  R.  299.  Welch  v.  Phillips.  As  to 
the  case  of  a  testator  having  the  custody 
of  both  duplicates,  and  cancelling  or 
destroying  one  of  them  only,  see  IS 
Ves.  310.  Pemherton  v.  Pemberion* 
3  Hagg.  548.  Boberts  v.  Bound.  The 
cancellation  of  a  codicil  has  been  held 
to  have  the  effect  of  cancelling  an 
interlineation  in  the  will  to  the  same 
effect.     3  Ves.  &  B.  122.   Utterson  v 
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Duppa  ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof  Duppa  v. 

against  him,  &c  ^^^^^  ^ 

General  demurrer  to  the  plea,  and  a  joinder  in  demurrer.  curia  adviwre 

But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  is  not  vuU, 

yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  pre-       L  281  ] 


to  be  re-established  by  the  cancellation 
of  the  subsequent  wilL  Goodright  v. 
G/a;wcr,  4  Burr.  2512.(0 

(5)  If  a  man  devises  his  chattels  real 
or  personal^  or  gives  any  specific  legacy, 
the  legatee  cannot  either  enter  into  the 
land  if  it  be  a  chattel  real,  or  take  the 
legacy,  without  the  consent  of  the  execu- 
tor. For  the  personal  estate  being 
liable,  in  the  hands  of  the  executor,  to 
the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts,  he 
must  take  care  to  satisfy  the  debts  be- 
fore he  pays  the  legacies.  The  law 
therefore  requires  the  assent  of  the 
executor  to  such  legacies,  otherwise  he 
may  be  guilty  of  a  devastavUy  and 
liable  de  bonis  piopriis,  without  any 
fault  in  him.  Co.  Litt.  111.  a.  Perk. 
s.  488.   570.     1  Rol.  Abr.  618.  (A.), 


pi.  1,  2.  All  39.  Eeles  v.  Lambert, 
Went  Ex.  222.  Finch.  Law.  172. 
The  legatees  have  no  property/  in  the 
legacies  by  the  devise  until  the  assent, 
though  they  have  an  interest  in  them. 
Sty.  55*  And  the  devisee  of  a  chattel 
real  miMt  aver  in  pleading^  that  he  en- 
tered into  the  land  with  the  consent  of 
the  executor.  Sty.  65,  Matthew  v. 
Herle.  Otherwise  he  shall  be  taken  to 
be  a  disseisor.  Moor,  358.  Carter  v.  Love, 
S.C.  Owen,  5Q,  If  the  devise  be  of  a 
chattel  real  to  the  executor  himself,  he 
shall  take  it  as  executor,  until  he  has 
made  his  election  to  take  as  legatee. 
Plowd.  520.  Welcden  v.  Elkington,  10 
Rep.  47.  b.  Lampei^  case.  1  Str.  70. 
Yoxmg  v.  Holmes,  (u)  In  Doe  v.  Gwy, 
3  East,  120.,  it  is  held  that  an  ejectment 


l/tterson.  Again,  the  destruction  or 
mutilation  of  a  will  has  been  held  to  be 
an  implied  revocation  of  a  codicil.  4 
Hagg.  361.  Coppin  v.  Dillon.  But 
there  have  been  cases  where  the  codicil 
has  appeared  so  independent  of,  and 
unconnected  with,  the  will,  that  under 
the  circumstances  the  codicil  has  been 
established,  though  the  will  has  been 
held  invalid.  2  Cas.  Temp.  Lee,  335. 
Barrow  v.  Barroio,  2  Add.  231. 
Medlycott  v.  Assheton.  1  Curt  289. 
Tagart  v.  Hooper,'\ 

(t)  But  if  a  will  be  once  cancelled, 
nothing  but  a  formal  republication  will 
re-establish  it.  13  Ves.  290.  Pemberton 
V.  Pemberton,  [Since  the  decision  of 
Goodright  y, Glazier,  cited  in  the  note 
above,  it  has  been  denied  that  there  is 
any  decided  principle  of  law  without 


limitation,  that  on  the  revocation  of  the 
subsequent  will,  the  former  uncancelled 
will  shall  revive.  1  Phillim.  419.  Moore 
V.  Moore,  before  the  Delegates.  And  in 
the  ecclesiastical  courts  it  has  been  re- 
garded as  a  question  of  intention,  un- 
controlled by  any  presumption,  either 
adverse  to,  or  in  favour  of,  the  revival 
Ibid.  2  Add.  125.  Usticke  v,  JBowden, 
1  Hagg.  326.  Kirkcudbright  v.  Kirkcud- 
bright, But  now  with  respect  to  wills 
which  are  within  the  operation  of  stat. 
1  Vict.  c.  26.,  it  is  enacted  by  section 
22.  of  that  Act,  that  no  will  or  codicil, 
or  any  part  thereof,  which  shall  be  in 
any  manner  revoked,  shall  be  revived 
otherwise  than  by  the  re-execution 
thereof^  or  by  a  codicil  executed  as 
required  by  that  Act] 

(u)  It  is  difficult  in  many  cases  to 
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DuppA  r. 
Mayo. 


Cto'ia  vUaiui 
adpisare  tndt. 


mises,  a  day  Is  thereof  giyen  to  the  said  parties  before  our 
lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  until  Wednesday  next  after  fif- 
teen days  of  JEctster,  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the 
premises,  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  is 
not  thereof  yet,  &c.  At  which  day,  before  oiu:  lord  the  king 
at  Westminster  come  the  said  parties  by  their  sud  attornies; 
and  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  b  not 
yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises, 
a  further  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our 
lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  until  Friday  next  after  the 
morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  to  hear  their  judgment  thereof, 
because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  is  thereof  not 
yet,  &c.  At  which  day,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westmin- 
ster come  the  said  parties  by  their  said  attornies ;  and  there- 
upon he  the  said  Thomas  Duppa  prays  250/.  of  the  said  rent 
of  60L  a^year,  for  the  said  five  years  ended  upon  the  said  feast 
day  of  the  Nativity  of  St  John  the  Baptist,  which  was  in  the 


is  maintainable  against  an  executor,  after 
his  assent  to  the  bequest,  to  recover  a 
leasehold  estate  bequeathed  by  the  de- 
fendant's testator  to  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  (x)  But  when  a  man  seised  of 
an  estate  in  fee  devises  the  same  in  fee- 


tail,  for  life,  or  years,  the  devisee  may 
enter  without  the  assent  of  the  executor, 
because  he  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
real  estate.  Co.  Litt.  111.  a.  See 
11  Mod.  126. 
(6)  See  antd,  112  a.  note  (1). 


determine  what  shall  be  such  an  assent 
by  an  executor  as  will  amount  to  an 
election  to  take  as  legatee.  It  seems 
that  where  the  whole  term  in  a  lease  for 
years  is  bequeathed  to  the  executor,  an 
entry  by  him  on  the  land  will  amount  to  - 
an  assent  to  take  as  legatee :  but  not  so, 
where  the  term  is  bequeathed  to  him 
for  life  only,  as  he  may  want  the  re- 
mainder for  payment  of  debts ;  and  if  his 
entry  were  considered  as  an  assent  to 
take  himself  as  legatee,  it  would  ope- 
rate also  as  an  assent  to  the  remainder, 
and  preclude  him  from  selling  it  for 
payment  of  debts.  Therefore,  where 
the  testator  bequeathed  a  term  to  one 
of  his  executors  for  life,  with  a  power 
of  leasing  for  twenty-one  years,  the 
executor  entered  and  made  a  lease 
for  forty-two  years,  reserving  rent  to 
himselfy  his  executors,  administrators, 


and  assigns  ;  it  was  held  that  the  lease 
should  take  effect  for  the  whole  forty- 
two  years  out  of  the  lessor's  legal 
interest  as  executor.  7  Taunt.  217.  Doe 
V.  Sturges.  2  Marsh.  505.  S.  C.  The 
principle  in  all  the  cases  is,  that  if  the 
executor  in  administering  the  property 
do  any  act  as  legatee,  he  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  having  assented ;  but  if  not, 
though  what  he  does  may  be  incon- 
sistent with  his  character  of  executor, 
he  shall  not  Per  Gibbs  C.J.  S.C 
[See  further,  on  this  subject,  S  B.  &  Ad. 
675.  Doe  v.  Tatchell.  3  Bing.  N.  C 
493.  Richards  v.  Browne.  4  Scott,  262. 
S.C] 

(x)  But  in  genera],  an  action  at  lav 
cannot  be  maintained  for  a  legacy. 
5  T.  R.  690.  Deeks  v.  StrutU  See 
2  Saund.  137.  note. 
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said  year  of  our  Lord  1628,  parcel  of  the  said  1360Z.  by  him     Duppa  v. 
above  demanded,  and  abo  1102/.  IO5.  other  parcel  of  the  said       Ma-ko. 
1360/.  of  the  said  rent  of  30/.  a-year  for  36  years  and  three  ' 

quarters  of  a  year  ended  upon  the  said  feast  of  the  Annunci- 
ation of  the  Blessed  Mary  which  was  in  the  said  year  of  our 
Lord  1665,  together  with  his  damages  on  occasion  of  the 
detaation  of  that  debt,  to  be  adjudged  to  him,  &c  And  the  Plaintiff  remits 
said  Thomas  Duppa  freely  here  in  court  remits  to  the  said  J^j^  °  ®  **^ 
Thomas  Mayo  7/.  IO5.  residue  of  the  said  1360/.  which  he  the 
said  Tliomas  Duppa  above  demands  against  him.  Where- 
upon all  and  singular  the  premises  being  seen,  and  by  the 
court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  more  fully  understood, 
and  mature  deliberation  being  thereupon  had,  because  it 
seems  to  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here,  that  the 
said  plea  by  the  said  Thomas  Mayo  in  manner  and  form  afore- 
said above  pleaded,  and  the  matter  in  the  same  contained,  J"^*?™?"*i°' 
are  not  sufficient  in  law  to  bar  the  said  Thomas  Duppa  from 
having  his  said  action  against  the  said  Thomas  Mayo  ;  there- 
fore it  is  considered  that  the  said  Thomas  Duppa  do  recover 
against  the  said  Thomas  Mayo  his  said  debt  of  1352/.  and  10«. 
and  also  10/.  13«.  and  4(/.  for  his  damages  which  he  has  sus- 
tained as  well  on  occasion  of  the  detention  of  that  debt,  as  for 
his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf 
expended,  adjudged  td  the  said  Thomas  Duppa  with  his  assent 
by  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  here.  And  the 
said  Thomas  Mayo  in  mercy,  &c  And  let  the  said  Thomas 
Mayo,  as  to  the  7/.  and  10^.  parcel  of  the  said  debt  above  de- 
manded, which  he  the  said  Thomas  Duppa  has  above  remitted, 
be  thereof  quit,  &c. 


Duppa,  Executor  of  Baskervile,  versm  Mayo.  C  282  ] 

Case  42. 

EBT  (1)  for  the  arrears  of  a  rent-charge  against  the  de-  S.C.  2  Keb. 

fendant  as  pernor  of  the  profits :  the  plaintiff  declares  5  Mod!  214!  ^ 
for  1360t  and  shows  that  Robert  late  earl  of  Essex  was  seised  3East,i24.i25. 
of  a  messuage,  200  acres  of  land,  20  acres  of  meadow,  100  iAhepiabtiff 


D 


(1)  The  executors  of  tenant  for  life  rear  of  such  rent  by  the  common  law  $ 
of  a  rent-charge  and  of  tenant  pur  and  although  the  contrary  might,  at 
outer  vie^  after  the  death  of  cestui  que  first  view,  be  inferred  from  the  gene- 
ts, might  bring  debt  to  recover  the  ar-  rality  of  the  preamble  of  the  statute 

VOL.  I.  p  p 
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demands  more 
than  upon  hia 
own  showing  is 
due,  he  may, 
after  demurrer, 
remit  the  over- 
plus  and  enter 
judgment  for 
the  rest.     Debt 


Duppa  versM  Mayo. 

acres  of  pasture,  and  400  acres  of  wood  with  the  appnrte- 
nances,  in  Bodenham^  Roseburyy  Moore^  Bear/iddojiiJIfanndy 
in  the  county  oi  Hereford^  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee;  and  being 
so  seised,  on  the  4th  of  December^  in  the  43d  year  of  EBza- 
beth,  demised  the  said  tenements  to  Sir  Tliomas  Caningtby 
knight,  habendum  for  99  years,  if  FitzwUHam  Coningtbyy  Ear 
therine  and  Ursula  Canififfsbt/,  or  either  of  them,  should  so 
long  live;  by  force  of  which  demise  the  said  Sir  Thanuis 


32  H.  8.  b.  37.,  which  recites,  that  «  by 
<<  the  order  of  the  common  law,  exe- 
''  outers  of  tenants  for  term  of  life  of 
"  rent-charges  had  no  remedy  to  recover 
"  such  arrears,"  yet  these  words  have 
in  construction  been  restricted  to  mean, 
tenants  pur  autre  vie  so  long  as  cestui 
que  vie  lives.  Co.  Litt  162.  a.  b.  4*  Rep. 
49.  b.  OgneVs  case,  (y)  But  the  exe- 
cutors of  tenant  for  life  could  not  dis- 
train  for  the  arrears  by  the  common  law, 
which  they  may  now  do  by  force  of  this 
statute.  Ibid.  Indeed,  in  Turner  v.  Lee, 
Cro.  Car.  4<71.  it  was  held,  that  the  sta- 
tute did  not  extend  the  remedy  by  dis' 
tress  to  those  persons  who  had  remedy 
by  action  of  debt  by  the  common  law, 
and  therefore  it  was  said,  that  execu- 


tors of  tenant  for  life  could  not  distnio. 
However,  in  Cro.  EHz.  332.  Lamheri 
V.  Austin,  it  seems  to  have  been  taken 
for  granted  that  the  statute  did  not 
operate  thus  restrictively ;  and  in  1  Ld. 
Raym.  172.  Hool  v.  BeO,  the  case  of 
Turner  and  Lee  is  denied,  and  it  is 
said  "  that  the  statute  32  H.  8.  is  a  re- 
^<  medial  law,  and  shall  extend  to  all 
*'  tenants  for  life,  and  the  law  has  been 
"  taken  always  to  be  so  since  the  sta* 
*^  tute,  and  has  never  been  questioned; 
<<and  that  the  words  of  the  statute 
*^  are  general  enough."  See  Co.  Litt 
162.  a,  b.  and  Mr.  ffaryraves  notes, 
289—299.  Lord  CMtf  recommends  the 
remedy  by  distress  as  the  most  plain 
and  certain.    Co.  Litt  162.  (z) 


(y)  Debt  will  not  lie  by  the  common 
law  for  the  arrears  of  a  rent  devised  to 
A,  payable  out  of  land  during  the  life 
of  B.  so  long  as  B.  lives.  The  reason 
is,  because  the  law  will  not  suffer  a  real 
injury  to  be  remedied  by  an  action 
merely  personal.  [See  post,  vol.  ii. 
p.  304.  note  (8.)]  Neither  does  it  lie  by 
force  of  the  stat.  8  Ann.  0.14*.  s.4.; 
for  that  'statute  applies  only  to  cases  of 
demises  from  landlord  to  tenant  4  M. 
&  S.  n  3.  Webbs  v.  Jiggs.  [3  B.  &  B. 
130.  Kelly  y.  Clubbe.  6  B.  Moore,  335. 
S.  C.  4  M.  &  W.  133.  Randal  v.  Rigby.'] 

(2)  The  first  clause  of  the  stat 
32  H.  8.  c.  37.  enacts  "  that  the  exe- 
^<  cutors  and  administrators  of  tenants 
**  in  fee  simple,  tenants  m  fee  tail,  and 


<<  tenants  for  term  of  lives^  of  rent  ser« 
^<  vices,  rent  charges,  rent  seeks,  and 
*^  fee  farms,  may  distrain  for  the  airear- 
"  ages  of  all  such  rents  and  fee  farms, 
^<  upon  lands  charged  with  the  payment 
<<  of  the  same,  and  chaigeable  to  the 
<<  distress  of  the  testator,  so  long  as  the 
^*  said  lands  continue  in  the  seisin  or 
<*  possession  of  the  tenant  in  demesne, 
'<  who  ought  to  have  immediately  paid 
^<  the  said  rent  or  fee  farm,  or  in  the 
<<  seisin  or  possession  of  any  other  per- 
*<  son  or  persons  claiming  the  said  lands, 
'*  only  by  and  from  the  same  tenant, 
<^  by  purchase^  gift,  or  descent,  in  the 
<<  manner  and  form  as  their  testator 
*<  might  or  ought  to  have  done,  in  his 
<<  lifetime;  and  the  said  execaton  and 
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Coningshy  entered  and  was  possessed ;  and  being  so  possessed    Duppa  r. 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  of  August  1616,  made  his  will       Mayo. 


in  writing,  whereby  (among  other  things)  he  gave  and  be-  ^ 
queathed  to  dame  Elizabeth  Baskervile,  (the  plaintiff's  testar  rent-charge 
trix),  and   Thomas  Baskervile  her  son,  an  annuity  of  501  ought  regularly 

^  ,         ,  •'  to  be  brought 

a-year  out  of  the  demesne  lands  of  the  devisor  in  Orleton  and  against  aU  the 
AshwoodPark;  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  annuity  to  them  ^^^^J^^^^ 
for  their  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  longer  liver  of  them,  (with  a  lands  liable ; 
formal  clause  of  distress);   and  that  after  the  said  Th(mas  drflndlnt^''** 
Baskervile  should  attain  the  age  of  13  years,  (his  mother  only  take  ad- 
being  alive,)  then  the  said  Thomas  should  have  20/.  yearly  pi^^xhe'  ^ 
of  the  said  devised  50£  for  his  better  maintenance  during  his  word  postea, 
mother's  lifetime,  and  then  the  whole  in  manner  aforesaid  de-  ^g  J^pugnant 
vised;  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  of  September  ««&««,) is suffi- 

•■/•«».     1  -I  rw^n  ^     »       1  •  •         1       1      1  •    1  Ml    c*®***  where  the 

1617,  the  said  Thomas  Comngsby^  recitmgthatby  his  last  will  party  alleges 

he  had  given  several  annuities  and  legacies  to  be  paid  out  of  ^"^^^{^^^ 

his  demesne  lands,  but  had  now  sold  his  said  demesnes  in  where  he  mi«- 

Orleton,  whereby  the  legacies  could  not  take  effect  out  of  those  ^a^t  ti'iior 

lands,  he  for  this  reason  declared  his  intent,  and  gave  and  be-  regularly  due 

queathed  to  Sidney  Coning sby  his  son  100  marks  a-year,  to  ^^e"day  wi 

be  paid  to  the  said  Sidney  during  his  natural  life  out  of  all  ^^^w^  it  is  re- 
or  any  of  the  manors,  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements  which 
the  said  Thomas  Coningsby  held  by  lease  in  Harden,  Boden- 


<<  administrators  shall,  for  the  same  dig-  <<  distrain  upon  the  lands  demised  for 
"  tress,  lawfully  make  avowry  upon  their  "  any  term,  or  at  will,  for  the  arrearages 
<^  matter  aforesaid."  Upon  this  clause  a  "  of  rent  due  to  such  lessor  or  land- 
question  arose,  whether  the  executor  of  **  lord  in  his  lifetime,  in  like  manner 
a  person  seised  in  fee  of  land,  who  had  *^  as  such  lessor  or  landlord  might  have 
demised  it  to  a  tenant  for  years,  could,  <<  done  in  his  lifetime."  And  by  sect, 
after  the  death  of  the  lessor,  distrain  for  38.,  the  distress  may  be  made  after  the 
arrearages  of  rent  See  the  cases  col-  lease  is  ended,  if  made  within  six 
lected  in  Selw.  N.  P.  664f,  See  also  2  B.  months,  and  during  the  continuance  of 
Moore,  48.  Meriton  v.  Gilbee,  8  Taunt,  the  possession  of  the  tenant  who  owes 
159.  S.C.  1  Brod.  &  Bing.  279*  Martin  the  rent  And  all  the  provisions  in  the 
Y. Burton.  S  Moo. 608.  S.C.  [2 Bing.  several  statutes  relating  to  distresses 
193.  Stamford  v.  Sinclair.  9  Moore,  for  rent  are  made  applicable  to  such 
376.  S.  C.  The  point  was  expressly  distress.]  If  a  termor  for  years  un- 
decided in  the  negative  in  Prescott  v.  derlet  for  years  and  die,  his  executor 
Boucher^  3  B.  &  Ad.  849. ;  and  Jones  v.  may  distrain  for  arrearages  at  common 
Jonesy  3  B.  &  Ad.  967.  But  now  by  law ;  for  the  arrearages  were  never  se- 
stat  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  42.  s.  37.  *'  it  shall  parated  from  the  reversion,  and  both 
'<be  lawful  for  the  executors  or  admi-  belong  to  the  executor.  Latch.  211. 
"  nistrators  of  any  lessor  or  landlord  to  Wade  v.  Marsh. 
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DuppA  V.      ham,  and  Leominster^  in  the  said  county  of  Hereford,  payable 

Mayo.        quarterly  at  four  feaats,  with  a  clause  of  distress,  if  it  should 

be  in  arrear  for  28  days  after  it  ought  to  be  paid.     And  the 

said  Thomas  Coningsby  by  his  last  will  further  bequeathed, 

[  283  ]       that  the   said  Elizabeth  Bashervile  and   Thomas  Bashervik 
should  have  the  said  annuity  of  50/.  a  year  devised  to  them 
for  and  during  their  lives,  and  the  longer  liver  of  them,  the 
whole  50/.  aforesaid  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Basher- 
vile  until  the  said  Thomas  Bashervile  should  att^n  the  age  of 
13  years,  (his  mother  being  alive),  and  then  20t  thereof  to  be 
'  paid  yearly  to  the  said  Thomas  for  his  better  maintenance, 
and  that  the  said  annuity  of  50/.  should  be  paid  yearly  out  of 
the  same  manors,  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements  aforessdd, 
at  the  same  days  and  times,  in  such  manner,  and  upon  like 
penalty  of  distress  and  forfeiture,  as  in  the  said  will  were 
declared  for  and  concerning  the  said  annuity  of  100  marks; 
and  made  the  said  Fitzwilliam  Coningsby  executor  of  the  s^d' 
will ;  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  first  of  May  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1618,  the  testator  died  so  seised ;  after  whose 
death  the  executor  proved  the  will,  and  entered  into  the  said 
lands,  and  assented  to  the  legacy ;  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  ou 
the  first  of  June  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1623,  the  estate, 
right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  said  executor  of  and  in  the 
premises  came  to  the  said  defendant ;  by  virtue  whereof  he 
entered  and  was  possessed,  and  being  so  possessed,  250/. 
(parcel  of  the  said  1360/.)  of  the  rent  of  50/.  so  devised  to  the 
said  Elizabeth  imtil  the  said  Thomas  should  attain  the  age  of 
13  years,  for  five  years  ended  upon  the  feast  of  St  John  the 
Baptist  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1628,  (during  which  time  the 
said  defendant  was  pernor  of  the  profits),  were  in  arrear  and 
unpaid  to  the  said  Elizabeth :  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
twenty-fourth  day  of  June  in  the  year  1628  aforesaid,  the  said 
ThoTnas  Bashervile  attained  his  age  of  13  years;  and  lllOi 
residue  of  the  said  1360/.,  of  the  said  rent  of  30t  a-year  so 
devised  to  Elizabeth  after  that  Thomas  should  have  attained 
his  age  of  13  years,  for  37  years  ended  upon  Lady-day  1665, 
during  which  time  the  defendant  was  pernor  of  the  profits, 
was  in  arrear  and  unpaid  to  the  said  Elizabeth  in,her  life-time, 
and  that  the  said  Elizabeth  afterwards  made  her  will,  and  the 
plaintiff  her  executor,  and  afterwards  died,  the  said  money  not 
being  paid :  whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to 
demand  and  have  the  said  money  from  the  defendant,  being 
pernor  of  the  profits ;  yet  the  said,  &a  and  makes  a  profert 
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of  the  letters  testamentary^  &c  To  which  the  defendant 
pleaded  nil  debet  infra  sex  annosy  but  did  not  conclude  to  the 
country^  but  concluded  with  a  verification ;  upon  which  plea 
the  plaintiff  demurred :  and  in  this  term  judgment  was  given 
against  the  defendant  for  the  bad  conclusion  of  his  plea  (2) ; 


DuppA  r. 
Mayo. 


(2)  A  distinction  has  been  taken  with 
respect  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
between  assumpsit  and  debt  —  that  in 
assumpsity  if  defendant  insists  upon  the 
statute  he  must  plead  it,  and  of  course 
conclude  the  plea  with  an  averment,  to 
give  the  plaintiff  an  opportunity  of  an- 
swering it ;  but  that  in  ddft  the  defend- 
ant may  give  the  statute  in  evidence 
under  nil  debet  generally.  I  Lev.  110, 
111.  Lee  V.  Rogers.  I  Ld.  Raym.  153. 
Draper  v.  Glassop.  1  Salk.  278.  Aaon* 
3  Bac.  Abr.  518.  Com.  Dig.  Pleader 
(2  W.  16.).  Gilb.  H.  C.  P.  3  Ed.  eS. 
Ambl.  232.  As  to  assumpsity  it  is  clear 
that  the  statute  must  be  pleaded ;  and 
it  seems  questionable  whether  the  same 
rule  would  not  now  be  extended  to 
actions  of  debt.  On  the  one  side,  the 
same  reasons  for  pleading  the  statute 
seem  equally  applicable  to  both  actions. 
The  statute  contains  several  exceptions, 
such  as  coverture,  infancy,  imprison- 
ment, and  the  like,  which  would  take 
the  case  out  of  it  in  both  actions  alike. 
If  the  statute  is  not  pleaded,  the  plaintiff 
is  equally  liable  to  be  surprised,  and 
therefore  not  prepared  to  answer,  in  one 
action  as  in  the  other,  (n  either  case 
the  statute  does  not  extinguish  the  debt, 
hut  only  takes  away  the  remedy ;  and 
it  is  optional  whether  the  defendant  will 
insist  upon  the  statute  or  waive  it :  if , 
he  intends  to  insist  upon  the  statute,  he 


should  plead  it  to  prevent  surprise ;  and 
if  he  does  not,  it  should  be  presumed 
that  he  intends  to  waive  it.  And  it  is 
very  usual  in  practice  to  plead  to  debt 
on  simple  contract,  that  the  cause  of 
action  did  not  accrue  within  six  years ; 
to  which  the  plaintiff  may  of  course 
reply,  either  that  he  was  within  any  of 
the  exceptions  in  the  statute,  or  that  he 
had  sued  out  a  laHtat  within  time,  as  is 
the  common  case  in  assumpsit  (a)  But 
on  the  other  side,  the  principal  case  is 
an  authority  to  the  contrary,  viz.  that 
there  can  be  no  such  special  replication ; 
for  it  is  here  held,  that  the  plea  must 
conclude  to  the  country,  which  de- 
cision can  only  be  founded  upon  the 
ground  that  the  words  infra  sex  annos 
are  surplusage ;  for  if  the  plea  of  tit/ra 
sex  annos  were  good,  the  proper  con- 
clusion, it  should  seem,  would  be  with  a 
verification.  And  moreover  it  is  added, 
that  *<  non  assumpsit'*  is  in  the  past 
tense,  and  relates  to  the  time  of  making 
the  promise,  but  *^  nil  debet"  is  in  the 
present,  and  relates  only  to  the  time  of 
bringing  the  action  ;  and  that  this  case 
in  Saunders  is  recognised  by  Chief 
Baron  Comyns  in  hb  Digest,  Pleader 
(2  W.  16.).  However,  the  modern 
practice  is  to  plead  the  statute  in  one 
action  as  well  as  the  other,  and  to  con- 
clude with  a  verificatiou.  (b) 


(a)  [See  post,  vol.  ii.  p.  1  c,  et  seq. 
notes  to  Mellor  v.  Walker.^ 

(b)  See  2  Saund.  62  c.  note  (6). 
[The  plea  need  not  conclude  with  a  verifi- 
cation (see  ante,  235  a.  note  (t));  though 
it  must  not  conclude  to  the  country.  See 


antd,  103  a.  note  (6).  Since  the  New 
Rules  it  is  obvious,  that  the  distinction 
above  suggested,  as  to  pleading  the 
statute,  between  debt  and  assumpsit, 
cannot  possibly  exist ;  for  the  plea  of 
nil  debet  is  no  longer  allowed  (see  antd^ 
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DuppA  V.     and  the  plaintiff  perceiving  that  he  had  mistaken  the  last 
Mayo.       aum^  namely,  the  said  1110/.,  and  the  time  when  it  became 

'  due,  he  having  alleged  it  to  be  due  for  37  years  at  Lady- 

day  1665,  whereas  it  appears  that  from  the  feast  of  St  John 
tlie  Baptist  1628,  until  the  said  Lady^day  1665,  there  can 
[  284  ]  only  be  36  years,  and  three  quarters  of  a  year,  and  so  he 
had  demanded  7/.  10«.  more  than  he  ought,  he  entered  a 
release  of  the  7/.  10^.  upon  the  record,  and  entered  his  judg- 
ment for  the  residue. 

And  afterwards  the  defendant  brought  a  writ  of  error  in 
the  Exchequer-chamber ;  and  several  exceptions  were  taken 
to  the  declaration  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  writ 
of  error ;  1.  That  the  action  was  brought  against  the  defend- 
ant alone,  whereas  there  were  other  lands  liable ;  for  it  ap- 
pears that  the  said  testator  Coningsby  had  devised  the  rent 
out  of  his  lands  in  Leominster^  as  well  as  out  of  his  lands 
whereof  the  defendant  was  pernor  of  the  profits,  and  there- 
fore the  defendant  ought  not  to  have  been  charged  alone.  (3) 
2.  That  the  rent  of  50£  was  jointly  devised  to  the  said  testa- 
trix Elizabeth  and  Thomas  Baskerviley  and  therefore  it  sur- 
vived to  the  said  Thomas,  and  the  plaintiff  had  no  cause 
of  action :  and  although  the  testator  directed  how  it  should 
be  paid,  namely,  20Z.  to  Thomas,  and  30i  to  the  s^d  EU- 
zabethy  yet  it  was  objected,  that  the  estate  in  the  rent  was 
joint,  and  such  direction  will  not  alter  the  estate,  but  is  only 
an  equitable  appointment,  for  which  the  party  grieved  may 
have  a  subpoena ;  but  the  estate  continued  joint,  and  in  law  all 
the  arrears  became  due  to  the  said  Thomas  Baskertrik  by 
survivorship. 

But  these  two  exceptions  were  over-ruled  by  the  court 
The  first,  because  it  does  not  appear  that  the  testator  had  any 
other  lease  except  that  from  the  earl  of  Essex ;  for  although 
the  testator  mentions  lands  in  Leominster,  yet  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  he  had  any  land  there;  but  if  the  truth  had  been  so^ 

(3)  See  statute  32  H.  8.  c  37.  s.  1.   Co.Litt  162.  b.  7  Rep,  39  b.  ZiffiJ^*" 
ton's  case. 


38  a.  note  (o).)  And  before  the  New  accordingly  it  is  held  that  the  statute 
Rules  the  distinction  had  been  expressly  must  be  replied  specially  to  a  plea  of  set- 
repudiated,  and  the  view  judicially  off,  and  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of 
adopted  whichis  taken  in  the  note  above,  under  the  general  replication  of  inl 
1  Cr.&  J.  1. 9.  Chappie  v.Durston.  And  debet    Ibid.] 
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the  defendant  in  the  King's  Bench  ought  to  have  shewn  it  by  Dufpa  v. 
his  plea  (4);  but  now  it  does  not  appear  to  the  court  that  he  Mayo. 
had  any  other  hinds.  And  as  to  the  second  exception,  the  court 
dedared  that  it  was  a  several  rent,  and  not  vk  joint  rent,  for  the 
testator  devised  the  whole  SOL  a  year  to  the  said  Elizabeth 
until  Thomas  Baskervile  should  attain  his  age  of  13  years  (his 
mother  being  alive),  and  then  he  devised  that  the  said  Thomas 
should  have  20L  a  year  of  that  rent  of  SQL  for  his  better  main- 
tenance^ Now,  if  the  testator  had  intended  the  rent  to  be 
joint,  then  the  clause  would  be  absurd;  for  if  the  rent  were 
joint,  then  Thomas  would  have  had  twenty-Jive  pounds  a  year, 
being  a  moiety  of  the  rent  of  60L ;  but  the  testator  said, 
that  Thomas  should  have  20Lfor  his  better  maintenance  ;  but  it 
would  be  for  his  worse  maintenance  if  the  rent  should  be 
construed  to  be  joint:  and  therefore  this  exception  was  also 
over^ruled. 

Whereupon  two  other  exceptions  were  taken  to  the  declara- 
tion. 1.  That  the  plaintiff  by  his  declaration  has  demanded 
more  rent  and  for  a  longer  time  than  by  his  own  shewing  ap- 
pears to  be  due  to  him ;  for  he  has  demanded  one  thousand  one  [  285  ] 
hundred  and  ten  pounds  for  37  years  ended  at  Lady-day  1665^ 
whereas  it  appears  that  there  can  be  but  one  thousand  one 
hundred  and  two  pounds  ten  shillings  for  36  years  and  3  quar- 
ters of  a  year  ended  at  the  same  time ;  and  then  the  remit- 
ting of  the  surplusage,  by  the  plaintiff,  after  the  demurrer 
joined  cannot  aid  him; "for  by  this  means  the  defendant  will 
be  tricked  without  any  default  in  him,  because,  at  the  time  . 
when  he  demurred,  he  had  good  cause  of  demurrer ;  and  by 
his  demurrer  (5)  and  the  joinder  of  the  plaintiff  the  whole 

(4)  That  is,  he  should  have  pleaded  perhaps  much  the  same.  It  is  to  be  ob- 
that  matter  in  abatement;  for  wherever  served,  that  the  defendant  did  not  demur 
any  person,  who  ought  to  have  been  to  the  declaration,  nor  the  plaintiff  join 
joined  as  a  defendant,  is  omitted,  it  is  in  demurrer,  as  is  above  stated  ;  but  the 
pleadable  in  abatement  only;  the  rea^  plaintiff  demurred  to  the  plea,  because 
son  is,  because  such  plea  gives  the  plain-  it  concluded  with  a  verification  instead 
tiff  a  better  writ,  which  is  the  true  cri«  of  to  the  country,  which,  before  the 
tenon  to  distinguish  a  plea  in  abatement  stat.  4  Ann.  c.  16.,  was  a  defect  in  sub- 
from  a  plea  in  bar.  (c)  stance,  and  bad  upon  a  general  demur- 

(5)  There  seems  to  be  an  inaccuracy  rer.  2  Saund.  190.  Roberts  v.  Harriet. 
in  this  statement,  though  the  effect  of  2  Mod.  60.  Snow  v.  Wiseman. 

the  argument  upon  the  question  will  be        The  argument,  however,  is  founded 


(c)  [6  A.  &  E.  614.  West  v.  Turner.    1  Nev.  &  P.  617.  Accord.'] 
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declaration  was  then  in  the  judgment  of  the  court ;  and  it 
was  too  late  for  the  plaintiff  to  aid  his  declaration  afterwards; 
and  therefore  the  court  of  Eang's  Bench  ought  to  have  given 
judgment  upon  the  declaration  without  any  regard  to  the 
remitting  of  the  overplus ;  and  so  the  defendant  cannot  recover 
thereon,  because  he  has  demanded  more  than  is  due  to  him. 

2.  It  appears  that  the  plaintiff  has  demanded,  and  his  judg- 
ment to  recover  250/.  of  the  rent  of  50/.  a  year  for  five 
years  ended  at  the  feast  of  St.  John  the  Baptistl628  ;  and  the 
plaintiff  shews  that  the  said  TTiomtu  BaskervUe,  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  2^th  day  of  June  in  the  year  of  our  Lard  1628, 
became  of  the  age  of  13  years,  which  was  the  same  feast  of 
St  John  the  Baptist  upon  which  the  plaintiff  supposes  the  250/. 
to  be  due :  then,  if  the  said  Thomas  Baskervile  was  of  the  age 
of  13  years  upon  the  same  feast  of  St.  John  theBaptisty  the  plain- 
tiff ought  to  have  demanded  only  7/.  10*.  for  the  quarter  ended 
at  that  feast,  for  a  quarter  of  the  said  30/.,  and  the  said  Thomas 
Baskervile  ought  to  have  5/.  for  the  rent  of  the  20L  at  the  same 
feast ;  and  so  the  plaintiff  has  demanded  and  recovered  5/1 
more  than  by  his  own  shewing  was  due  to  him. 

And  afterwards^in  Hilary  term,  22  &  23  of  the  king.  It  was 
argued  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  action :  and  as  to  the  first  of 


upon  this  principle,  that  where  there  is 
a  demurrer,  notwithstanding  it  is  allow- 
ed, advantage  may  yet  be  taken  of  any 
substantial  defect  in  the  preceding 
pleadings  of  [the  party  demurring ;  as 
in  the  principal  case,  though  the  plea 
was  bad,  still  it  was  competent  to  the 
defendant  to  object  to  the  declaraHon.{d) 
The  argument  therefore  is,  that  as  the 
record  stood  at  the  time  of  the  demurrer 
and  joinder  therein,  there  was  a  fatal 
defect  in  the  declaration,  which  it  was 
not  in  the  plaintiff's  power  to  remedy  by 
entering  a  remittU  damna  afterwards. 
If,  indeed,  the  defendant  had  demurred 
specially  to  the  declaration  for  this 
cause,  that  the  plaintiff  had  demanded 


more  than  by  his  own  shewing  was  due, 
it  should  seem  that  the  pliuntiff  could 
not  remedy  this  defect  by  remitting  the 
overplus  afterwards ;  for  it  would  per- 
haps be  analogous  to  those  cases  where 
counts  are  improperly  joined,  or  there 
is  some  informality  in  one  of  the  counts, 
which  defects  may  in  general  be  cured 
by  entering  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the 
improper  or  informal  counts;  but  if 
there  be  a  demurrer  to  the  declaration 
for  this  cause,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be 
permitted  to  cure  the  defect  by  enter- 
ing a  nolle  prosequi,  1  H.  Bhick.  108. 
Rose  v.  Bowler.  4  T.  R.  36a  Drum- 
moTid  V.  Dorant  (e) 


(d)  But  upon  a  demurrer  to  a  plea  in 
abatement,  no  objection  can  be  taken 
to  the  declaration.  2  Lutw.  1592.  Be- 
lasyse  v.  Hester.  [Unless  where  the 
plea,  though  in  form  pleaded  in  abate- 


ment, is  in  substance  a  plea  in  bar.    1 
Q.  B.667.  Dundalk  Railway  Company 
V.  Tapster.    1  Gale  &  D.  657.  S.  C] 
(e)  See  ant^,  p.  207  c.  note. 
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the  two  last  exceptions,  it  was  argued  that  the  pliuntifF  before 
judgment  might  well  release  the  overplus  (6) :  and  if  he  had 
not  released  it,  yet  the  court  ought  to  have  given  judgment  for 
him  for  so  much  as  is  well  demanded,  and  he  shall  be  barred 
for  the  residue.  And  Godfrey^  case,  11  Report,  45.  b.  was 
cited,  that  when  a  man  brings  an  action  for  two  things,  and 
it  appears  that  he  cannot  have  an  action  at  all  for  one  of  them, 
then  the  whole  writ  shall  not  abate,  but  he  shall  have  judg- 
ment for  that  which  the  action  is  well  brought  for,  and  shall 
be  barred  for  the  rest :  but  if  it  appear  that  he  may  have  an 
action  in  another  form  for  the  other  thing,  there  the  whole 
writ  shall  abate  (7) :  but  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  cannot  have 
any  action  whatever  for  the  7/1  10«.  which  was  the  overplus, 
for  it  was  not  yet  due,  and  therefore  is  within  the  first  part 


t^DupPA  r. 
Mayo. 
^ * ' 

Where  a  man 
sues  for  two 
things,  and  it 
appears  by  bis 
own  shewing 
tliat  be  cannot 
have  an  action 
on  better  writ 
for  one  of  them, 
the  writ  shall 
not  abate  for  the 
whole,  but  shall 
stand  for  that 
which  is  good, 
but  it  is  other- 
wise if  he  have 
only  miscon- 
ceived his  action 


(6)  So  1  Rol.  Abr.  784.  (R.), 
pi.  2.  785.  (S.),  pi.  1.  Dyer,  369.  b. 
pi,  56.— Sir  T.  Raym.  895.  Cviforthay 
V.  Taylor.  5  Mod.  213,  214,  215. 
Thwaiiesy.AshfiM.  1  Vent.  49.  ^non. 
Cartb.  437.  Morris  v.  Golder,  Com. 
Dig.  Pleader  (C.  48.).  1  Bac.  Abr.  12. 
But  where  the  sum  demanded  depends 
upon  a  deed  or  other  instrument^  and 
in  nothing  extrinsic^  as  in  debt  or  cove- 
nant to  pay  20^,  there  can  be  no  re- 
miUUur;  for  the  variance,  which  is  made^ 
is  inconsbtent  with  the  deed  or  other 
instrument  upon  which  the  duty  de- 
manded depends:  otherwise  where  it 
may  be  more  or  less  by  matter  extrin- 
sic ;  as  in  debt  for  rent,  if  more  be  de- 
manded than  is  due,  it  may  be  remitted ; 
for  the  variance  is  not  inconsistent  with 
the  deed;  and  as  the  plaintiff  is  to  recover 
on  the  trial  what  appears  on  evidence 
to  be  due,  so  in  demurrer  he  is  to  have 
judgment  for  no  more  than  he  ought  to 
recover,  and  may  remit  the  rest  2  Salk. 
659.  Incledon  v.  Crips.  S.  C.  7  Mod. 
87.     2  Ld.  Raym.  814.  (/) 

(7)  Same  diversity  per  Brian  and 
Vavisor^   9H.7.    4.  a.  b.      Com.  Dig. 


Abatement  (M.  N.).  Gilb.  H.  C.  P. 
3d  ed.  259,  260.  Doc  Plac  4.  And  as 
to  the  latter  part  of  the  above  rule,  see 
11  Report,  46.  a.  4  Leon.  39.  ScoU's 
case.  Hob.  88.  Herrenden  v.  Palmer. 
Carth.  235.  Rogers  v.  Cooh.  S.  C. 
1  Salk.  10.  1  Show.  366.  2  Strange, 
1271.  Hoohin  v.  Quilter.  S.  C.  1  Wil- 
son, 171.  2  Lev.  110.  Curtis  y.  Davis. 
10  Mod.  316.  Bettsv.MichelL  11  Mod. 
196.  Tate  v.  Whiting.  3  T.  R.  659. 
Pettrie  v.  Hannay.  4  T.  R.  347.  Jen- 
nings V.  Newman.  But  where  it  ap- 
pears by  the  confession  or  shewing  of 
the  plaintiff  himself,  that  he  has  no 
cause  of  action  as  to  part,  the  whole 
writ  shall  abate.  Doc  Piac.  4.  Cro.  Jac. 
104.  FFowfs  case.  Hob.  279.  Earl  of 
Clanrichard's  case.  Ibid.  164.  Colt  v. 
BishopofLiUhfield.  2  Lev.  197. Barker 
V.  Moreland.  For  whatever  proves  the 
writ  false  in  a  material  point,  at  the 
time  of  suing  it  out,  shall  abate  the  writ 
entirely.  Hob.  217.  Croohhay  v.  Wood- 
ward. Ibid.  279.  Gilb.  H.  C.  P.  3d  ed. 
247,  248.  Com.  Dig.  Abatement  (M.). 
See  2  Saund.  210.  Foxwist  v.  7>e- 
maine^  note. 


(/)  [10  East,  143.  Buckley  v.  Kenyon.2 
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for  one  thing, 
then  the  whole 

[  286  ] 
writ  shall  abate. 
If  in  avowry  for 
rent  it  appears 
by  the  defend- 
ant's own  shew- 
ing that  part  is 
not  yet  due^  yet 
the  avowry  is 
good  for  the  rest, 
but  if  it  appear 
the  avowant  has 
title  only  to  two 
partsof  the  rent, 
the  whole  shall 


of  the  rule  of  Godfrtjf^  case;  and  it  is  there  said  that  if  aa 
avowry  be  made  for  rent,  and  it  appears  by  the  shewing  of 
the  party  himself  that  part  of  it  is  not  yet  due,  yet  the  avowiy 
is  good  for  the  rest,  and  shall  not  abate  [in  the  whole.  (8) 
Thus  in  Cra  James,  104.  Woodjf%  case,  debt  for  40/1  upon  ^e 
Statute  of  Usury,and  declares  that  the  defendant  had  corruptly 
lent  2021  and  that  agaimt  the  farm  qfthe  $tahtte  he  had  lent  2X}1 
more,  after  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  he  had  judgment  for  tlie 
first  20/1,  and  a  nU  capiat  was  awarded  for  the  last  20/1  for 
which  the  plaintiff  declared  insufficiently :  and  it  is  there  hdd, 
that  if  the  defendant  had  demurred  to  the  dedaiation,  the 
plaintiff  should  have  recovered  the  first  20/1  for  what  he  had 
properly  declared,  and  should  be  barred  for  the  rest  So  if  debt 
be  brought  against  executors  upon  an  obligation  and  a  simple 
contract  together,  and  the  defendant  demur  to  the  whole  de- 
claration, the  plaintiff  shall  recover  his  debt  upon  the  obliga- 
tion, and  shall  be  barred  for  the  debt  upon  simple  contract  (9) 


(8)  S.  P.  per  Brian  and  Vavisor^ 
9  H.  7. 4.  b.  Contra.  Hob.  164. ;  but 
this  seems  founded  only  upon  the  opi- 
nion of  FineuXy  which  is  expressly  de- 
nied bj  Brian  and  Vamsor,  in  the  Year 
Book  above-mentioned,  and  is  contrary 
to  all  the  later  authorities.  The  de- 
fendant may  therefore  abate  his  avowry 
as  to  so  much  of  the  rent  as  is  not  yet 
due,  and  take  judgment  for  the  rest. 
But  if  he  takes  judgment  for  the  whole 
Drent,  it  is  error.  2  Salk.  580.  Richards 
y.'Comforth.  S.C.  Com.  Rep.  4?2.  1  Ld. 
Raym.  255.  5  T.  R.  24-8.  Harrison  v. 
Bamby.  (g) 


(9)  S.  P.  2  Saund.  379-  Pinkne^  v. 
IfiiiabHanis  of  East  Hundred.  So  in 
covenant,  if  some  breaches  be  well  as- 
signed and  some  not,  and  there  be  a 
demurrer  to  the  whole  dedaraium^  the 
plaintiff  shall  have  judgment  for  those 
breaches  which  are  well  assigned.  Ibid. 
S80.  Cro.  Jac.  557*  Bressy  v.  Hum- 
phreys. So  if  there  are  several  coiuts 
in  the  same  declaration^  some  good  and 
some  bad,  and  the  defendant  demurs 
generally  to  the  whole  declaration,  the 
plaintiff  shall  have  judgment  for  ao 
much  as  u  good.  Com.  Dig.  Pleader 
(Q.3.).(A) 


ig)  Since  the  stat.  11  Geo.  2.  c.  19. 
s.  22.,  which  gives  the  general  form  of 
avowry,  it  is  tiie  constant  practice  that 
the  avowant  recovers  for  so  much  rent 
as  he  proves  to  be  due  without  regard 
to  his  having  avowed  for  more.  6  East, 
434.  Forty  v.  Imber.  See  2  Saund. 
319*  note.  [But  the  rent  so  recovered 
must  be  part  and  parcel  of  that  which 
he  claims  by  his  avowry.  Therefore, 
where  he  claims  double  rent,  which  be- 


came due  to  him  under  stat  11  Geo.  2. 
c  19.  s.  18.,  in  consequence  of  his  te- 
nant's having  holden  over  after  having 
given  a  notice  to  quit,  the  landlord  can- 
not, under  such  an  avowry,  recover  any 
single  rent  due  to  him  under  a  contract 
4  B.& C.  922.  938.  Johnstone  v.  Hnd. 
lestone.    7  D.  &  R.  411.  S.  C] 

(A)  Ant^  p.  207  &>  c.  note;  and  see 
1  N.  R.  43.  Judin  v.  SamueL  6  East, 
333.  S.  C.  and  5  B.  &  A.  652.  Ortm 
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So  Moor^s  Rep.  281.,  Battey  v.  TremlUon,  if  an  avowry  be  for 
aa  entire  rent,  and  it  appears  that  the  ayowant  has  title  only  to 
two  parts  of  it,  the  whole  avowry  shall  abate;  butif  itappear 
that  part  of  the  rent  for  which  the  avowry  is  made  is  not  in 
arrear,  the  avowry  shall  not  abate,  butshallstand  forthatrent 
which  appears  to  be  in  arrear.  And  in  Hobart's  Beports,  An- 
drews V.  Delahay,  biU  of  debt  against  an  attorney  upon  three 
obligations,  and  it  appears  by  the  condition,  that  one  of  the 
obligations  is  not  yet  forfeited ;  the  plaintiff  shall  have  judg- 
ment upon  the  other  two  obligations,  because,  as  it  is  there 


DUPPA  V. 

Mayo. 


V.  Butler.  See  also  1 1  East,  565.  Pow- 
dick  V.  LyoHf  in  which  case  the  plaintiff 
declared  in  scire  facias  upon  a  judgment 
in  K.  B.  with  a  prout  patet  per  recorduniy 
and  also  on  an  affirmance  of  that  judg- 
ment in  error  in  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
ber without  a  prout  patet^  &c. ;  to  this 
the  defendant  demurred :  but  the  court 
held  the  demurrer  too  large,  as  the 
plaintiff's  demand  was  divisible;  and 
judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff. 
[The  judgment  of  Lord  Bllenbarough, 
in  this  case,  seems  to  have  been  the 
main  foundation  of  some  modern  de- 
cisions at  variance  with  the  principal 
note  above,  (and  also  with  the  case  of 
PinJineyv.InhabitafUsofRotelj  2Saund. 
379.  and  the  note  (14)  to  that  case,) 
viz.  that  if  a  demurrer  to  the  declara- 
tion be  too  large  (as  it  is  called),  that  is, 
be  pointed  to  all  the  counts,  or  to  all  the 
breaches  in  the  declaration,  in  a  case 
where  one  of  them  only  is  defective, 
the  court  will  give  ju(^ment  for  the 
plaintiff  generally,  notwithstanding  the 
defective  count  or  breach.  4  DowL51S. 
Fergusson  v.  Mitchell.  2  Cr.  M.  &  R. 
687.  Tyrw.  &Gr.  179.  S.C.  2  Cr. 
M.  &R.692.  Spt/er  v.  ThelweU.  tyrw. 
&Gr.l91-  S.C.  I  M.&W.6.  Pricey. 
Williams.  Tyrw.  &  Gr.  197.  5  Dowl. 
SI 7.  Wainwright  v.  Johnson.  2  M.  & 
W.599.  Teaguey:Marse.  7A.&E.841. 
Wel)b  V.  Baker.  3  Nev.  &  P.  87.  S.C. 
^yi.hVf. ^51.  BoydeU  V.Jones.  6M. 
&  W.  564.  ParreU  Navigation  y.  Stower. 


The  consequence  of  giving  such  general 
judgment  is,  that  if  the  bad  count  or 
breach  is  good  after  judgment,  the  plain- 
tiff may  recover  upon  it;  if  bad,  he 
may  cure  it  by  entering  a  noUe  prosequi^ 
or  having  the  damages  separately  as- 
sessed, and  entering  SLremittiiur  damna  ; 
if  he  does  not,  the  judgment  may  be 
arrested,  or  a  writ  of  error  brought. 

5  Dowl.  318.  7  A.  &  E.  842.  4  M.  & 
W.  451.  However,  this  doctrine  has 
been  not  a  little  questioned.  (See  the 
able  and  learned  notes  of  the  reporters 
in  I  Mann.  &  Gn  201.  Hinde  v.  Gray, 
and  4  Dowl.  524.)  And  of  late  the 
courts[have  shewn  a  strong  disposition  to 
revert  to  the  older  kind  of  judgment  on 
the  demurrer,  in  case  one  count  only  is 
good,  or  one  breach  only  well  assigned, 
viz.  to  award  that  the  plaintiff  shall  re- 
cover upon  such  count  or  breach,  and 
shall  be  barred  as  to  the  residue.    1 1  A. 

6  E.  411.  Monkman  v.  Shepherdson. 
10M.&W.735.  BriscoeY.HilL  iMann. 
&  Gr.  801.  Davis  v.  Blackwall  Com- 
panyy  per  Tindal  C.  J.  Ashby  v.  Harris^ 
Q.B.T.T.  1843.] 

So  in  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for 
a  false  return  of  nulla  bona  to  a  Ji.  fa. 
against  the  goods  of  A.  and^.,  an  aver, 
ment  that  there  were  goods  of  ^.  and  B. 
in  the  county  was  held  to  be  supported 
by  evidence  that  there  were  goods  of  A. ; 
for  the  averment  is  divisible.  4  M.  &  S. 
349.  Jones  v.  Clayton. 

So  if  part  of  a  breach  of  covenant  be 
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said,  they  are  as  several  demands  (10);  and  so  Hob.  Rep.  133. 
Howell  V.  Sambacks,  avowry  for  rent  and  a  nomine  pcsna 
together,  without  alleging  any  demand ;  yet  upon  demurrer 
it  was  a^l^udged  that  the  avowry  was  good  jpor  the  rent, 
although  it  was  bad  for  the  nomine  pcsnce^  and  the  avowant 
had  judgment  upon  his  avowry  for  the  rent.  And  the  case 
of  Barber  and  Pomroyy  Style's  Reports,  176.  was  also  cited. 
But  Hale  chief  baron  said,  that  there  was  no  judgment 
given.  (11) 

And  as  to  the.  second  exception,  it  was  argued  that  the 
postea  might  well  stand  with  the  preceding  matter ;  for  the 
natural  day  consists  of  24  hours,  and  begins  at  midnight  and  ' 
ends  the  next  midnight:  Co.  Litt.  135.  a.:  but  the  time  of 
payment  of  rent  is  at  the  time  of  sun-set,  and  then  it  shall  be 
demanded,  and  a  tender  thereof  afterwards  comes  too  late; 
so  the  rent  in  question  might  become  due  at  sun-set,  and 
Thomas  BasherviU  might  afterwards,  and  before  midnight, 
become  of  the  age  of  13  years.  And  it  was  further  aigued, 
that  if  the  scilicet  were  repugnant  to  the  postea  it  was  void, 
Hob.  272.  * ;  and  then  the  want  of  a  day  is  only  matter  of 
form,  of  which  no  advantage  can  be  taken  by  the  defendant 
unless  he  had  demurred  specially.  (12) 


(10)  The  difference  seems  to  be  this, 
where  the  duty  to  be  recovered  is  cer- 
tain and  entire  upon  the  face  of  the 
contract  or  specialty,  a  demand  of  more 
than  is  due  is  bad,  and  cannot  be  aided 
by  the  entry  of  a  remittitur  ;  but  where 
the  duty  is  composed  of  several  parcels, 
a  demand  of  more  than  is  due  may  be 
aided  by  a  remittitur  of  the  overplus ; 
for  the  plaintiff  must  recover  according 
to  the  proof,  and  not  to  the  demand. 
Cro.  Jac.  499.  Pemberton  v.  Shelion, 
2  Ld.  Raym.  815.  Ingledew  v.  Cripps. 
7  Mod.  88.  S.C.(i) 


(11)  This  is  a  mistake.  In  the  case  of 
Grips  v.  Ingledewy  7  Mod.  87.  the  roll 
in  Barber  v.  Pomroy  was  brought  into 
court,  by  which  it  appeared  that  jodg* 
ment  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff.  The 
entry  of  the  judgment  is  HiL  24  Car.  1. 
Rol.  951.  See  also  2  Ld.  Raym.  816. 
5  Mod.  215. 

(12)  See  ante,  p.  118.  'Cutier  v. 
SoutJierniXQd.  Skinner  y. Andrews,  tJid 
the  authorities  there  cited.  1  Ld.  Rayni' 
367.  Cook  T.  Harris. 


good,  it  is  no  cause  of  demurrer  that 
special  damage  is  laid,  which  is  not 
recoverable.  5  B.  &  A.  712.  Amory 
V.  Brodrick.  ID.  &  R.  361.  S.  C. 
3  T.  R.  374.  Duffield  v.  Scott. 

(i)  Therefore,  in  covenant  for  seven 
quarters'  rent,  a  plea  pleaded  to  the 


whole  breach,  shewing  a  surrender  be- 
fore the  last  four  of  the  seven  became 
due,  is  bad ;  for  the  breach  is  not  entire* 
and  the  plaintiff  may  recover  for  so  much 
as  he  proves.  5  Taunt.  27.  Barnard 
V.  Duihy.  [10  East,  143.  BwM^  r. 
Kenyon.2 
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And  in  real  and  mixt  actions  the  time  is  never  inserted^  as    Duppa  v. 
appears  in  20.  Ass.  16.  Bro.  tit.  Pleading,  62. ;  and  here  it  is      Matjo. 
averred  precisely  that  the  said  250/.  were  due  at  the  said  feast  *  ' 
of  St  John  the  Baptist  1628,  and  afterwards  the  said  Thomas  *  [  287  ] 
attiuned  the  age  of  13  years,  and  that  all  the  rest  of  the  rent 
was  due  after  the  said  Thomas  had  attained  his  age  of  13 
years :  therefore  it  is  precisely  averred,  and  pkinly  appears, 
that  the  rent  was  due  in  the  same  manner  as  the  declaration 
supposes ;  and  then  it  is  not  material  upon  what  day  precisely 
the  said  Thomas  attained  the  age  of  13  years,  especially  when 
the  other  party  has  not  demurred  and  shewn  it  for  cause :  and  • 
Cro.  James,  96.*  and  429.  f  were  cited,  where  it  appears  •  Adams  y. 
that  a  scilicet  shall  be  void,  because  it  is  repugnant  to  ^epostea^  |  ^^ond^ 
and  so  no  day  is  alleged,  and  yet  good;  for  the  postea  of  Jobuson.  (14) 
itself  is  sufficient,  although  no  day  is  precisely  allied  (15),  and 
the  scilicet  is  void  as  here ;  wherefore  it  was  prayed  to  affirm 
the  judgment.    But  notwithstanding  this,  the  court,  and  espe-  Though  rent 
cially  Hale  chief  baron,  strongly  inclined  to  reverse  the  judg-  ^"nd^or" 
ment  for  this  exception ;  and  Hale  said,  that  although  the  time  tendered  he/ore 
of  8un-set  was  the  time  appointed  by  the  law  to  demand  rent,  ^"J^^^tlgeoiTor 
to  take  advantage  of  a  condition  of  re-entry,  and  to  tender  it  saveaforfeiture, 
to  save  a  forfeiture,  yet  the  rent  is  not  due  until  midnight ;  for  untirmidi^ght! 
if  a  man  seised  in  fee  makes  a  lease  for  years,  rendering  rent  at  *nd  therefore  if 
the  feast  of  St.  John  the  Baptist,  upon  condition  of  re-entry  for  gunget  and  be- 
non-payment,  now  the  lessor,  if  he  will  take  advantag^e  of  the  ^?'^  midnight, 

S\  1  1.  >r,/.\  -i*!      J-         /.         the  rent  shall 

condition,  must  demand  it  at  sun-set  (16) ;  yet  it  he  dies  alter  go  to  the  heir 

(IS)  This  case  was  disapproved  of  by  Rutter  y.  Mills.     2  Bulstr.  29.  Mirrill 

Bridgman  C.J.    1  Sid. 8.  Goodgainev,  v.  Smith;    and  see  also  the  stat  16  & 

Wdhefiddy  but  is  recognised  in  Buller's  17  Car.  2.  c.  8. 

Nisi  Prios,  106.  and  seems  now  to  be        (16)  Where  there  is  a  condition  of 

considered  as  good  law.  re-entry  reserved  for  non-payment  of 

(14)  So  1  Black.  Rep.  494,  495.  Bi-  rent,  several  things  are  required  by  the 

shop  of  Lincoln  v.  Wolferstan,  common  law  to  be  previously  done  by 

(  5)  See  1  Str.  233.  Hayman  v.  Ro-  the  reversioner,  to  entitle  him  to  re- 

gers.  Cro.  Jac.  135.    Osboum  v.  Rider,  enter.  1.  There  must  be  a  demand  of  the 

Ibid.  154.  Brigatey.  Short.    Ibid.  602.  rent.    Bro.  Demaunde,  19.  (k)    2.  The 


(k)  Where  a  demand  is  necessary,  it  argues  that  the  stat  4  Geo.  2.  c  28.  has 

may  be  made  by  an  agent  having  sufii-  made  it  compulsory  on  the  landlord  to 

cieutauthority,whichauthorityheisnot  proceed  under  it,  and  that  he  cannot 

bound  to  shew  unless  required  to  do  so.  proceed  as  at  common  law  by  demand, 

7  East,  363.  Roe  v.  Davis.   In  1  Brod.  &c  wherever  that  statute  applies. 
&  Bing.  187.  Doe  v.  Smith,    Wood  B. 
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and  not  to  the 
ejreentor. 


8un-0etj  and  before  midnight,  his  A^(17)  shall  have  this  rent, 
and  not  his  executors,  which  proves  that  the  rent  is  not  dae 
until  the  last  minute  of  the  natural  day.  And  as  to  the  other 
reason,  he  said,  that  although  the  vfori  postea  is  sufficient  in 


demand  must  be  of  the  precise  rent  due ; 
for  if  he  demands  a  penny  more  or  less, 
it  mYL  be  ilL  1  Leon.  S05.  Fabian  and 
Windsor^sjCBse.  S.C.  Cro.  Eliz.  201.(0 
S.  It  must  be  made  precUely  upon 
the  day  when,  the  rent  is  due  and  pay- 
able by  the  lease  to  save  the  forfeiture* 
As  where  the  proviso  is,  <<  that  if  the 
**  rent  shall  be  behind  and  unpaid  by 
«  the  space  of  30  or, any  other  number 
"  of  days,  after  the  days  of  payment, 
"  it  shidl  be  lawful  for  the  lessor  to  re- 
**  enter;"  a  demand  must  be  made  on 
the  30th,  or  other  last  day.  Co.  Litt 
202.  a.,  and  Hargrave's  note  (3.) 
Plowd.  172.  b.  173.  a.  HiU  v.  Gnmge. 
10  Rep.  129.  a.  Clun's  case.  Plowd. 
70.  a,  b.  KidweUy  v.  Brand.  Cro. 
Eliz.  48.  Cropp.  v.  Hambledon,  4  Leon. 
180.  Wood  and  Chiver'%  case.  1  Leon. 
142.  Smith  and  Bustards  case.  2Lutw. 
1139.  Kirhy  v.  Green.  4.  It  must  be 
made  a  convenient  time  fiefore  sunset. 
Ibid,  (m)  5.  It  must  be  madeupon  the 
landf  and  at  the  most  notorious  place  of 
it  Therefore,  if  there  be  a  dwelling^ 
house  upon  the  land,  the  demand  must 
be  at  the  front  or  fore  door,  though  it 


is  not  necessary  to  enter  the  house  not- 
withstanding the  door  be  open.  But  if 
the  tenant  meet  the  lessor  either  on  or 
o^the  land  at  any  time  of  the  last  day 
of  payment,  and  tender  the  rent,  it  is 
sufficient  to  save  a  forfeiture;  for  the  law 
leans  againt  forfeitures.  Co.  Litt.  201.  b. 
202.  a.  7  Rep.  28.  JUaumTs  case. 
Plowd.  70.  a,  b.  KidweUy  y.  Brand,  Cro. 
Eliz.  73.  Scot  v.  Scot  4  Leon.  180. 
Wood  and  Chiver's  case.  7  T.  R.  117. 
Doe  V.  Wandlass.  6.  Unless  a  place 
is  appointed  where  the  rent  is  payable ; 
in  which  case  the  demand  must  be  made 
at  such  place.  Co.  Litt  202.  a.  7.  A 
demand  of  the  rent  must  be  made  in 
fouHf  and  so  averred  in  pleading,  al- 
though there  should  be  no  person  on 
the  land  ready  to  pay  it  Plowd.  70.  a,  b. 
Kidwelly  v.  Brand.  1  RoL  Abr.  45& 
8.  If,  after  these  requisites  have  been 
performed  by  the  reversioner,  the  tenant 
neglects  or  refuses  to  pay  the  rent,  then 
the  reversioner  is  entitled  to  re-enter. 
However  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  no 
actual  entry  is  necessary  to  be  made  by 
him  into  the  land,  but  it  is  sufficient  to 
bring  an  ejectment  only ;  though  it  was 


(/)  [So  where  the  rent  is  payable 
quarterly,  the  demand  must  be  confined 
to  one  quarter's  rent  3  C.  &  P.  613. 
Doe  V.  Paul."]  ] 

(m)  In  4  Taunt  555.  Tinkler  y.  Pren- 
tuxyii  was  held,  that  in  pleading  a  tender 
of  rent  on  the  land  it  must  be  shewn 
that  the  tenant  was  on  the  land  time 
enough  before  sunset  to  have  counted 
the  money.  Wherever,  therefore,  a  de- 
mand or  a  tender  is  not  made  person- 
ally, the  person  making  it  must  be  on 


the  land  time  enough  before  sunset  to 
count  the  money,  and  must  remain  till 
the  sun  has  set  See  Aleyn,  252.  Fa* 
byan  v.  JRewmston.  [And  it  appears 
that,  even  when  the  demand  is  per- 
sonal, it  should  be  made  at  the  last  hour 
of  the  day,  at  sunset ;  for  the  tenant  has 
till  then  to  pay,  and  the  demand  should 
be  made  at  the  time  when  he  is  bound 
to  pay.  3  C.  &  P.  613.  Doe  v.  Favl, 
coram  Lord  Tenterden.  See  2D.&^' 
29.  Doe  V.  Brydges.'] 
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many  cased^  where  the  party  allies  it  in  point  of  fact  only,  yet 
hexe  it  was  insufficient  b^use  the  phdntiff  had  mistaken  the 
law  ;  for  it  is  not  said  that,  after  the  said  feast  of  St.  John  the 
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held  otherwise  until  Lord  Sides  time, 
when  it  was  decided  that  the  entry 
confessed  by  the  defendant  in  the  eject- 
ment was  sufficient  without  any  actual 
entry ;  which  [decision  has  been  ad- 
hered to  ever  since.  1  Vent  248.  Anon* 
2  Ld.  Raym.  750.  Little  ▼.  Heatoh. 
S.  C.  1  Salk.  259.  Post,  319.  Clarke  v. 
P^welL  3  Burr.  1896,  1897.  Oaies  v. 
JBrydan.  (»)  It  follows  as  a  necessary 
inference  from  what  has  been  premised, 
that  a  demand  made  after  or  before  the 
last  day  which  the  lessee  has  to  pay 
the  rent  in  order  to  prevent  a  forfei- 
ture»  or  off  the  land,  will  not  be  suffi- 
cient to  defeat  the  estate.  7  T.  R.  117. 
Doe  V.  Wandlass.  But  now  to  obviate 
these  niceties  in  some  cases,  it  is  en- 
acted by  statute  4  Geo.  2.  c.  28.  s.  2. 
^'  that  in  all  cases  between  landlord 
<<  and  tenant,  as  often  as  it  shall  happen 
**  that  one  half  year's  rent  shall  be  in 
"  arrear,  and  the  landlord  or  lessor,  to 
''  whom  the  same  is  due,  hath  right  by 
"  law  to  ^re-enter  for  the  nonpayment 
"  thereof,  such  landlord  or  lessor  shall 
^  and  may,  without  any  formal  demand 


**  or  re-entry  (o),  serve  a  declaration 
*^  in  ejectment  for  the  recovery  of  the 
'^  demised  premises ;  or  in  case  the 
^*  same  cannot  be  legally  served,  or  no 
''  tenant  be  in  actual  possession  of  the 
^<  premises,  then  to  affix  the  same  upon 
^  the  door  of  any  demised  messuage, 
<'  or  in  case  such  ejectment  shall  not  be 
**  for  the  recovery  of  any  messuage, 
'<  then  upon  some  notorious  place  of 
'<  the  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
**  ments,  comprised  in  such  declaration 
"  in  ejectment,  and  such  affixing  shall 
'*  be  deemed  legal  service  thereof, 
<^  which  service  or  affixing  such  declar- 
**  ation  in  ejectment  shall  stand  in  the 
*'  place  and  stead  of  a  demand  and 
"  re-entry ;  and  in  case  of  judgment 
"  against  the  casual  ejector,  or  nonsuit 
**  for  not  confessing  lease,  entry,  and 
*'  ouster,  it  shall  be  made  appear  to 
**  the  court  where  the  said  suit  is  de- 
<<  pending  by  affidavit,  or  be  proved 
<<  upon  the  trial,  in  case  the  defendant 
<<  appears,  that  half  a  yearns  rent  was  due 
<<  before  the  said  declaration  was  served^ 
<<  and  that  no  sufficient  distress  was  to  be 


(n)  2  Dougl.  477.  Ooodright  v.  Ca- 
tor.  [2  B.  &  C.  49a  Doe  v.  Masters. 
4D.&R.45.  S.C.] 

(o)  In  2  M.  &  S.  525.  Doe  v.  Alex- 
ander^  a  question  arose,  whether  the 
statute  removes  the  necessity  of  a  de- 
mand, when  there  is  a  proviso  of  re- 
entry in  case  the  rent  be  in  arrear  a 
certain 'time,  beinff  lawfully  demanded. 
Lord  EUenborough  C.J.  thought  that 
where  parties  by  their  stipulation  intro- 
duce the  necessity  of  a  demand,  that 
stipulation  is  not  made  null  by  the  sta-^ 
tute,  but  a  demand  must  still  be  made, 


though  not  a  demand  according  to  the 
niceties  of  the  conunon  law.  However, 
the  other  judges  of  the  court  of  K.  B. 
thought  that  before  the  statute  the  words 
"  lawfully  demanded"  were  in  substance 
contained  in  the  common  law  proviso, 
and  that  consequently  their  being  ex- 
pressly stated  since  the  statute  cannot 
vary  the  legal  effect  of  the  proviso :  and 
they  therefore  held  that  a  demand  was 
unnecessary.  [5  B.  &  A.  384. 394.  Doe 
V.  Wilson,  per  Abbott  C.  J.  and  Holroyd 
J.  AccordJ\ 
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Duppa  versus  Mayo, 


DUPPA  V, 

Mayo, 


Baptist^  Thomas  attiuned  hie  age  of  13  years;  but  it  is  said 
that  after  the  250/.  rejit  was  due,  to  wit^  upon  the  same  feast, 
he  attained  that  age^  and  so  he  has  mistaken  the  law :  for  the 


*^  found  on  the  demised  premises^  counter^ 
'*  vailing  the  arrears  then  due  (p),  and 
"  that  the  lessor  or  lessors  in  ejectment 
<<  had  potoer  to  re-enter  ;  then  and  in 
"  every  such  case  the  lessor  or  lessors 
<<  in  ejectment  shall  recover  judgment 
"  and  execution,  in  the  same  manner  as 
"  if  the  rent  had  been  legally  demanded, 
"  and  a  re-entry  made  (jq) ;  and  in  case 
<<  the  lessee,  his  assignee,  or  other  person 
<<  claiming  or  deriving  under  the  said 
'<  lease,  shall  suffer  judgment  to  be  re- 
<<  covered  on  such  ejectment  and  exe- 
<'  cution  to  be  executed  thereon  with- 


'^  out  paying  the  rent  and  arrears, 
'*  together  with  full  costs,  and  without 
«  filing  any  bill  for  relief  in  equity, 
'^  within  six  calendar  months  after  such 
<*  execution  executed,  then  and  in  such 
*'  case  the  said  lessee,  assignee,  and  all 
**  other  persons  claiming  and  deriving 
'<  under  the  said  lease,  shall  be  barred 
"  and  foreclosed  from  all  relief  or  re- 
"  medy  in  law  or  equity,  other  than 
"  by  writ  of  error,  for  reversal  of  such 
'<  judgment,  in  case  the  same  shall  be 
'<  erroneous ;  and  the  said  landlord  or 
"  lessor    shall    from  thenceforth  hold 


(p)  Proof  that  no  sufficient  distress 
was  found  on  the  premises  on  some  one 
day,  after  the  day  on  which  the  rent  is 
payable  to  save  the  forfeiture,  is  primd 
facie  evidence,  and  sufficient  to  bring 
the  case  ivithin  the  statute,  unless  the 
defendant  shew  that  there  was  a  suf- 
ficient distress.  15  East,  286.  Doe  v, 
Fuchau.  Where  the  lease  contains  a 
clause  of  re-entry  for  non-payment  of 
rent,  in  case  no  sufficient  distress  be 
found  upon  the  premises^  the  landlord 
is  bound  to  search  every  part  of  the 
premises.  Forest.  19.  Bees  v.  King. 
[But  the  words  <*  no  sufficient  distress," 
mean  no  sufficient  distress  that  can  be 
got  at  Therefore,  where  the  tenant 
had  locked  up  the  outer  door  of  the 
premises,  so  that  the  landlord  could  not 
get  at  them  to  distrain,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  entitled  to  recover.  M.  & 
Malk.  77.  Doe  v.  Dyson^  coram  Lord 
Tenterden*'] 

(q)  [Therefore,  where  the  declaration 
in  ejectment  is  served,  the  parties  are 
in  the  same  situation  as  if  a  legal  de- 
mand had  been  made  on  the  day  when 
it  ought  to  have  been  made  at  common 


law ;  and  the  title  of  the  landlord  must 
be  taken  to  have  accrued  at  that  time, 
and  not  on  the  day  on  which  the  de- 
claration in  ejectment  is  served.  Hence, 
it  is  no  ground  of  objection  that  the  day 
of  the  dembe  in  the  declaration  is  prior 
to  the  day  of  service.  3  B.  &  C.  75*. 
Doe  v.  Shawcross.  5  D.  &  R.  711.  S-C. 
Indeed,  it  could  not  be  after  that  day ; 
because  it  would  then  appear  upon  the 
proof,  that  the  nominal  plaintiff  had  no 
title  at  the  time  of  service,  3  B.  &  C. 
754,  Accordingly,  it  is  not  an  essential 
part  of  the  plaintiff's  case  to  prove  the 
day  when  the  declaration  in  ejectment 
was  served.  3  B.  &  C.  755,  per  Ba^ 
ley  J.  However^  it  has  been  generally 
considered  necessary  to  prove  the  ser- 
vice, in  order  to  shew  that  half  a  year's 
rent  was  due  before.  Doe  v.  Sir  F^ 
KnowleSy  coram  WigJUman  J.  June, 
1843.  Accord,  A  variance  between  the 
amount  of  rent  proved  to  be  due  and 
the  amount  demanded  by  the  plaintiff 
in  his  particulars  of  breaches  is  not  mate- 
rial. 3  Bing,  3,  Tenny  v.  Moody.  10 
B.  Moore,  252.  S.C] 
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plaintiiF  supposes  that  the  rent  of  260?.  was  due  upon  that 
feast,  although  Thomas  attained  the  age  of  13  years  upon 
the  same   day,   which  is   not  so;    and  then  his   alleging 


DUPPA  V. 

Mayo. 


'<  the  said  demised  premises  discharged 
"  from  such  lease."  (r)  The  intention 
of  this  Act  was  to  take  off  from  the 
landlord  the  inconvenience  of  his  con- 
tinuing always  liable  to  an  uncertainty 
of  possession,  from  its  remaining  in  the 
power  of  the  tenant  to  offer  him  a  com- 
pensation at  any  time  in  order  to  found 
an  application  for  relief  in  equity  (#) ; 
and  to  limit  and  confine  the  tenant  to  six 
calendar  montksy  after  execution  exe- 
cuted, for  his  doing  this ;  or  else  that  the 
landlord  should  from  thenceforth  hold 
the  demised  premises  discharged  from 
the  lease.  1  Burr.  619.  Doe  v.  Letins. 
The  Act  prescribes  a  method  of  pro- 
ceeding in  the  ejectment  in  two  cases, 
viz.  one  in  case  of  judgment  against  the 
casual  ejector ;  the  other  in  case  of  its 
coming  to  a  trial.     In  the  former  case. 


an  affidavit  must  be  made  in  the  court 
where  the  suit  is  depending,  that  half  a 
year's  rent  was  due  before  the  declar- 
ation was  served,  and  that  no  sufficient 
distress  was  to  be  found  upon  the  pre- 
mises, countervailing  the  arrears  then 
due,  and  that  the  lessor  had  power  to 
re-enter:  in  the  latter  case,  the  same 
thing  must  he  proved  upon  the  trial. 
1  Burr.  620.  Therefore  it  is  held  that 
this  statute  does  not  extend  to  cases 
where  there  is  sufficient  distress  upon 
the  premises,  and  consequently  in  such 
cases  the  lessor  must  still  proceed  at 
common  la^  as  before  the  statute. 
7  T.  R.  11 7.  Doe  v.  Wandlass.  (0  So 
much  with  respect  to  a  power  of  re- 
entry. The  same  requisites,  which  have 
been  above  mentioned  as  necessary  to 
entitle  the  lessor  to  re-enter,  are  neces- 


(r)  By  the  4th  sect,  of  the  same  sta- 
tute, the  lessee  or  his  assignee  is  entitled 
to  stay  the  proceedings  on  payment  of 
the  arrears  of  rent  and  costs,  which 
clause  extends  to  the  mortgagee  of  the 
term.  3  Taunt.  402.  Doe  d.  Whitfield 
V.  JRoe,  [The  court  will  not  extend 
this  relief  to  the  tenant  after  trial.  2  B. 
&  C.490.  Doe  v.  Masters.  4  D.  &  R. 
45.  S.  C.  And  where  the  ejectment  is 
brought  on  a  forfeiture  by  breach  of 
covenant  to  repair,  the  court  has  no 
power  to  stay  proceedings  upon  terms, 
if  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  does  not 
consent  10  A.  &  £•  71.  Doe  v.Asby. 
2Perr.  &D.S02.  S.C] 

(s)  Courts  of  equity  always  relieved 
against  forfeitures  for  non-payment  of 
rent.  See  the  cases  collected  in  Comyn's 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  p.  493.  [See 
also  1  Hare,  109.  Bowser  y, Colby.']  But 
it  seems  now  to  be  settled  that  they  will 
not  relieve  in  any  case  where  the  for- 

VOL.  I, 


feiture  is  incurred  by  a  breach  of  co- 
venant sounding  wholly  in  damages 
where  the  parties  cannot  be  put  in  statu 
quo.  Ibid,  and  2  Price,  200.  Brace- 
bridge  V.  Buckley y  where  all  the  cases 
are  considered.  [See  also  4  Sim.  96. 
Green  v.  Bridges,"] 

{t)  [But  by  special  consent  of  the 
parties,  a  re-entry  may  be  for  default  of 
payment  of  rent,  without  the  aid  of  the 
statute,  and  without  any  demand  of  the 
rent  according  to  the  common  law :  as 
where  the  lease  contains  a  proviso  that  if 
the  rent  be  in  arrear  for  twenty-one  days, 
the  lessor  may  re-enter,  *< although  no  le- 
<<  gal  or  formal  demand  shall  be  made  for 
"  payment  thereof."  In  such  case,  if  the 
rent  be  in  arrear  for  the  twenty-one  days, 
an  ejectment  may  be  maintained  without 
actual  re-entry,  and  without  any  demand 
of  rent.  2  B.  &  C.  490.  Doe  v.  Masters. 
4  D.  &  R.  45.  S.  C] 

QQ 
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Duppa  versus  Mayo. 


DUPPA  V. 

Mayo, 


it  by  a  postea^  where  it  appears  judicially  that  it  was  not 
afterwards f  but  that  TTiomas  attained  the  said  age  before^  that 
is  to  saj,  before  the  rent  was  due,  signifies  nothing,  but  is  a 
bad  conclusion  by  the  plaintiff  against  law. 


sary  to  entitle  him  to  recover  a  noniine 
pcmeSf  as  it  is  called,  which  is  not  con- 
sidered 80  much  a  remedy  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  rent,  as  a  penalty  to 
oblige  the  tenant  to  a  punctual  payment 
of  it.  Therefore  where  the  proviso  is, 
that  if  the  rent  be  in  arrear  for  the 
space  of  thirty  days  next  after  the 
days  of  payment,  the  lessee  shall  forfeit 
lOff.  a  day  by  way  of  penalty;  in  that 
case,  in  order  to  entitle  the  lessor  to 
recover  the  penalty,  there  must  be  a 
demand  of  the  rent  in  like  manner  in 
every  respect,  as,  we  have  above  seen, 
is  required  in  cases  of  re-entry  for  non- 
payment of  rent.  Co.  Litt.  202.  a. 
1  Rol.  Abr.  459.  (Z.)  pi.  3.  Hob.  82. 
Grobham  v.  Thornborough.  133.  How- 
ell v.  Sambach  7  T.  R.  117.  A  dis- 
tinction is  taken  between  a  power  to  re- 
enter, or  a  nomine  pcencB^  and  a  power 
to  distrain  ;  as  where  a  rent  is  granted 
payable,  &c.  and  in  default  of  payment, 
if  it  be  demanded,  the  grantee  may 
distrain  ;  in  this  case  it  is  held  not  to 
be  necessary  to  make  a  demand  on  the 
day,  as  in  the  case  of  a  re-entry,  or  a 
nomine  pceme,  but  he  may  demand  the 
rent  at  any  time  after.  7  Rep.  28.  b. 
ilfati/ufscase.  Co.  Litt.  202.  a.  7T.  R. 
117. 

In  cases  of  conditions  of  re-en try  there 
is  a  difference  between  leases  for  lives 
and  leases  for  years;  and  with  respect  to 
the  latter,  there  is  also  a  difference  be- 
tween them^  which  arises  entirely  from  the 
manner  in  which  the  condition  of  re- 


entry is  expressed  in  the  lease.    As  to 
leases  for  lives,  it  is  held  that,  if  the  te- 
nant neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  his  rent 
after  a  regular  demand,  or  is  guilty  of  any- 
other  breach  of  the  condition  of  re-en- 
try, the  lease  is  only  voidable^  and  there- 
fore not  determined  until  the  lessor  re- 
enters, that  is,  brings  an  ejectment  for 
the  forfeiture,  though  the  clause  of  the 
condition  should  be,  that  for  the  non- 
payment of  the  rent,  or  the  like,  the 
lease  shall  cease  and  be  void.     For  it  is 
a  rule,  that  where  an  estate  commences 
by  livery,  it  cannot  be  determined  before 
entry.     Plowd.  135,  136.     Browning  y. 
Beston.     Therefore,  if  the  lessor  after 
notice  of  the  forfeiture,  which  is  a  ma- 
terial and  issuable  fact,  (3  Rep.  64.  b. 
Pennants  case.     2  T.  R.  430,  431.  Boe 
v.  Harrison,)  accepts  rents  which  ac- 
crued due  after,  or  does  any  other  act 
which  amounts  to  a  dispensation  of  the 
forfeiture,  the  lease,  which  was  before 
voidable,  is  thereby  affirmed.    But  if 
there  be  a  lease  for  years,  with  a  con- 
dition that,  for  non-payment  of  the  rent, 
or  the  like,  the  lease  shall  be  ntUl  and 
void,  if  the  lessor  makes  a  legal  demand 
of  the  rent,  and  the  lessee  neglects  or 
refuses  to  pay,  or  if  the  lessee  is  guilty 
of  any  other  breach  of  the  condition  of 
re-entry,  the  lease  is  absolutely  deter- 
mined, and  cannot  be  set  up  again  by 
acceptance  of  rent  due  after  the  breach 
of  the  condition,  or  by  any  other  net. 
Goodright  v.  Davids,   Cowp.  804^  (») 
But  if  in  such  a  lease  the  clause  be,  that 


(tt)  Where  the  words  of  the  proviso 
were,  "  that  the  lease  shall  be  deemed 
'*  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  pur- 


"  poses "  on  a  certain  default  of  the 
lessee,  it  was  held  that  the  true  con- 
struction of  this  proviso  is,  that  it  shall 
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But  it  was  moved  by  the  court,  that  Jones  of  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  Baldwin  seijeant  for  the  defendant,  should  com- 
promise the  matter ;  to  which  the  parties  assented ;  and  so  the 
matter  was  determined  without  any  judgment ;  but  Duppa 
had  only  3007.  for  all  the  rent,  as  I  afterwards  heard. 


Duppa  t?. 
Mayo. 


fornoD-paymentof  the  rent,  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  lessor  to  re-enter,  the  lease  is 
only  voidablcy  and  may  be  affirmed  by  ac- 
ceptance of  rent  accrued  due  after,  or 


other  act,  if  the  lessor  had  notice  of  the 
breach  of  the  condition  at  the  time. 
Plowd.  133.  BrowningandBeston's  case. 
CcLitt.  215. a.  3  Rep.  64.  a,  b.  65.  a,  b. 


be  voidable  only  at  the  option  of  the 
lessor :  for  the  court  will  not  permit  the 
lessee  to  take  advantage  of  his  own 
wrong.  4  B.  &  A.  401.  Doey.  Bancks. 
The  same  point  had  been  previously 
determined  in  Rede  v,  Farr,  6  M.  &  S. 
121.  That  was  an  action  against  the 
surety  on  a  bond  conditioned  for  the 
performance  of  the  covenants  in  a  lease, 
in  which  lease  was  a  proviso,  that  if  the 
rent  should  be  in  arrear  a  certain  time, 
whether  demanded  or  not,  the  lease 
should  be  null  and  void  :  the  lessee  pur- 
posely suffered  the  rent  to  be  in  arrear 
beyond  the  time,  and  then  paid  it, 
and  afterwards  finding  that  his  lease 
was  a  disadvantageous  one,  gave  a  re- 
gular notice  to  quit,  contending  that 
his  lease  bad  become  void,  and  that  he 
was  tenant  from  year  to  year  only :  but 
the  court  held  that  the  lease  was  void- 
able only,  and  had  been  set  up  again 
by  the  subsequent  payment  of  rent; 
and  therefore  that  the  defendant,  al- 
though merely  a  surety,  was  liable  for 
breaches  of  covenant  committed  by  the 
lessee  subsequent  to  the  expiration  of 
the  notice  to  quit  [These  cases  were 
followed  by  that  of  Amsby  v.  Wood- 
ward, 6  B.  &  C.  519.  S.  C.  9  D.  & 
R.  536.,  where  the  proviso,  besides  the 
statement  that,  if  any  of  the  covenants 
should  be  broken,  the  term  should 
cease,  determine,  and  be  utterly  void, 
added,  '<  and  it  shall  be  lawful  to  and  for 
"  the  landlord  into  and  upon  the  demised 


"  premises  tore-enter,"  &c.;  and  it  was 
held  that  this  proviso  did  not  make  the 
lease  absolutely  void,  but  voidable  only 
by  breach  of  covenant.  The  court  was  fur- 
ther of  opinion,  that  a  subsequent  receipt 
of  rent  by  the  landlord  was  a  waiver  of 
a  forfeiture ;  and,  per  Lord  Tenterden,  if 
the  proviso  had  been  in  the  very  words 
found   in  Doe  v.  Bancks  and  JRede  v. 
Farr,  the   receipt  of  the  rent  would 
have  been  an  admission  that  the  lease 
was  subsisting  at  the  time  when  thai 
rent  became   due,   and  he  could   not 
have  afterwards  insisted  on  a  forfeiture, 
previously  committed ;  and,  per  Littledale 
J.,  the  landlord  was  bound  to  re-enter,  in 
order  to  take  advantage  of  the  forfeiture, 
as  in  the  case  of  freehold  interests.    See 
also  4  B.  &  Ad.  664.  Roberts  v.  Davey. 
I  M.  *  W.  402.  Doe  v.  Birch.    4  Bing. 
N.  C.  395.  Malins  v.  Freeman.  6  Scott, 
187.  S.  C.    1  Hare,  109.  Bowser  v.  Col- 
by. Accord.      These  authorities  appear 
to  be  strongly  opposed,  to,  if  not  to 
overrule,  the  distinction   taken  in  the 
principal  note  above,  between  leases  for 
lives  and  leases  for  years ;  inasmuch  as 
they  seem  to  establish,  that,  although  a 
lease  for  years  contains  a  proviso  that 
it  shall  be  utterly  void  for  non-payment 
of  rent,  or  other  breach  of  covenant,  yet 
it  shall  be  regarded  as  voidable  only,  so 
that  the  landlord,  by  the  acceptance  of 
rent  or  the   like,   with   notice  of  the 
breach,  will  waive  the  forfeiture.] 
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Pennant's  case.  Cowp.804.  GoodrigfU 
V.  Davids.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  to 
inquire  what  other  acts  besides  those 
above-mentioned  do  amount  to  a  waiver 
or  dispensation  of  the  forfeiture,  (or) 
Where  the  condition  of  re-entry  is,  "  in 
"  case  the  lessee  or  his  assigns  shall 
'<  assign  the  premises  without  licence," 


if  the  lessor  licenses  the  lessee  to  assign 
any  party  it  is  a  dispensation  of  the 
whole  condition^  and  the  lessee,  or  hit 
assignee^  may  assign  all  the  residue  with- 
out  licence.  4  Rep.  119,  120.  Dumpars 
case.  S.C.  Cro.Eliz.  815,  816.  1  Rol. 
Abr.  471.  (G.)  pi.  1,  2.  (y)  So  where 
the  condition  of  re-entry  is  far  non-pay- 


(x)  Some  positive  act  of  waiver  is 
necessary:  merely  lying  by  and  wit- 
nessing a  forfeiture  by  the  exercise  of 
a  prohibited  trade  is  not  sufficient,  where 
there  has  not  been  any  acceptance  of 
rent  3  Taunt.  78.  Doe  v.  Allen, 
[And  it  has  been  doubted  whether  even 
ai  demand  of  reniy  which  has  become  due 
subsequent  to  a  forfeiture,  amounts  to  a 
waiver.  But  see  1  M.  &  W.  402.  Doe 
V.  Birch,  If  the  forfeiture  be  a  conti- 
nuing one,  as  where  it  is  incurred  by 
the  using  of  rooms  in  a  manner  prohi- 
bited by  a  covenant  in  the  lease,  the 
acceptance  of  rent  after  such  user  is  no 
waiver  of  the  forfeiture  incurred  by  a 
subsequent  continuing  user.  9  B.  &  C. 
376.  Doev.  Woodbridge.  4  Mann.  &  R. 
302.  S.  C.  So  where  there  was  a  covenant 
to  insure  the  demised  premises,  and 
keep  them  insured  during  the  term; 
and  the  premises  were  never  insured 
previously  to  a  distress  for  rent,  and  the 
tenant  continued  to  suffer  them  to  re- 
main uninsured  de  die  in  diem  after 
the  distress ;  it  was  held  that  this 
was  a  continuing  breach,  for  which 
the  landlord  might  recover  in  ejectr 
ment,  on  a  demise  subsequent  to  the 
distress.  1  B.  &  Ad.  428.  Doe  v.  Pech. 
So  if  a  neglect  to  repair  continues 
from  day  to  day,  that  is  a  continu- 
ing cause  of  forfeiture.  2  Cr.  &  J. 
667.  669.  Doe  v.  Durnford.  But  a 
forfeiture  incurred  by  the  lessee's  be- 
coming insolvent  is  not  a  continuing 
one.  5  B.  &  Ad.  765.  Doe  v.  Pritchard, 
4  Bing.  N.  C.  38.  Doe  v.  Rees.  6  Scott, 
161.  S.  C. — The  receipt  of  rent,  after  an 
ejectment  is  brought  on  a  forfeiture,  is 


no  waiver  of  such  forfeiture.     1  C.  &  P. 
346.    Doe  v.  Meux. — It  has  been  held, 
that  if  the  conduct  of  the  lessor  has 
been  such  as  to  mislead  the  lessee  into 
neglect  of  a  covenant,  the  lessor  shall 
not  be  allowed  to  insbt  on  such  neglect 
as  a  ground  of  re-entry.     R.  &  Moa 
343.    Doe  v.  Rowe,      2  C.  &  P.  246. 
S.  C.     9  C.  &  P.  706.    Doe  v.  Sutton, 
See  also  R.  &  Moo.  29.  Doe  v.  Ekins. 
1 C.  &  P.  155.  S.C.  2Mann.«6Gr.  752.] 
(y)  So  where  the  lessor  has  once  as- 
sented to  an  assignment  of  the  whole 
lease,  the   condition   is   gone.     [And 
equity   has   followed   the   law  in  this 
respect.   12  Yes.  191.    Jones  v.  Jones. 
14  Yes.  173.     BrummeU  v.  Maepher- 
son.  1  Yes.  &  B.  191.  Macher  v.  Found- 
ling Hospital.']     See  the  cases,  post, 
notes  {d)  and  (/).    See  also  5  TaunU 
249.    Lloyd  v.  Crispe,  where  it  was 
laid    down>   by    Sir  James  Mansfield 
C.  J.,   that  a   landlord,   by  accepting 
rent  of  the  assignee,  although  he  had 
never  assented  to   the   assignment  in 
writing  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
proviso,  had  waived  the  condition,  and 
that  the  assignee  might  assigif  to  an- 
other without  licence.    B ut  the  landlord, 
by  waiving  his  right  of  re-entry  by  ac- 
ceptance of  rent  from  his  lessee  after 
one  ur^derletting^  does  not  lose  his  right 
to  re-enter  on  a  subsequent  underletting. 
4  Taunt.  735.  Doe  v.Bliss,   [5  B.&  Ad. 
771.,  per  Taunton  J.     Ibid.  781.  per 
Patteson  J.]     And  guare^  Whether,  if 
he  had  by  writing  licensed  an  under- 
lease of  the  whole  premises  for  a  portion 
of  the  term,  the  lessee  could  have  un- 
derlet for  the  residue  of  the  term  with* 
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tnent  of  rent,  and  the  lessee  does  not 
pay  it  upon  demand,  yet  if  the  lessor 
afterwards  distrains,  though  far  the  same 
rent  for  which  the  demand  was  made, 
he  has  affirmed  the  lease,  for  he  thereby 
admits  the  continuance  of  it ;  because 
at  common  law  no  distress  can  be  made 
after  the  lease  is  determined.  3  Rep. 
6if  b.  Pennant* a  case,  (z)  Now  indeed, 
by  statute  8  Ann.  c.  14>.  s,6,  7.9  a  lessor 
may  distrain  in   six  calendar  months 


after  the  determination  of  a  lease  for 
life,  years,  or  at  will,  if  the  lessor's  title 
or  interest,  and  the  possession  of  the 
tenant,  from  whom  such  rent  became 
due,  be  continuing.  See  I  H.  Bl.  5. 
Beavan  v.  Delahay,  (a)  Where  the 
condition  of  re-entry  is,  "  if  the  lessee 
^'  shall  underlet,  assign,  or  transfer 
"  the  premises,  or  any  part  thereof, 
<<  without  the  consent  of  the  lessor  in 
**  writing  under  his  hand  and  seal,"  ac- 


out  further  licence?  It  should  seem 
not;  for  though  in  Dumpor's  case  a 
licence  to  assign  part  was  held  to  ope- 
rate as  a  licence  to  assign  all,  on  the 
ground  that  a  condition  is  entire  and 
cannot  be  apportioned^  and  therefore  a 
licence  to  underlet  part  would  operate 
as  a  licence  to  underlet  ally  yet  a  li- 
cence to  underlet  the  whole  for  a  por- 
tion of  the  term  is  no  apportionment  of 
the  condition,  but  rather  a  suspension 
of  it,  against  which  no  rule  of  law  seems 
to  militate,  inasmuch  as  the  entirety  of 
the  condition  is  preserved ;  and  on  the 
preservation  of  the  entirety  of  the  con- 
dition, the  distinction  noticed  in  the  sub- 
sequent part  of  the  learned  Serjeant's 
note  turns,  viz.  that  an  assignee  of  part 
of  the  reversion  in  the  whole  premises 
may  take  advantage  of  a  condition,  but 
an  assignee  of  the  whole  reversion  in 
part  of  the  premises  cannot. 

(z)  Where  a  lease  contained  a  clause 
of  re-entry  in  case  the  rent  should  be 
in  arrear  twenty-one  days,  and  there 
should  be  no  sufficient  distress.  Lord 
EUenboTough  held  that  the  landlord 
having  distrained  within  the  twenty-one 
days,  but  continued  in  possession  after, 
did  not  waive  his  right  of  re-entry. 
1  Stark.  411.  Doe  y,  Johnson*  Where 
the  lease  contained  a  general  covenant 
to  repur,  and  also  a  covenant  to  repair 
upon  three  months'  notice.  Lord  Ellen' 
horough  C.J.  held  that  the  landlord,  by 
giving  notice,  had  not  waived  his  right 


of  re-entry  for  the  breach  of  the  general 
covenant  2  Camp.  520.  Roe  v.  Paine. 
[In  this  cajse  the  notice  required  the 
tenant  to  re^var  forthwith, — But  if  the 
notice  had  required  him  to  repair  within 
three  months,  the  landlord  would  have 
thereby  waived  his  right  of  re-entry  for 
the  breach  of  the  general  covenant 
(although  the  right  of  action  for  the 
breach  of  it  would  have  remained). 
4  B.  &  C.  606.  Z>ae  V.  iJf«&r.  7D.&R. 
98.  S.C.  If  such  a  notice  did  not  operate 
as  a  waiver  of  the  forfeiture  for  the 
breach  of  the  general  covenant,  the  ex- 
treme injustice  would  follow,  that  the 
landlord  might  bring  ejectment,  after 
the  tenant  had  put  the  premises  into 
complete  repair  pursuant  to  the  notice. 
So  where  the  lease  contains  a  general 
covenant  to  repair,  and  a  proviso  for  re- 
entry upon  breach  of  any  covenant,  and 
also  a  proviso  that  the  landlord,  in  case 
of  non-repair,  may  give  the  tenant  no- 
tice to  repair,  and  in  case  the  repair 
shall  not  be  done  within  a  prescribed 
period,  may  perform  it  himself,  and 
distrain  upon  the  tenant  for  the  ex- 
pense, the  landlord,  by  giving  notice 
under  this  latter  proviso^  will  waive  his 
right  of  re-entry  for  a  breach  of  the 
general  covenant  5  A.  &  £.  277.  Doe 
V.  Lewis.  6  Nev.  &  M.  764.  S.  C.  See 
4  B.  &  Ad.  84.  Doe  v.  Brindley. 
1  Nev.  &M.  1.  S.C] 
(a)  See  post,  VoL  fl.  p.  284. note  (2). 
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ceptance  by  the  lessor  of  rent  due  after 
a  breach  of  the  condition^  with  notice  of 
it,  is  held  to  be  a  waiver  of  the  forfeit^ 
ure.  Cowp.80S.  Goodright  w,  Davids. 
But  in  such  case  there  can  be  no  express 
licence  given  by  the  lessor  to  underlet, 
&c.  except  bi/tDriting  under  his  hand  and 
seal:  9^  parol  licence  will  not  do  (6); 
though  acceptance  of  subsequent  rent 
with  notice  b  sufficient  to  waive  the  for- 
feiture. 2  T.  R.  425.  430.  Roe  y.  Har- 
rison. Where  the  condition  of  re-entry 
is,  *<  that  if  the  lessee  shall  assign,  trans- 
**fery  or  set  over^  or  otherwise  do  and 


*^  put  away  the  indenture  of  demise,  or 
**  the  premises  thereby  demised,  or  any 
'<  part  thereof,"  &c  an  underlease  has 
been  held  not  to  be  a  breach  of  the 
condition.  3Wils.234.  Crusoe  v.  Bug^ 
by,  (c)  But  where  the  condition  is, 
*'  that  if  the  lessee  shall  set^  lety  or  as- 
*<  sign  over  the  said  demised  premises, 
"  or  any  part  thereof,  &€."  an  under- 
lease is  considered  to  be  within  the 
terms  of  the  proviso.  2T.R.  425.  Roe 
Harrison.  See  Dean  (lessee  of  £arl 
Stanhope)  v.  Shegg,  2  T.  R.  138.  and 
Fox  V.  Swann,  Sty.  482,  483.(rf) 


(b)  [Post,  Vol.  II.  p.  47,  48.  note(l) 
to  Fowell  V.  Forrest  1  V.  &  B.  188. 
Mdchery.  Foundling  ffospitoL  3Madd. 
218.   Eichardson  V.  Evans."] 

(c)  [So  where  the  condition  of  re- 
entry was,  if  the  lessee  should  "  grant 
*<  any  underlease,  or  let,  set,  or  assign, 
"  transfer,  set  over,  or  otherwise  part 
"  with"  the  demised  messuage,  or  thai 
present  indenture  of  leasCy  it  was  held 
that  the  deposit  of  the  lease  with  a  cre- 
ditor, as  a  security  for  the  payment  of 
money  advanced,  was  no  forfeiture.  4 
D.  &R.226.  Doe  V.Hogg.  R.&Moo. 
36.     1  C&P.  160.S.  C] 

(d)  [See  also  1  Camp.  20.  Doe  v. 
fVorsley.  12  Ves.  395.  Greenaway  v. 
Adams,  15  Ves.  265.  Church  v.  Brown."] 
So  where  the  tenant  holding  under  a 
similar  condition  entered  into  partner- 
ship with  ^.,  and  agreed  that  he  should 
have  the  use  of  a  back  room  and  other 
parts  of  the  premises  exclusively^  and 
of  the  rest  jointly  with  the  tenant,  the 
lease  was  held  to  be  forfeited.  1  M. 
&  S.297.  Roey.  Sales.  [So  where  the 
tenant  engaged,  that  in  case  he  should 
let,  assign,  or  demise,  or  suffer  tobe  oc' 
cupied  by  any  other  person,  without  the 
consent  in  writing  of  the  landlord,  any 
part  of  the  meadow  or  ancient  pasture 
ground  demised,  he  should  pay  an  ad- 
ditional rent;  and  the  tenant,  without 


the  consent  of  the  landlord^  suffered 
other  persons  to  use  small  portions  of 
the  land  for  the  purpose  of  raising  a 
potato  crop ;  it  was  held  that  this  was 
an  occupation  of  the  land  by  other  per- 
sons, such  as  to  entitle  the  landlord  to 
the  additional  rent :  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  55. 
Gfeenslade  v.  Tapscott:  And  the  court 
appeared  to  doubt  the  authority  of 
Doe  v.  Laming^  4  Camp.  77.9  where 
a  clerk  in  the  Post  Office  had  lodged 
for  more  than  a  year  in  a  room  of  the 
demised  premises  (a  coffee-house),  of 
which  he  had  had  exclusive  possession ; 
and  LfOrd  JEllenborottgh  held  that  this 
was  no  breach  of  the  tenant's  covenant 
not  to  grant  any  underlease  for  any  term 
whatsoever,  or  let,  assign,  transfer,  or 
set  over,  or  otherwise  part  with  the  said 
messuage  &c.  or  his  term  therein,  or 
any  part  thereof^  without  licence,  &c. ; 
his  lordship  saying,  that  the  covenant 
could  only  extend  to  such  underletting 
as  a  licence  might  be  expected  to  be 
applied  for ;  and  who  ever  heard  of  a 
licence  from  a  landlord  to  take  in  a 
lodger?] 

An  assignment  by  operation  of  Uv» 
as  by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  lessee,  is  oo 
forfeiture ;  2  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  lOa  Go- 
ring  v.  Warner.  2  Atk.  219.  Phi^ 
y.Hoare.  Ambl.  480.  S.  C.  3  M.  &  S, 
353.    Doe  v.  Sevan;  unless  it  be  ex* 
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At  the  common  law,  an  assignee  or    for  a  condition  broken ;   for,  to  prevent 
grantee  of  a  reversion  could  not  enter    all  maintenance,  the  common  law  did  not 


pressly  covenanted  that  the  lease  shall 
be  forfeited  by  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
lessee.  2  T.  R.  183.  Roe\.  GaUiers. 
See  also  6  T.R.  684.  DomeU  y,  Bedford. 
[1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  405.  Doe  v.  David. 
So  where  the  lessee  by  deed  conveyed 
all  his  property  to  trustees  for  the  be- 
nefit of  his  creditors,  and  subsequently 
a  commission  issued  against  him,  and  he 
was  found  bankrupt ;  it  was  held  that 
the  deed,  being  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
and  void,  did  not  operate  as  a  valid  as- 
signment of  the  lease,  which  therefore 
passed  to  the  assignees,  and  so  no  for- 
feiture. 5  B.  &  C.  308.  Doe  v.  Pow- 
dl  8D.&R.  35.  S.  C.  2Y.&Jerv. 
372.  Powell  V.  Lloyd."]  Neither  is  an 
assignment  by  the  sheriff  under  blJI. 
fa. ;  8  T.  R.  58.  Doe  v.  Carter  ;  *  un- 
less the  lessee  by  his  own  voluntary 
act  procures  or  occasions  the  lease  to 
be  taken  in  execution ;  8  T.  R.  300. 
Doe  V.  Carter  ;  or  the  lease  is  made  to 
depend  on  the  actual  occupancy  of  the 
premises  by  the  lessee.  2  East,  481. 
Doe  V.  Hawke,  8  East,  185.  Doe  v. 
Clarke.  Where  the  proviso  contains 
an  exception  of  assignments  by  will,  the 
executors  or  legatee  cannot  therefore 
assign  without  licence ;  but  where  they 
nad  done  so,  and  the  lessor  had  ac- 
cepted rent  of  their  assignee,  the  con- 
dition was  held  to  be  waived,  and  that  the 
assignee  might  assign  without  licence. 
5  Taunt.  249.  Lloyd  v.  Crispe.  In  the 
same  case  it  was  held,  that  the  vendor 
of  a  term  b  bound  to  procure  the  lessor's 
licence  to  the  assignment,  and  not  the 
vendee.  Under  a  covenant  not  to  carry 
on,  or  suffer  to  be  carried  on,  any  trade  or 
businessy  an  assignment  to  a  schoolmas' 
ter  was  held  to  be  a  forfeiture.  1  M.  &  S. 
95.  Doe  V.  Keeling.  [^But  where  the 
lessee  covenanted  that  he  would  not  do 


any  act,  matter,  or  thing,  upon  the  de- 
mised premises,  which  might  be,  grow, 
or  lead  to  the  damage,  annoyance,  or 
disturbance  of  the  lessor,  or  any  of  his 
tenants,  or  to  any  part  of  the  neighbour- 
hood ;  and  the  proviso  for  re-entry  was 
that  the  lessee  should  not  permit  any  per- 
son to  inhabit  the  premises,  who  should 
carry  on  certain  specified  trades  or 
businesses  (that  of  a  licensed  victualler 
not  being  any  of  these),  or  any  other 
business  that  might  be,  or  grow,  or  lead 
to  be  offensive,  or  any  annoyance  or 
disturbance  to  any  of  the  lessor's  ten- 
ants; it  was  held  that  the  opening  of 
a  public-house  on  the  premises  was  not 
a  breach  of  the  covenant  or  proviso. 
IB.  &cC.l\^.  Jones  y.  Thome.  3  D.  & 
R.152.S.C.  Again,  under  a  covenant  in 
a  lease  of  a  house,  not  to  use  or  exercise 
^Ae  trades  or  businesses  of  a  butcher, 
baker,  slaughterman,  melter  of  tallow, 
tallow-chandler,  tobacco-pipe  burner, 
soap-maker,  sugar-baker,  fellmonger, 
dyer,  distiller,  victualler,  vintner,  tavern- 
keeper,  or  coffee-house  keeper,  tanner, 
common  brewer,  or  any  offensive  trade^ 
without  licence ;  it  was  held  that  the 
lease  was  not  forfeited  by  carrying  on 
any  occupation  besides  a  trade;  and  that 
it  was  not  a  trade  to  use  the  house  as  a 
private  lunatic  asylum,  the  word  trade  in 
this  covenant  being  applicable  only  to  a 
business  conducted  by  buying  and  sell- 
ing. 2  A.  &  E.  161.  Doe  v.  Bird.  4 
Nev.  &  M.  285.  S.  C.  The  general  rule 
is,  that  a  clause  of  re-entry  be  construed 
strictly.  Accordingly,  a  proviso  in  a 
lease,  giving  power  of  're-entry  if  the 
tenant  make  default  in  petformance 
of  any  of  the  clauses  by  the  space  of 
thirty  days  after  notice,  was  held  not  to 
apply  to  a  breach  of  a  covenant  not  to 
allow  alterations  in  the  premises,  or  suf« 
QQ  4 


288  rf 


Duppa  vei's^cs  Mayo. 


allow  an  assignment  of  a  title  of  entry 
or  re-entry.  Co.  Litt.  21 4'.  But  if  the 
estate  ceased  by  breach  of  the  condition 
without  entry,  as  where  in  a  lease  for 
years  the  lease  is  to  be  void  by  breach 
of  the  condition,  the  assignee  of  the  re- 
version might  take  advantage  of  it  at  the 
common  law.  Co.  Litt.  21  ^^  b.  215.  a. 
I  Rol.  Abr.  47S.  3  Rep.  65.  a.  iV«- 
nan£s  case.  But  where  a  lease  for  life 
was  with  such  a  condition,  or  a  lease  for 
years,  with  a  condition  that  if  such  a 
thing  be  done  the  lessor  shall  re-enter^ 
the  grantee  of  the  reversion  could  not 
enter  by  the  common  law.  Co.  Litt. 
215.  a.  But  by  statute  32  H.  8.  c  34. 
it  is  enacted  (among  other  things),  that 
all  persons  being  grantees  or  assignees 
to  the  king,  or  to  or  by  any  other  per- 
son, and  the  heirs,  executors,  successors, 
and  assigns  of  every  of  them,  shall  and 


may  have  and  enjoy  all  and  every  such 
like  advantages  against  the  lessees^  their 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
by  entry  for  non-payment  of  rent,  or 
for  doing  of  waste,  or  other  forfeiture, 
as  the  lessors  or  grantors  themselves,  or 
their  heirs,  should  have  had  and  enjoyed. 
Upon  thb  statute  it  is  held,  that  not 
only  an  assignee  of  the  reversion  in  fee, 
but  Blsofor  life  or  yearsy  shall  take  ad- 
vantage of  a  condition  of  re-entry.  Co. 
Litt.  215.  a.  But  an  assignee  o^part  of 
the  reversion  is  not  within  the  statute; 
as  if  a  lease  be  made  of  three  acres  upon 
condition  of  re-entry,  the  assignee  of  the 
reversion  of  two  acres  shall  not  enter  for 
a  breach  of  the  condition  ;  for  the  con- 
dition being  entire  cannot  be  appoi^ 
tioned  by  the  act  of  the  parties,  but 
shall  be  destroyed.  Co.  Litt.  215.  a. 
Dyer,  309.  a.   4-  Rep.  120.  a,  b.    Dvm- 


fer  new  buildings  to  be  made  on  them 
without  permission.  1  B.  &  Ad.  715. 
Doe  V.  Marchetti,  So  a  proviso  for  re- 
entry, if  the  lessee  "  shall  do  or  cause  to 
''  be  done  any  ady  matter,  or  thing, 
''  contrary  to  and  in  breach  of  any  of 
^*  the  covenants,"  was  held  not  to  apply 
to  a  breach  of  a  covenant  to  repair, 
the  omission  to  repair  not  being  an 
act  done  within  the  meaning  of  the 
proviso.  3  B.  &  Ad.  299.  Doe  v.  iSte-^ 
vens.  However,  in  Doe  v.  Elsam^  M. 
&  Malk.  189.  Lord  Tenterden  said, 
that  he  did  not  think  that  provisoes  for 
re-entry  were  to  be  construed  with  the 
strictness  of  conditions  at  common  law; 
but  that,  being  matters  of  contract  be- 
tween  the  parties,  they  should  be  con- 
strued as  other  contracts,  according  to 
fair  and  obvious  construction,  without 
favour  to  either  side.  See  also  3  B.  &  Ad. 
402.  Doe  v.  Jepson,  Where  the  for- 
feiture relied  on  is  a  breach  of  covenant 
by  the  lessee's  omitting  to  do  some  act, 
it  lies  on  the  lessor  to  give  some  evi- 
dence of  the  omission.     2  C.  &  P.  245. 


Doe  V.  Rchson,  Accordingly,  where  the 
alleged  forfeiture  was  by  breach  of  a 
covenant  to  insure  in  some  office,  in  or 
near  London^  it  was  held  that  the  omis- 
sion to  insure  must  be  proved  bj  the 
the  plaintiff.  8  A.  &  £.  571.  Doe  v. 
Whitehead.  3  Nev.  &  P.  557.  S.  C.  — 
The  landlord's  re-entry  for  a  forfeiture  is 
no  bar  to  an  action  of  covenant  for 
a  breach  accrued  before  the  re-entry, 
notwithstanding,  by  the  terms  of  the 
condition  of  re-entry,  the  landlord  is  to 
have  the  premises  again,  <<  as  if  this  in- 
'<  denture  had  never  been  made ; "  for 
thb  means  only  that  he  is  to  have  them 
from  the  time  of  re-entry y  as  if  the  inden- 
ture had  not  been  made.  4Bing.  N.C 
178.  Hartshome  v.  Watson.  5  Scott, 
506.  S.C. — The  landlord,  on  re-entry, 
is  entitled  to  the  emblements  which  he 
finds  growing  on  the  land,  in  all  cases 
where  the  condition  of  re-entry  is  for  a 
forfeiture  occasioned  by  the  act  of  the 
lessee,  or  in  consequence  of  his  act 
7  Bing.  154.  Davis  v.  Eyton.  4  Moo. 
&P.8201   S.C] 
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par's  case.  5  Rep.  55.  b.  1  Rol.  Abr. 
472.  Moor,  98.  Cro.  Eliz.  833.  4  Leon. 
27.  (e)  But  an  asaignee  of  reversion 
shall  not  take  advantage  of  a  breach 
of  every  condition  of  re-entry,  but  only 
of  the  conditions  mentioned  in  the  sta- 
tute^ (viz.)  for  non-payment  of  rent, 
for  doing  waste  or  other  matter  of 
the  same  nature;  for  though  the  sta- 
tute speaks  of  other  forfeiture^  yet  it  is 
to  be  understood  only  of  other  forfeiture 
(^Ae  same  nature  ;  such  as  of  a  condi- 
tion to  do  a  thing  incident  to  the  rever- 
sion, as  payment  of  rent  is,  or  for  the 
benefit  of  the  estate,  as  the  not  doing  of 
waste  is ;  Co.  Litt.  215.  b. ;  and  not  of 
conditions  to  do,  or  not  to  do,  collateral 


acts.  Ante,  p.  240.  Therefore  it  has  been 
doubted  whether  the  assignee  of  the  re- 
version can  take  advantage  of  a  condi- 
tion of  re-entry,  if  the  lessee  shall  assign 
without  licence.  SirT.Raym.250.  Lucas 
V.  How.  See  Litt  s.  347.  Perkins, 
831.  Feame,  192.  A  covenant  not  to 
assign  does  not  run  with  the  land,  and 
assignees  are  not  bound  unless  named. 
2  Atk.  219.  Philpot  v.  ffoare.  (J) 
Whence  it  seems  to  follow  that  a  con- 
dition of  re-entry,  if  the  lessee  assigns 
without  licence,  is  not  within  the  sta- 
tute, and  that  the  assignee  of  the  rever- 
sion cannot  maintain  an  ejectment  for 
a  breach  of  such  a  condition  any  more 
than  be  could  do  at  the  common  law.  (ff) 


(e)  See  2  B.  &  A.  105.  Twynam  v. 
Pickardf  that  an  assignee  of  the  rever- 
sion in  part  of  the  land  may  maintain 
covenant  by  virtue  of  the  statute  32.  H. 
8.,  although  he  cannot  enter  for  condi- 
dition  broken. 

(/)  '*  It  cannot  run  with  the  land  : 
"  because  the  question  of  its  running 
**  with  the  land  supposes  an  assignment, 
'*  and  the  very  assignment  by  act  of 
'*  law,  or  with  the  licence  of  the  lessor, 
'*  destroys  the  covenant."  —  Comyn  on 
Landlords  and  Tenants,  p.  220.  citing 
3  Wils.  33.  Bally  v.  Wells.  5  Taunt 
795.  l>oe  V.  Smith.  2  Marsh.  395.  S.C. 
where  it  was  held  that  a  lessee  bank- 
rupt, coming  in  as  assignee  of  his  own 
assignees,  was  discharged  from  his  own 
covenant  not  to  assign  without  licence. 
See  also  the  cases  in  note  (d).  [But 
10  Doe  V.  Smithy  the  covenant  did  not 
name  assigns :  where  it  does,  it  should 
seem  that  they  will  be  bound  by  it  8  B. 
&C.486.  Paul  y.  Nurse.  2Mann.&R. 
525.  S.  C.  And  although  the  condition 
for  re-entry  is  destroyed  when  the  les- 
sor has  licensed  an  assignment,  yet  it 
may  be  doubted  whether  it  is  correct  to 
say  that  the  covenant  is  destroyed ;  and 
still  more  so,  when  he  has  merely  waived 


the  forfeiture.  See  2  Mann.  &  Gr.  729. 
751.  West  V.  Blakeway.  3  Scott,  N.R. 
199.  215,  216.  S.  C] 

(g)  In  order  to  take  advantage  of  a 
condition  of  re-entry,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  party  should  have  any  reversion 
in  the  land.  2  B.  &  A.  168.  Doe  v. 
Bateman.  [But  a  power  of  re-entry 
cannot  be  reserved  to  a  stranger  to  the 
legal  interest,  whose  real  title  is  dis- 
closed on  the  lease.  4  Taunt  23.  Doe 
Lawrence.  2  Cr.  &  J.  232.  Doe  v. 
Adams.  Therefore  where  a  man  be- 
queathed certain  leasehold  premises  to 
trustees,  on  trust  to  permit- and  suffer 
his  wife  to  receive  the  rents,  &c ;  and 
afterwards  the  surviving  trustee  and  the 
widow  granted  a  lease  of  the  premises, 
the  rent  to  be  pud  to  the  widow,  and 
the  lessors  reserved  a  power  of  re-entry 
on  non-payment  of  the  rent,  and  the 
lease  disclosed  the  title  of  the  widow, 
who,  after  the  death  of  the  trustee,  en- 
tered on  the  premises  ;  it  was  held  that^ 
being  a  stranger  to  the  legal  estate,  the 
power  of  re-entry  could  not  be  reserved 
to  her,  and  that  the  lease  operated  as  a 
lease  by  the  trustee,  and  a  confirm- 
ation by  her.  2  Cr.  &  J.  674.  Doe  v. 
Goldsmith.    Where  in  an  under-lease  it 
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(17)  So  10  Rep.  127.  b.  CZun's  case. 
— •  This  opinion  of  Lord  Haie  was  de- 
nied by  counsel  in  argument  in  Lord 
Rockingham  v.  Penrice.  I  P.  Will.  177, 
178.  and  2  Salk.  578.  and  the  case  of 
Southern  v.  BellasiSy  decided  by  Mr. 
Justice  Tracy ^  was  cited  as  an  autho- 
rity against  it  But  the  last  case,  and 
a  similar  one  determined  by  Lord  Mae» 
clesfield  in  Prec.  Chan.  555.  and  1  P. 
Will.  180.  Earl  of  Strafford  v.  Lady 
Wentwor^  do  not  at  all  contradict  this 
position  of  Lord  Hale,  but  are  plainly 
dbtinguishable.  For  Lord  Macclesfield 
cited  Southern  v.  Bellans  and  ap- 
proved of  it ;  but  took  a  difference  be- 
tween a  lease  made  by  tenant  in  fee^ 
or  under  a  power  (the  former  of  which 


is  the  case  put  by  Lord  Hale)^  and  one 
made  by  a  hare  tenant  for  life  ;  in  the 
latter  case,  if  the  lessor  lives  to  the  he- 
yinning  of  the  rent-day,  at  which  time 
a  voluntary  payment  of  rent  might  be 
made  (vide  10  Rep.  127.  b.),  that  is  suf- 
ficient to  entitle  the  executor  to  the 
rent  rather  than  it  should  be  lost ;  but 
in  the  former  case,  by  the  death  of  the 
lessor  before  the  last  instant,  the  rent 
will  go  along  with  the  land  to  him  in 
the  reversion  or  remainder,  because 
being  payable  on  those  days  during  the 
term,  the  lessee  has  till  the  last  instant 
to  pay  his  rent ;  and  consequently  the 
lessor  dying  before  it  was  completely 
due,  his  representatives  can  make  no 
title  to  it.  (A) 


was  provided  that  the  lessee  an£?  the  origin 
nal  lessor  might  re-enter  for  any  breach 
of  covenant,  it  was  held,  that  the  lessee 
alone  might  maintain  ejectment  for  a 
forfeiture  incurred  by  the  under-lessee. 
4-  Bing.  276.  Doe  v.  White.  12  B.  Moore, 
526.  S.  C.  As  to  what  form  of  words 
will  make  a  condition  of  re-entry,  see 
8  B.  &  C.  308.  Doc  v.  WaU.  1  Mann.  & 
R.  694.  S.  C.  4  C.  &  P.  3.  Doe  v.  Kneller. 
It  is  not  essential  that  the  lease  should 
be  under  seal.  8  B.  &  C.  308.  1  Mann. 
&  R.694. —  It  is  a  good  defence  to  an 
ejectment  for  a  forfeiture,  that  the  land- 
lord, after  the  execution  of  the  lease, 
conveyed  away  his  title  to  the  premises 
by  mortgage.  5  B.  &  Ad.  1065.  Doe 
V.  Edwards.  3  Nev.  &  M.  193.  S.  C] 
(h)  And  so  is  the  law  at  this  day, 
[in  cases  of  leases  granted  before  the 
passing  of  the  stat  4  W.  4.  c.  22.], 
notwithstanding  the  statute  hereinafter 
mentioned.  2  Madd.  268.  Norris  v. 
Harrison. — By  statute  1 1  Geo.  2.  c.  19. 
s.  15.  it  is  enacted,  "That  where  any 
**  tenant  for  life  shall  happen  to  die  be- 
'*  fore  or  on  the  day  on  which  any 
"  rent  was  reserved  or  made  payable 


"  upon  any  demise  or  lease  of  any  lands, 
"  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  which 
"  determined  on  the  death  of  such  tenant 
"  for  life,  the  executors  or  administrators 
*'  of  such  tenant  for  life  shall  and  may, 
"  in  ati  action  on  the  case,  recover  of 
"  and  from  such  under-tenant  or  under- 
"  tenants  of  .such  lands,  tenements,  or 
"  hereditaments,  if  such  tenant  for  life 
"  die  on  the  day  on  which  the  same 
*'  was  made  payable,  the  whole,  or  if 
"  before  such  day,  then  a  proportiouj 
**  of  such  rent,  according  to  the  time 
«  such  tenant  for  life  lived,  of  the  last 
"  year,  or  quarter  of  a  year,  or  other 
"  time  in  which  the  said  rent  was  grow- 
"  ing  due  as  aforesaid,  making  all  just 
"  allowances,  or  a  proportionable  part 
"  thereof  respectively."  This  statute 
applies  to  all  cases  where  the  lease  de- 
termines by  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
life :  therefore,  where  the  tenant  for  life 
has  a  power  to  make  leases  upon  certain 
terms,  but  in  fact  makes  leases  not  pur- 
suant to  the  power,  upon  his  death  the 
rent  must  be  apportioned;  1  SwansL 
337.  Exparte  Smyth  ;  and  see  the  ehi- 
borate  notes  of  the  reporter  in  tbe  isame 


Trin.  22  Car.  II.  Regis. 


288  g- 


case,  and  Clarksan  v.  L<M  Scarborough 
there  cited.  In  those  cases  the  tenant 
for  life  having  a  power  to  lease  by  deed, 
with  certain  covenants,  had  leased  by 
parol  from  year  to  year.  It  should  seem, 
however,  that  if  the  lease,  or  an  agree- 
ment for  it,  be  in  writing,  and  under 
such  circumstances  that  the  tenant  must 
be  considered  in  equity  as  a  purchaser, 
the  contract,  although  not  made  strictly 
pursuant  to  the  power,  will  be  enforced 
in  equity  to  the  extent  of  the  power, 
and  of  course  the  statute  will  not  apply. 

1  Swanst  357.  Exparte  Smythj  note. 
Whether  the  executors  of  tenant  in  tail, 
who  has  made  leases,  void  as  against  the 
remainder-man,  and  dies  without  issue, 
be  within  the  equity  of  this  statute,  seems 
doubtful     Ambl.  198.     Paget  v.  Gee, 

2  Bro.  C.  C.  659.  Vernon  v.  Vernon. 
Whitfield  V.  Pindar  there  cited.  8  Ves. 
308.  Hawkins  v.  Kelly.  The  utmost  ex- 
tent of  the  cases  is,  that  if  the  remainder- 
man has  received  the  whole  rent,  he  shall 
account  in  equity  to  the  executors  of 
the  tenant  in  tail.  It  is  questioned  by 
Mansfield  C.  J.  in  3  Taunt.  331.  Wyk- 
ham  v.  fVykhanif  whether  the  executors 
of  tenant  pur  auter  vie  are  within  this 
statute.  But,  with  submission,  that 
question  can  hardly  arise ;  for  it  should 
seem  that  either  the  special  occupant, 
or  executor  or  administrator,  or  devisee 
of  tenant  pur  auter  vie  would  be  bound 
by  a  lease  granted  by  him  in  his  life- 
time, and  the  rent  payable  under  that 
lease  would  of  course  go  with  the  rever- 
sion, since  the  lessee's  interest  in  such 
case  is  not  determined  by  the  death  of 
tenant  pur  auter  vte,  but  by  the  death 
of  cestui  que  vie.  Probably  there  is  an 
error  in  the  report,  and  the  question  in- 
tended to  be  put  by  Mansfield  C.  J.  was, 
whether  it  had  ever  been  determined 
that  tenant  pur  auter  vie  was  entitled  to 
a  portion  of  the  rent  under  this  statute, 
where  cestui  que  vie  died  between  two 
rent-days.     That  he  is  within  the  mis- 


chief of  the  Act  seems  clear,  for  other- 
wise the  rent  would  be  lost :  and  it  is  no 
answer  to  say  that  he  might  have  pro- 
vided for  the  case  by  express  covenant, 
for  so  might  tenant  for  his  own  life. 
The  words  of  the  statute,  however,  con- 
fine its  operation  .to  executors  of  tenant 
for  life,  and  it  might  probably  be  consi- 
dered too  great  an  extension  of  the 
equity  of  it,  if  tenant  pur  auter  vie  were 
held  to  be  entitled  to  its  benefit. 

[These  questions  have  been  cleared 
by  the  passing  of  the  stat  4  W.  4. 
c.  22.  which,  after  reciting  the  stat. 
11  Geo.  2.  c.  19.  and  that  '<  doubts 
«'  have  been  entertained  whether  the 
*'  provisions  of  the  said  Act  apply  to 
«  every  case  in  which  the  interests  of 
'<  tenants  determine  on  the  death  of  the 
*'  person  by  whom  such  interests  have 
<*  been  created,  and  on  the  death  of  any 
*^  life  or  lives  for  which  such  person 
«<  was  entitled  to  the  lands  demised, 
<^  although  every  such  case  is  within 
<*  the  mischief  intended  to  have  been 
•  *'  remedied  and  prevented  by  the  said 
"  Act ;  and  it  is  therefore  desirable  that 
"  such  doubts  should  be  removed  by  a 
*'  declaratory  law :  and  whereas,  by 
<<  law,  rents,  annuities,  and  other  pay- 
''  ments  due  at  fixed  or  stated  periods 
"  are  not  apportionable  (unless  express 
'<  provision  be  made  for  the  purpose), 
<<  from  which  it  often  happens  that  per- 
<<  sons  (and  their  representatives)  whose 
<<  income  is  wholly  or  principally  de- 
<*  rived  from  these  sources,  by  the  de- 
*'  termination  thereof  before  the  period 
"  of  payment  arrives,  are  deprived  of 
'*  means  to  satisfy  just  demands,  and 
"  other  evils  arise  from  such  rents, 
''  annuities,  and  other  payments  not 
"  being  apportionable,  which  evils  re- 
''  quire  remedy/'  it  is  enacted,  <*  that 
"  rents  reserved  and  made  payable  on 
'*  any  demise  or  lease  of  lands,  tene- 
'<  ments,  or  hereditaments,  which  have 
**  been  and  shall  be  made,  and  which 
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<<  leases  or  demises  determined  or  shall 
<<  determine  on  the  death  of  the  person 
<'  making  the  same  (although  such  per- 
*^  son  was  not  strictly  tenant  for  life 
*'  thereof),  or  on  the  death  of  the  life 
*<  or  lives  for  which  such  person  was 
'*  entitled  to  such  hereditaments,  shall, 
*<  so  far  as  respects  the  rents  reserved 
<*  by  such  leases^  and  the  recovery  of  a 
"  proportion  thereof  by  the  person 
<'  granting  the  same^  his  or  her  execu- 
<<  tors  or  administrators  (as  the  case 
<<  may  be),  be  considered  as  within  the 
«  provisions  of  the  said  recited  Act." 

And  by  sect  2.,  "  from  and  after  the 
*<  passing  of  this  Act,  all  rents  service 
<'  reserved  on  any  lease  by  a  tenant  in 
'*  fee,  or  for  any  life  interest,  or  by  any 
^'  lease  granted  under  any  power  {and 
<*  which  leases  shall  have  been  granted 
"  c^ier  the  passing  of  this  Act  [Royal 
''  Assent,  June  16. 1834]),  and  all  rents 
<<  charge,  and  other  rents,  annuities, 
**  pensions,  dividends,  moduses,  com- 
"  positions,  and  all  other  payments  of 
"  every  description^  in  the  United  King- 
**  dom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland, 
''  made  payable  or  coming  due  at  fixed 
**  periods  underany  instrument  that  shall 
«  be  executed  after  the  passing  of  this 
**  Actf  or  (being  a  will  or  testamentary 
*<  instrument)  that  shall  come  into  oper^ 
"  ation  after  the  passing  of  this  Acty 
<'  shall  be  apportioned  so  and  in  such 
"  manner  that  on  the  death  of  any  per- 
*<  son  interested  in  any  such  rents,  an- 
'<  nuities^  pensions,  dividends,  moduses^ 
*<  compositions,  or  other  payments  as 
<*  aforesaid,  or  in  the  estate,  fund,  office, 
*'  or  benefice,  from  or  in  respect  of 
'<  which  the  same  shall  be  issuing  or 
'*  derived,  or  on  the  determination  by 
*'  any  other  means  whatsoever  of  the 
'*  interest  of  any  such  person,  he  or 
<*  she,  and  his  or  her  executors,  adminis- 
'^trators,  or  assigns^  shall  be  entitled 
'*  to  a  proportion  of  such  rents,  an- 
"  unities,  pensions,  dividends,  moduses, 


<*  compositions,  and  other  payments  ac- 
*'  cording  to  the  time  which  shall  have 
"  elapsed  from  the  commencement  or 
**  last  period  of  payment  thereof  re- 
"  spectively  (as  the  case  may  be),  in- 
'<  eluding  the  day  of  the  death  of  such 
<<  person,  or  of  the  determination  of  his 
"  or  her  interest,  all  just  allowances 
"  and  deductions  in  respect  of  chaises 
<*  on  such  rents,  annuities,  pensions, 
"  dividends,  moduses,  compositions,  and 
«  other  payments  being  made ;  and  that 
•'  every  such  person,  his  or  her  execu- 
"  tors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  shall 
<*  have  such  and  the  same  remedies  at 
<<  law  and  in  equity  for  recovering  such 
"  apportioned  parts  of  the  said  rents, 
<<  annuities,  pensions,  dividends,  mo- 
"  duses,  compositions,  and  other  pay- 
'^  ments,  when  -  the  entire  portion  of 
<<  which  such  apportioned  parts  shall 
<<  form  part  shall  become  due  and  pay- 
<*  able,  and  not  before,  as  he,  she,  or 
"  they  would  have  had  for  recoveriug 
<*  and  obtaining  such  entire  rents,  an- 
'  *'  unities,  pensions,  dividends,  moduses, 
'<  compositions,  and  other  payments  if 
*'  entitled  thereto,  but  so  that  persons 
«  liable  to  pay  rents  reserved  by  any 
«  lease  or  demise,  and  the  lands,  tene- 
<<  ments,  and  hereditaments  comprised 
<*  therein,  shall  not  be  resorted  to  for 
"  such  apportioned  parts  specifically  as 
'<  aforesaid,  but  the  entire  rents  of  which 
*'  such  portions  shall  form  a  part,  shall 
"  be  received  and  recovered  by  the  per- 
*'  son  or  persons  who,  if  this  Act  had 
''  not  passed,  would  have  been  entided 
*<  to  such  entire  rents ;  and  such  por- 
^*  tions  shall  be  recoverable  from  sach 
"  person  or  persons  by  the  parties  en- 
"  titled  to  the  same  under  this  Act  in 
*'  any  action  or  suit  at  law  or  in  equity." 
And  by  sect.  3.  "  the  provisions  herein 
*^  contained  shall  not  apply  to  any  case 
"  in  which  it  shall  be  expressly  stipu- 
"  lated  that  no  apportionment  shall  take 
"  place,  or  to  annual  sums  made  pay« 
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**  able  in  policies  of  assurance  of  any 
«  description." 

The  first  section  of  this  Act  does  not 
appear  to  provide  for  the  case  of  a  lease 
made  by  a  tenant  in  fee  to  a  tenant  for 
life  reserving  rent ;  and  therefore  where 
sQch  a  lease,  having  been  granted  be- 
fore the  passing  of  the  Act,  determines 
by  the  death  of  the  lessee  for  life  be- 
tween the  two  rent  days,  the  rent  is  lost 
and  cannot  be  apportioned.  The  Act, 
in  this  section,  appears  to  contemplate 
two  cases  only^  viz.  the  case  of  a  lease 
determining  on  the  death  of  a  lessor, 
and  the  case  of  a  lease  determining  on 
the  death  of  the  life  for  which  the  lessor 
was  entitled.  And  even  if  the  lease 
were  granted  after  the  passing  of  the 
Act,  it  may  be  doubted  whether  such  a 
case  falls  within  the  2d  section,  and 
whether  that  section  is  not  confined  to 
cases  where  the  rent  continues  and  is 
to  be  apportioned  between  the  person, 
or  his  representatives,  who  was  entitled 


when  it  began  to  accrue,  and  another 
person  who  has  come  in  as  remainder- 
man, or  reversioner,  or  otherwise.  In 
Ofdershaw  v.  HoU,  12  A.  &  £.  590.  4 
Perr.  &  D.  S07.  S.  C.  the  court  of  Q.  B. 
expressed  an  opinion  that  the  Act  did  not 
apply  to  the  case  of  a  landlord  determin- 
ing the  reUtion  of  landlord  and  tenant 
by  his  own  act  It  was  held  by  Lord 
CoUenham  that  the  Act  does  not  apply 
to  rents  payable  by  tenants  from  year  to 
year,  which  have  not  been  reserved  by 
an  instrument  in  writing.  4  Mylne  & 
Cr.  484.  In  re  Markby.  And  it  has 
been  since  held  by  Wigram  V.  C.  that 
the  Act  applies  only  to  cases  where  the 
interest  of  the  party  entitled  to  the  rents, 
or  other  periodical  payments,  determines 
by  death  or  some  other  means.  And, 
consequently,  that  rents  are  not  appor- 
tionable  between  the  real  and  personal 
representatives  of  tenant  in  fee.  3 
Hare,  173.  Broume  v.  AmyoL'} 


Case  43. 


Dtwnuhirti'X 
to  wit.     J 


Cabell  versus  Vaughan. 
PascL  21  Car.  IL  Reps.    RoL  369. 

BE  it  remembered  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in    Memorandum, 
the  term  of  St  Hilary  last  past,  before  our  lord 


the  king  at  Westminster  came  Richard  Cabell  esquire,  late 
sheriff  of  the  said  county  of  Devony  by  Richard  Thome  his  at- 
torney, and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
ting  then  there  his  certain  bill  agamst  John  Vaughan^  other- 
wise called  John  Vaughan  of  Ottery  St  Mary  in  the  county  of 
Devon  es<][uire,  otherwise  called  John  Vaughan  of  Ottery  St. 
Mary  in  the  county  of  Devon  esquire,  otherwise  called  John 
Vaughan  of  Ottery  St  Mary  in  the  county  of  Devon  esquire, 
in  (he  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c  of  a  plea  of  debt ;  and 
there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard 
Roe;  which  said  bill  follows  in  these  words,  to  wit;  Devon- 
skircy  to  wit,  Richard  Cabell  esquire,  late  sheriff  of  the  said 
county  o(  Devon,  complains  of  John  Vaughan,  otherwise  called* 
John  Vaughan  of  Ottery  St.  Mary  in  the  county  of  Devon 
esquire,  otherwise  called  John  Vaughan  of  Ottery  St  Mary  in 
the  county  of  Devon  esquire,  otherwise  called  John  Vaughan 
VOL.  I.  •qQ  7 


Declaration. 
•  See  anU,  14. 
Bennet  t. 
Filkin8,n.(l). 
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Cabkll  v. 
Vauohav. 

'        _        ^ 


of  Otiery  8t  Mary  in  the  ootmtj  of  Devon  esquire,  being  in 

the  castody  of  the  marshal  of  the  marshalfiea  of  our  lord  the 

king,  before  the  long  himself,  of  a  plea  that  he  render  to  him 

four  thousand  pounds  (1)  of  lawful  money  of  England,  which 

he  owes  to,  and  unjustly  detains  firom,  him,  for  this,  to  wit, 

*  that  whereas  the  said  John,  on  the  16th  day  of  Nooember,  in 

the20th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Quxrles  the  Seoond^now 

king  of  England,  &c,  at  Honyton,  in  the  county  aforesaid^  by 

his  certain  writing  obligatory,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  him  the 

said  John,  and  to  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  now  here 

Bond  sbewn  to   shewn,  the  date  whereof  is  the  same  day  and  year,  acknow- 

iheoourt  lodged  himself  to  be  held  and  firmly  bound  to  the  miRichard 

in  one  thousand  and  nz  hundred  pounds,  parcel  of  the  aaid 

(1)  Hence  it  appears  that  the  plain* 
tiff  maj  declare  upon  several  bonds  in 
the  same  count  or  declaration  ;  so  LilL 
Ent  167* ;  and  the  different  sums  ought 
in  strictness  to  be  demanded  in  one 
entire  sum  exactly  corresponding  with 
them,  as  is  done  in  this  case.    But  this 


strictness  is  now  dispensed  with:  for 
the  declaration  is  held  good,  though  it 
specifies  either  a  greater  or  lew  sum 
than  is  demanded.  1  H.  Black.  249. 
M'  QuUlin  V.  Cox.  However,  it  is  still 
better  to  adhere  to  this  form,  (a). 


(a)  The  case  of  M'Quillin  v.  Cox 
was  argued  on  the  ground  of  a  variance 
between  the  sum  stated  in  the  recital 
of  the  writ,  and  the  aggregate  amount 
of  the  sums  demanded  in  the  declara- 
tion; but  the  court  held  the  variance 
immaterial,  because  a  plaintiff  may  in 
debt  declare  for  a  less  sum  than  he  has 
demanded  in  his  writ.  Whether  if  a 
greater  sum  bedenianded  in  the  declar- 
ation than  is  stated  in  the  recital  of  the 
writ,  advantage  might  not  be  taken  by 
plea  in  abatement,  seems  not  to  be  fully 
settled.  In  proceedings  by  bill  in  K.  B. 
it  was  held  that  the  sum  mentioned  in  the 
queritur,  whether  greater  or  less  than 
those  in  the  declaration,  was  wholly 
immaterial,  because  the  queritur  itself 
might  be  wholly  rejected.  1 1  East,  62. 
Lordy.Houitoun^  See2Saund.  210i,r. 
note.  [So,  since  the  Uniformity  of 
Process  Act,  where  a  declaration  in 
debt  by  the  assignees  of  an  insolvent 
debtor  stated  tfiat  the  plaintiffs,  assignees, 
&c  complained  of  the  defendant,  <<  who 


'<  has  been  summoned  to  answer  the 
"  plaintiffs,  assignees  as  aforesaid,  in  an 
<<  action  of  debt,  and  they  demand  of 
«<  the  defendant  the  sum  of  4(M1,  which 
**  he  owes  to  and  unjustly  detains  from 
<<  them,  &c. ; "  and  it  was  objected,  on 
special  demurrer,  that  the  plaintiffs  had 
improperly  declared  in  the  dAei  sod 
deHnei  ;  it  was  held  on  the  authority  of 
Lord  V.  Houstoun,  that  the  objectiomble 
part  might  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 
And  the  court  said,  that  looking  also  at 
the  forms  of  the  commencement  of  de- 
clarations, given  by  the  rules  M.  T.  S  W.i- 
drawn  up  by  Lord  Tenterden  under  the 
18th  section  of  the  Act,  it  appeared  that 
they  were  not  intended  to  require  any 
recital  of  the  writ  4Dowl.51S.  Per- 
gusson  v.  MUchelL  2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  687. 
S.  C.  And  it  must  be  observed  that  the 
form  of  issue  given  by  the  rule  A  T* 
4  W.  4.  requires  no  recital  of  the  writ, 
nor  any  statement  of  the  form  of  action. 
Ibid.  8  Dowl.  18a  BaU  v.  SamkL 
1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  575.  5  Tyrw.  201.  SC] 


2d  bond. 
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four  thousand  pounds,  to  be  paid  to  the  same  Richard  when  he     Cabell  v. 
the  said  John  should  be  thereunto  required.     And  whereas    Vauqhan. 
also  the  saidt/bAn  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  16th  day  of 
Novembers  in  the  said  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  said  now 
king,  at  Honyton  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  by  his 
certain  other  writing  obligatory,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  him 
the  said  John,  and  to  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  now  Bond  shewn 
here  shewn,  the  date  whereof  is  the  same  day  and  year  afore- 
said, acknowledged  himself  to  be  held  and  firmly  bound  to 
the  said  Richard  in  one  thousand  and  two  hundred  pounds.  Last  bond, 
likewise  parcel  of  the  said  four  thousand  pounds,  to  be  paid 
to  the  said  Richard  when  he  the  said  John  should  be  thereto      [  289  ] 
requested     And  whereas  also  the  said  John  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  17th  day  of  November y  in  the  20th  year  of  the 
reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  Honyton  aforesaid,  in 
the  county  aforesaid,  by  his  certain  other  writing  obligatory, 
sealed  with  the  seal  of  him  the  said  John,  and  to  the  court  of 
our  said  lord  the  king,  now  here  shewn,  the  date  whereof  is  Bond  shown 
the  same  day  and  year,  acknowledged  himself  to  be  held  and 
firmly  bound  to  the  said  Ridhard  in  another  one  thousand  and 
two  hundred  pounds,  residue  of  the  said  four  thousand  pounds, 
to  be  paid  to  the  same  Richard  when  he  the  said  John  should 
be  thereunto  requested :  yet  the  said  John  (although  often  re- 
quested) hath  not  yet  paid  the  sidd  four  thousand  pounds  to 
the  said  Richard,  but  to  pay  the  same  to  him  has  hitherto 
altogether  refused,  and  yet  refuses,   to  the  damage  of  him 
the  sud  Richard  of  forty  pounds :  and  therefore  he  brings 
suit,  &c 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  Wednesday  next  after  fifteen  Imparlance, 
days  of  Easter  in  this  same  term,  until  which  said  day  the  said 
John  Vauffhan  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  bill,  and  then  to 
answer,  &c.  before  our  lord  the  king  at  fFesiminster,  come  as 
well  the  said  Richard  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  said  John 
Vauffhan  by  Robert  Rous  his  attorney:   and  the  said  John  Defendant 
Vaughan  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.,  and  prays  Sie^firs?  bond, 
oyer  of  the  said  writing  obligatory  in  the  said  bill  first  men- 
tioned ;  and  it  is  read  to  him  in  these  words,  to  wit :  "  Know  ^^^^  » ^^  <>»* 
"  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we  John  Vaughan,  of  Otterie    *     *  *^  • 
"  St.  Mary,  in  the  county  of  Devon,  esquire,  Warwick  Ijcdg- 
"  ingham  of  the  same,  esquire,  and  Hannibal  Follet,  junior,  of 
*'  the  same,  gent,  are  held  and  firmly  bound  to  Richard  Cabell, 
"  esquire,  sheriff  of  thp  county  aforesaid,  in  one  thousand  and 
'*  six  hundred  pounds  of  good  and  lawful  money  of  England, 
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Cabell  v.    "  to  be  paid  to  the  same  sheriff,  his  executors  or  administra- 

Vaughan.    <i  ^j^^  ^  which  payment  well  and  truly  to  be  made  we  bind 

^  '*  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  firmly 

''  by  these  present,  sealed  with  our  seals,  dated  the  16th  day 

*'  of  November^  in  the  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  Charles  the 

''  Second,  now  king  of  England^  &c.,  and  in  the  year  of  our 

^«  *^  P~y»     "  ^^^»  1668."  (2)  He  also  prays  oyer  of  the  writing  obligar 

sfNsond  bond,      tory  in  the  sidd  bill  secondly  mentioned,  and  it  is  likewise 

In^h^  1^"^^  ^'^^  to  him  in  these  words,  to  wit :  "  Know  all  men  by  these 

*^  presents,  that  we  John  Vaughan,  of  Ottery  St  Mary,  in  the 

**  county  of  Devon,  esquire,  Warwick  Ledgingham  of  the  same 

''  esquire,  and  Hannibal  Follett,  junior,  of  the  same,  gent,  are 

''  held  and  firmly  bound  to  Richard  Cabell,  esquire,  sherifi'of 

**  the  county  of  Devon,  in  one  thousand  and  two  hundred 

^^  pounds,  to  be  paid  to  the  same  sheriff,  his  executors,  or  ad- 

**  ministrators,  to  which  payment  well  and  truly  to  be  made 

"  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  and  executors,  firmly  by  these 

<^  presents,  sealed  with  our  seals,  dated  the  16th  day  of  Nooem- 

"  her,  in  the  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  lord  Charles  the 

'^  Second,  now  king  of  England,  &c.,  and  in  the  year  of  the 

C  290  ]      «c  Lord  1668."     He  also  prays  oyer  of  the  last  writing  obliga- 

And  pr^oyer  ^^  jj^  ^^  ^^  y^  ]g^^  mentioned,  and  it  is  likewise  read  to 

ofthe  last  bond,  •'  .  tt-  ii 

which  is  set  out  him  in  these  words,  to  wit :  ^^  Elnow  all  men  by  these  presents, 
III  hmc  verba.  ,,  ^j^^  ^^^  j^^^  Vaughan,  of  Ottery  St.  Mary,  in  the  county  of 
"  Devon,  esquire,  Warwick  Ledgingham  of  the  same,  esquire, 
'^  and  Hannibal  Follett,  junior,  of  the  same,  gent,  are  held  and 
"  firmly  bound  to  Richard  Cabell,  esquire,  sheriff  of  the  county 
«  of  Devon,  in  one  thousand  and  two  hundred  pounds  of  good 
^'  and  lawful  money  of  England,  to  be  paid  to  the  same  she- 
"  riff,  his  executors,  or  administrators,  to  which  said  payment 
"  well  and  faithfully  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs, 
^*  executors,  and  administrators,  firmly  by  these  presents, 
**  sealed  with  our  seals,  dated  the  17th  day  oi  November,  in 
"  the  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second, 
''  now  king  of  England,  &c,  and  in  the  year  of  the  Lord 
**  1668."     Which  being  read  and  heard,  the  said  John  says, 


(2)  As  the  defendant  only  craves  the  bond  and  the  condition  are  different 
oyer  of  the  bond,  the  plaintiff  is  neither  instruments,  and  oyer  must  be  demand- 
obliged  to  give  him  oyer  of  the  condi-  ed  of  each  of  them  to  entitle  the  de- 
tion,  nor  is  the  defendant,  though  the  fendant  to  it.  See  antfe,  9  b.  note(l). 
plaintiff  should  give  him  oyer  of  the  Jevens  v.  Uarridge. 
condition,  bound   to   set  it  out.    For 
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that  he,  by  reason  of  the  said  several  writings  obligatory,  ought 
not  to  be  charged  (3)  with  the  debt  aforesaid,  because  he  says 
that  the  declaration  aforesaid,  and  the  matter  in  the  same 
contained,  are  not  sufficient  in  law  to  maintain  him  the  said 
Richard  to  have  his  said  action  thereof  against  him  the  said 
John^  to  which  said  declaration  he  the  said  John  has  no  ne- 
cessity, nor  is  he  bound  by  the  law  of  the  land  in  any  manner 
to  answer ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore,  for  want 
of  a  sufficient  declaration  in  this  behalf,  he  the  said  John  prays 
judgment,  and  that  the  said  Richard  may  be  barred  from 
having  his  said  action  thereof  against  him,  &c. 

(3)  If  the  plea  admits  the  cause  of  he  must  say  onerari  nan  debet. 

action,  but  aoauf.s  it,  the  defendant  must  516.    Brotvn  v.  Cornish.  S.  C. 

say,  <<quod  plaintiff  actionem  nan^*  &c.  Raym.  217.  (b) 
But  where  there  was  no  cause  of  action, 


Cabell  v, 
Vaughan. 

^ i ' 

Demurrer, 


1  Salk. 
iLd. 


(b)  [But  now  by  Reg.  Gen.  R.  T.  4 
W.  4.  (Pleading),  No.  9.  « In  a  plea  or 
**  subsequent  pleading,  intended  to  be 
"  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  whole  action 
**  generally,  it  shall  not  1[>e  necessary  to 
*<  use  any  allegation  of  actionem  non^ 
"  or  to  the  like  effect,  or  any  prayer  of 
**  judgment ;  nor  shall  it  be  necessary, 
**  in  any  replication,  or  subsequent  plead- 
"  ing,  intended  to  be  pleaded  in  main- 
**  tenance  of  the  whole  action,  to  use 
*^  any  allegation  of  precludi  non,  or  to 
"  the  like  effect,  or  any  prayer  of  judg- 
**  ment ;  and  all  pleas,  replications,  and 
«  subsequent  pleadings,  pleaded  without 
**  such  formal  parts  as  aforesaid,  shall 
^*  be  taken,  unless  otherwise  expressed, 
**  as  pleaded  respectively  in  bar  of  the 
**  whole  action,  or  in  maintenance  of 
'<  the  whole  action :  provided  that  no- 
**  thing  herein  contained  shall  extend 
«  to  cases  where  an  estoppel  is  pleaded." 
This  rule  applies  to  a  plea  answering 
the  whole  of  one  count,  though  there 
are  other  counts  which  it  does  not  an- 
swer. 2  A.  &  E.696.  Bird  v.  Higginson^ 
4  Nev.  &  M.  505.  S.  C.  Whether  it  also 
applies  generally  to  a  plea  pleaded  wholly 
in  bar  of  part  only  of  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion, is  a  point  on  which  the  courts 

VOL.  I. 


have  differed.  In  2  M.  &  W.  74.  Putney 
V.  Swanny  Parke  B.  said  that  the  rule 
was  to  be  understood  as  applying  to  a 
plea  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  whole  action, 
as  contra-distinguished  from  a  plea  iu 
bar  of  the  further  maintenance  of  the 
action.  And  this  view  was  adopted  by 
the  court  of  Q.  B.  in  9  A.  &  E.  861. 
Weeding  v.  Aldrich.  1  Perr.  &  D.  657. 
S.C.,  where  in  trover  for  several  deer,  a 
plea  as  to  the  conversion  of  one  deer  was 
held,  on  special  demurrer,  to  be  good, 
without  an  actionem  non  or  prayer  of 
judgment.  But  in  5  Bing.  N.C.  338.  Up- 
ward V.  Knight.  7  Scott,  311.  S.C.  the 
court  of  C.  P.  held  that  a  plea,  pleaded  as 
to  parcel  of  the  sum  demanded  in  an  ac- 
tion, required  the  formal  commencement 
and  conclusion.  In  the  subsequent  case 
oi  Rattan  v.  Davis,  1  Q.  B.  496.  1  G.  & 
D.  21.  S.  C,  the  court  of  Q.  B.  adhered 
to  their  decision  in  Weeding  v.  Aldrich; 
which  certainly  appears  to  be  more  in 
accordance  with  the  spirit  of  the  New 
Rules  than  the  decision  in  C.  P.  The  in- 
sertion of  an  actionem  non^  contrary  to 
the  rule,  is  not  a  ground  for  setting  aside 
the  plea  for  irregularity.  5  Dowl.  94.  - 
Bacon  v.  Ashton."} 
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And  the  said  Richard  says  that  he,  by  any  thing  by  the  said 
John  above  in  pleading  alleged,  ought  not  to  be  barred  from 
haying  his  said  action  thereof  against  the  said  John,  because 
he  says  that  the  dechuration  aforesaid,  and  the  matter  in  the 
same  contained,  are  good  and  sufficient  in  law  to  maintain  the 
said  Richard  to  have  his  said  action  thereof  against  the  said 
Johfif  which  said  declaration,  and  the  matter  in  the  same  con- 
tained, he  the  said  Richard  is  r^idy  to  verify  and  prove,  as 
the  court,  &c. ;  and  because  the  said  John  doth  not  answer  to 
that  declaration,  nor  doth  hitherto  in  anywise  deny  the  isame, 
he  the  said  Richard  prays  judgment,  and  his  debt  aforesaid, 
together  with  his  damages  on  occasion  of  the  detention,  of  that 
debt,  to  be  adjudged  to  him,  &c  But  becaujse  the  court  of 
our  lord  the  king  here  is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judg- 
ment of  and  upon  the  premises^  a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the 
said  parties  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster^  until 
Friday  next  after  the  morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity^  to  hear 
their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises,  because  the  court 
of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  thereof  is  not  yet,  &c. 
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S.C.  lSid.420. 

1  Vent  34. 

2  Keb.  525. 528. 
If  in  debt  on 
bond  it  appears 
upon  oyer  that 
another  person 
Is  mentioned  in 
the  bond  to  be 
bound  jointly 
with  defendant, 
he  must  not 
therefore  de- 
mur, but  plead 
in  abatement, 
that  the  other 
person  uaUd 
the  bond  and 
u  9tiU  alite. 


Cabell  versus  Vaughan. 

Trinity  Term,  21st  of  Charles  the  Second. 

TTkEBT  upon  two  bonds.  The  defendant  prays  oyer  of 
-■-^  both  bonds,  which  are  entered  in  h<BC  verba.  And  the 
first  was  as  follows,  mz.  "  Know  all  men  by  these  presents, 
"  that  we,  John  Vaughan  esquire,  fFarwick  Ledgingham 
"  esquire,  and  Hannibal  Folhtt  gentleman,  are  held  and 
"  firmly  bound  to  Richard  CabeU  esquire  in  1600iL  to  be 
^^  paid,  &c.  to  which  said  payment  well  and  truly  to  be  made 
"  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators, 
"  firmly  by  these  presents,  sealed  with  our  seals,  dated,''  &c 
And  the  other  bond  was  in  the  same  form ;  and  upon  the 
entry  of  both  bonds  in  hcec  verba,  the  defendant  demurred  in 
law  upon  the  declaration.  And  it  was  argued  for  the  de- 
fendant, that  the  declaration  was  bad,  because  the  plantiff  has 
declared  against  the  defendant  only,  when  it  appears  upon  the 
oyer  of  the  bonds  that  they  are  joint  bonds,  and  that  two 
others  are  jointly  bound  in  the  same  bonds,  and  therefore  the 
declaration  against  one  only  ought  to  be  abated.     Bizt  to  Ais 
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the  plaintiff'a  counsel  answered,  that  the  declaration  is  well 
enough;  for  although  two  other  persons  are  named  in  the 
bonds,  yet  it  does'  not  appear  that  they  ptit  their  seals  to 
them.  (1)     And  if  the  bonds  were  not  sealed  by  them,  then 


Cabell  v. 
Vauohan. 


(1)  The  law  will  not  intend  that  the 
other  sealed  the  bond  or  deed,  unless  it 
be  expressly  averred  that  he  did.  1  Vent 
1 36, 1 37.  PuU  V.  Nosworthy.  Al.  2 1. 
Blaekweli  v.  Ashton.  Cro.  Eliz.  355, 
356.  HoUingtDorthy.Ascue.  Com.  Rep. 
139,  140.  Fitzgerald  y.  Cragg.  1  Str. 
503.  Gilbert  v.  Bath.  And  though  the 
bond  or  deed  upon  oyer  recites,  ^^  In 
'*  witness  whereof  toe  have  set  our  hands 
^  and  seals"  yet  that  does  not  amount 
to  such  an  averment,  but  the  defendant 
mast  shew  that  the  bond  or  deed  was 
actually  sealed  by  the  other.  2  Ld. 
Raym.  1541.  Moore  v.  Jones,  S.  C. 
2  Str.  814.  and  Cabell  v.  Vaiighan. 
There  are  some  words  of  art,  such  as 
indenture^  deed,  or  writing  chligatory^ 
which  of  themselves  import  that  the  in- 
strament  was  sealed  by  the  party,  with- 
out an  averment  of  sealing.  If  there- 
fore the  declaration  states  that «/.  S.  by 
his  deed  did  so  and  so,  or  by  indenture 
covenanted  or  demised,  &c.  or  by  his 
writing  obligatory  acknowledged,  &c. 
without  averring  in  either  of  these  cases 
that  he  sealed^  still  the  declaration  is 
good.  4  Leon.  175.  Sir  Francis  Engle- 
Jields  case.  2  llol.  Rep.  228.  per 
Houghton  J.  in  Beaton  v.  Wolff.  Cro. 
Eliz.  737.  Pensonv.  Hedges.  Cro-Jac. 
420.  Ashmore  v.  Rypley.  2  Vent  107. 
Bondv.  Mogle.  6  Mod.  306.  Woodcock 
V.  Morgan*  1  Str.  512.  Atkinson  v. 
CoaUworth.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1538.  Moore 


V.  Jones.  2  Str.  815.  S.  C.  Delivery^ 
though  essential  to  a  deed,  is  never 
averred  in  pleading.  Cro.  Eliz.  738. 
Cro.  Jac.  420.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1538.  (c) 
But  without  such  averment,  or  words  of 
art,  it  is  otherwise.  For  if  it  be  alleged 
that  J.  S.  by  his  certain  writing  simply, 
demised,  or  covenanted,  or  acknowledged, 
&C.  without  averring  that  he  sealed,  the 
court  will  not  intend  that  the  writing 
was  sealed.  Cro.  Eliz.  571.  Southwell 
V.  Brown.  3  Lev.  234.  Blemerhasset  v. 
Pierson.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1537,  1538. 
Com.  Dig,  Fait  (A.  2.),  Pleader  (2  W. 
9.  14.).  It  is  true  that  in  Lutw.  333. 
Aldworth  v.  Hutchinson,  it  was  objected 
that  the  writing  containing  the  covenant 
was  not  averred  to  be  sealed ;  and  it  is 
said  the  court  overruled  the  objection, 
because  defendant  had  thereby  cove- 
nanted, which  could  not  be  unless  it 
was  a  deed.  But  in  Moore  v.  Jones,  the 
court  said,  that  in  the  entry  of  the  declar- 
ation, 1  Lutw.  330.,  it  appears  that  the 
writing  was  sealed,  the  words  being, 
that  defendant,  per  quoddam  scriptum, 
quod  plaintiff  sigillo  suo  signatum,  &c. 
prqfert;  and  if  these  words  do  not  shew 
it  was  sealed,  the  case  would  be  directly 
contrary  to  Cro.  Eliz.  571.  above  cited, 
which  the  court  relied  upon  as  a  better 
authority.  But  this  defect  may  be 
aided  by  the  admission  of  theother  party, 
that  the  writing  was  sealed.  Com.  Rep. 
140.  Fitzgerald  y.Cragg. — In  Courtney 


(c)  A  deed  may  be  stated  in  plead- 
ing to  have  been  indented,  made,  and 
concluded  on  a  day  different  from  that 
on  which  it  bears  date;  for  it  takes 
effect  from  the  delivery.    4  East,  477. 


Hall  V.  Cazenove.  [See  also  4  B.  ^  C. 
272.  Steele  v.  Mart.  6  D.  &  R.  392. 
S.  C.  4  B.  &  C.  908.  Styles  v.  Wardle. 
7  D.  &  R.  507.  S.  C.  5  B.  &  C.  671. 
Doe  T.  &iight.  8  D.  &  R.  348.  S.C.] 
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are  the  bonds  nngle^  notwithstanding  the  naming  of  the  other 
two  persons  in  them.  But  if  the  truth  had  been  that  the  two 
other  persons  sealed  the  bonds  as  well  as  the  defendant,  then 
the  defendant,  if  he  would  have  taken  advantage  thereof, 
ought  not  to  have  demurred  upon  the  oyer,  but  to  have 
pleaded  in  abatement  that  the  other  two  persons  sealed  the 
bonds,  and  that  they  are  in  full  life,  and  so  prayed  judgment 
of  the  bill ;  as  appears  28  H.  6.  3.  a.  pi.  11.  (2),  and  Cro. 
Eliz.  355.  461.  494.  and  544.  Ascue  and  Homnsworth's 
case.  (3) 


V.  Greenville^  Cro.  Car.  209.,  where  the 
declaration  in  debt  on  bond  omitted  the 
words  writing  obligatory,  and  there  was 
no  averment  that  defendant  sealed  the 
writing;  the  defendant  prayed  oyer 
of  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  ob^ 
ligatory^  and  pleaded  payment;  after 
verdict  and  judgment  for  plaintiff,  the 
court,  on  error  for  this  omission,  affirm- 
ed the  judgment  because  the  plea 
admitted  it  to  be  a  bond.  Vide  2  Ld. 
Raym.  1541.  But  it  is  proper  to  ob- 
serve, that  in  2  Lutw.  1667.  Bouth  v. 
Weddelf  the  reporter  seems  to  be  of 
opinion,  that  it  is  established  by  Courtney 
V.  Greenville,  that  in  all  cases  where  the 
plaintiff  omitsp^r  scriptttm  obligcUorium, 
and  defendant  prays  oyer  of  the  condi^ 
tion,  and  pleads,  and  there  is  a  verdict 
for  plaintiff,  it  shall  be  aided;  and 
LordChief  Baron  Comgns(Dig,  Pleader, 
2  W.  9.)  lays  down  the  same  proposi- 
tion, and  cites  the  same  case  in  support 
of  it  It  seems  however,  from  Moore 
V.  Jones,  that  Courtney  v.  Greenville 
establishes  no  such  rule,  but  that  the 
case  was  determined  solely  upon  the 
admission  by  the  defendant  in  his  plea, 
that  the  declaration  was  on  a  deed,  by 
praying  oyer  of  the  condition  of  the  said 
writing  obligatory^  and  pleading  a  plea 
applicable  to  a  deed. 

(2)  This  case  is  directly  in  point  S.C. 


Fitz.Dette,  pL51.  Bro.  Pleadings,  1 39. 
Ibid.  Brief,  pi.  27.  The  case  was  this : 
Debt  against  J,N.  on  bond :  it  appeared 
on  oyer  that  there  were  two  other  obli- 
gors, whereupon  defendant  prayed  judg- 
ment of  the  writ,  because  the  bond  was 
joint,  and  the  others  were  not  named, 
et  non  allocatur:  the  defendant  tben 
pleaded  that  it  appeared  by  the  bond, 
that  the  other  two  are  bound  who  are  not 
named,  judgment  of  the  writ,  et  mm 
allocatur  ;  for  it  is  not  the  form  of  plead- 
ing,  but  defendant  should  aver,  that  the 
other  two  executed  the  bond,  who  are  in 
full  life,  not  named,  judgment  ofthev:rit 
—  quod  nota,  Bro.  Brief,  pi.  27.  — It 
seems  that  the  plea  in  abatement  must 
not  only  aver,  that  another  sealed  the 
bond  or  deed,  but  also  that  he  is  Hill 
alive  ;  for  both  these  averments  are  es- 
sential to  abate  the  action.  1  Lutw.  695 
—697.  Sayer  v.  Chaytor.  Lill.  EntS. 
1  Salk.  32.  Child  v.  Sands.  Com.  Dig. 
Abatement  (F.8.).  (rf)  If  a  joint  obligor 
be  dead,  the  regular  and  proper  form 
of  pleading  is  to  aver  his  death  in  the 
declaration.  Sty.  5a  Blachwdl  y.  Ash- 
ton* 

(S)  This  case  is  said  in  Moor,  405. 
to  have  been  reversed  in  K.B.  T.T. 
37  Eliz. ;  but  this  seems  to  be  a  mistake; 
for  it  appears  by  the  different  reports 
in   Croke,   that  the  case  was  several 


(d)  [2  Mann.  &  Gr.  760. 769-   Fotoler  v.  Richerby.  8  Scott,  N.  R.  138.  S.  C] 
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And  of  such  opinion  was  the  whole  court  (4);  and  judg- 
ment was  given  for  the  plaintiff,  nisi^  &c;  but  afterwards  it 
was  stayed  under  pretence  of  an  undue  prosecution  by  an 
attorney  who  was  concerned  in  the  bonds,  they  being  sheriff's 
bonds  for  appearance,  but  not  for  the  matter  in  hiw. 

Saunders  with  the  plaintiff,  Pemberton  with  the  defendant. 


Cabell  r. 
Vaughak. 
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times  debated  in  court,  and  did  not  re- 
ceive a  final  determination  until  Hilary^ 
39  EUz. 

(4)  S.P.  5  Rep.  119.  WhelpdaUs 
case.  Cro.  Jac.  152.  Stead  v.  Moon  ;  in 
each  of  which  it  was  found  specially 
that  the  bond  was  joint,  and  yet  judg- 
ment for  plaintiff.  Co.  Litt  283.  a. 
SirW.  Jones,  SOS,  804.  Anon.  All.  21. 
Biackwell  v.  Ashton.  S.C.  Sty.  50. 
AU.  42.  Holdwich  v.  Chafe.  1  Vent. 
76,  77.  PuU  V.  Vincent.  Ibid.  1S5, 
136.  Putt  V.  Noswarthy.  Skin.  280. 
JBauletan  v.  Sandifordj  per  Holt  C.  J. 
S.  C.  Carth.  61.  1  Str.  503.  Gilbert  v. 
Bath.  Bull.  N.  P.  158.  Com.  Dig. 
Abatement  (F.  S.)- 

Generally  speaking,  all  joint  obligors 
or  contractors  ought  to  be  made  defend- 
ants, and  the  plaintiff  may  be  compelled 
to  join  them  all,  if  advantage  be  taken  of 
the  omission  in  due  time^  and  by  dL proper 
plea.  In  this  restrictive  sense  is  to  be 
understood  the  rule,  which  is  laid  down 
in  general  terms,  that  the  plaintiff  must 
join  all  the  parties  as  defendants.  For  it 
seems  to  be  now  settled,  that  in  all  cases 
of  a  joint  obligation  or  deed,  or  a  joint 
contract,  in  writing  or  by  parol,  or  ex 
quasi  contract^,  if  one  only  be  sued,  ie 
must  plead  the  matter  in  abatement^  and 
cannot  take  advantage  of  it  afterwards 
upon  any  other  plea,  or  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  or  give  it  in  evidence.  In- 
deed, if  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
declaration,  or  any  other  pleading  of 
the  plaintiff,  that  another  jointly  sealed 
the  bond  with  the  defendant^  and  that 
bath  are  still  living^  as  is  supposed  to 
have  been  the  case  in  Homer  v.  Moore, 


cited  5  Burr.  2614.;  if  both  these  facts 
be  admitted  by  the  plaintiff,  the  court 
wiir arrest  the  judgment;  because  the 
plaintiff  himself  shews  that  another 
ought  to  be  joined,  and  it  would  be  ab- 
surd to  compel  the  defendant  to  plead 
facts  which  are  already  admitted.  The 
finding  of  the  jury  in  that  case^  that  it 
was  the  deed  of  both,  seems  to  be  im. 
material,  as  appears  by  WhelpdMa  case 
above  mentioned.  And  the  rule^  which 
Mr.  Justice  Aston  is  there  said  to  have 
laid  down  on  the  subject  of  joint  bonds, 
appears  to  be  too  general  He  must 
be  understood  to  mean  that  the  action 
cannot  be  brought  against  one  of  the 
obligors  only,  upon  a  joint  bond,  ifdrfend* 
antpleads  in  abatement.  So  in  ffickmofs 
case,  9  Kep.  52.  b.,  in  debt  on  bond, 
defendant  pleaded  a  release;  plaintiff 
prayed  oyer,  by  which  it  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff  had  released  the  defendant 
from  all  bonds,  except  one  of  40/.,  where- 
in defendant  and  one  /.  O.  stood  bound, 
and  pleaded  that  the  excepted  bond  of 
40^1  and  the  bond  declared  upon  were 
the  same  bond.  The  court  on  demurrer 
said  that  the  plaintiff  himself,  having  ad- 
mitted by  his  deed  that  two  were  bound» 
he  ought  to  have  brought  his  action 
against  both.  However,  it  may  not  be 
improper  to  remark,  that  it  does  not 
appear,  upon  any  part  of  the  record, 
that  /.  O.  either  sealed  the  bond,  or  was 
alive.  All  the  authorities  seem  to  prove 
that  these  are  essential  facts,  as  has 
been  already  noticed,  which  must  either 
be  averred  by  the  defendant,  or  admitted 
by  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  abate  the 
action.  And  what  gives  great  weight 
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to  this  observation  is,  that  this  resolution 
in  Hiekmot's  ease  is  impeaehed  by  Sir 
William  Jonesy  who  says  that  there  was 
no  resolution  upou  that  point,  and  that 
the  chief  justice  was  absent.  Sir  W. 
Jones,  804.  Anon.  See  8  Mod.  242. 
And  with  great  submission,  the  same 
observation  seems  to  apply  to  the  case 
of  The  King  v.  Young,  cited  6  T.  R. 
769.  (if  correctly  stated)  (e),  that  it 
does  not  appear  in  that  case  that  the 
other  two  defendants  who  sealed  the 
bond  were  living.  In  Homer  v.  Moore, 
that  fact  did  appear  as  well  as  the  other 


of  sealing.  And  uidest  those  tiets, 
which  axB  absolutely  necenarj  to  be 
averred  by  the  defendant  in  his  plea^be 
admitied  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  dedai- 
ation  or  other  pleading,  it  should  seem, 
under  due  correction,  that  the  action 
cannot  be  abated.  But  to  return;  in 
the  case  of  joint  bonds  and  deeds,  the 
rule  seems  to  have  been  uniform  fbm 
the  28th  H.  6. 8.  a.  down  to  the  present 
time.  But  with  respect  to  joint  con- 
tracts, either  in  writing  or  by  parofi,  & 
different  rule  was  formerly  adopted 
upon  the  ground  of  a  supposed  variance 


(e)  It  was  not  correctly  stated ;  for 
Sex  V.  Young  was  a  scire  faeias  on  a 
recognisance^  not  a  bond.  See  the  re- 
port, 2  Anst  448.  There  is  a  distinc- 
tion between  recognisances  (and  other 
matters  of  record)  and  common  bonds, 
viz.  that  a  recognisance  is  itself  conclu- 
sive evidence  that  it  was  acicnowledged 
by  all  those  who  are  mentioned  as 
parties  thereto :  but  the  court  will  not 
intend  without  express  averment  that  a 
bond  was  sealed  and  delivered  by  all 
that  are  named  in  it  See  2  Saund. 
72  a.  note  (4).  See  also  2  Anst  448. 
Rex  V.  Young,  3  Anst.  811.  Rex  v. 
Chapman,  Indeed,  in  order  to  recon- 
cile tRese  two  cases  with  the  doctrine 
here  laid  down  by  the  learned  Serjeant, 
and  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  it,  it 
IS  necessary  that  a  still  further  distinc- 
tion should  be  taken,  viz.  that  the 
court  will  presume  that  all  parties  to  a 
recognisance,  &c.  are  alive  until  the 
contrary  be  shewn ;  and,  consequently, 
that  a  scire  facias  against  two  out  of 
three  persons  named  in  a  recognisance 
or  bond  to  the  crown  (as  was  the  case 
in  Rex  v.  Chapman)  is  bad  on  de- 
murrer, if  it  do  not  shew  that  the  party 
omitted  is  dead.  But  in  a  bond  to  a 
subject  it  is  otherwise,  as  appears  above. 
[Some  doubts  were  lately  entertained 


whether  these  authorities  did  not  also 
apply  to  the  case  of  an  action  of  debt 
on  a  judgment  brought  against  one 
alone,  where  the  defendant  pleaded  mi/ 
Hel  recordy  and  on  the  record  being 
brought  into  court,  the  judgment  ap- 
peared to  have  been  recovered  against 
the  present  defendant  and  several  others. 
But  the  court  held  that  a  distinction 
might  be  taken  between  a  proceedmg 
by  scire  facias^  as  being  a  quasi  con- 
tinuation of  a  matter  of  record  in  order 
to  have  execution  thereon,  and  an  action 
of  debt  on  a  judgment,  which  being 
founded  on  the  consequent  duty,  is  not 
to  be  differed  in  principle  from  the  or- 
dinary case  of  an  action  of  debt  against 
one  of  several  joint  contractors.  11 
M.  &W.  51.  CochsY.  Brewer.  Bendes, 
it  may  be  observed,  that  in  this  case  it 
did  not  appear  on  the  deelaratioH  that 
the  judgment  had  been  recovered 
against  more  parties  than  the  defend- 
ant ;  whereas  in  Rex  v.  Young  and  Rex 
V.  Chapman,  the  foundation  of  the  ob- 
jection was,  that  it  appeared  upon  ike 
declaration  that  others,  who  were  not 
sued,  were  jointly  bound,  and  there  was 
no  averment  (which,  in  the  case  of  a 
recognisance  and  bond  to  the  crown, 
was  deemed  necessary)  that  they  were 
dead.] 
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lietween  the  contract  laid  and  that 
which  vas  proved*  Carth.  58.  Boson 
V.  Sm^ard.  2  Salk.  44a  3  Mod.  S21. 
S.  C.  6  T.  R.  329.  Sheppard  v.  BailUe. 
Hovrever  in.  Bice  v.  Skuie^  5  Borr. 
26Il.rit  was  adjudged,  that  if  an  action 
be  brought  against  one  partner  on  a 
partnenhip  account,  the  defendant  must 
plead  it  in  abatement,  and  cannot  give 
the  partnership  in  evidence.  The  same 
point  was  afterward  adjudged  in  Abbot  v. 
Smith,  2  Black.  947.  These,  it  is  true, 
were  cases  of  partnership  accounts; 
but  the  same  rule  was  afterwards  ex- 
tended to  all  cases  of  joint  contracts. 
See  Cowp.  882.  Bees  v.  Abbott,  per 
BuUer  J.  So  in  Germain  v.  Frederich, 
T.T.  25  Geo.  8.  K.B.  MSS.,  which  was 
assumpsit,  stating  that,  in  consideration 
that  the  plaintiff  would  bargain  and 
sell  to  defendant  twenty  loads  of  flint 
stones,  and  would  deliver  them  on  board 
the  Lord  Macartney,  the  defendant 
would  receive  them  on  board,  and 
would  pay,  &c. ;  breach^  that  he  re- 
fused to  receive.  2d  count,  that  he 
had  not  paid.  At  the  trial  the  plain- 
tiff failed  in  his  parol  proof,  and  then 
produced  the  following  note,  written 
by  the  defendant :  —  "  Gravesend, 
**  March  29th)  20  carts  on  board  the 
'« Lord  Macartney,  by  order  of  H. 
«  Frederieh  and  Captain  Neale:*  The 
plaintiff  was  nonsuited.  In  support 
•thereof  it  was  said,  the  declaration 
stated  it  to  be  a  contract  of  defendant 
alone;  the  proof  was  of  a  joint  contract 
On  the  other  side  it  was  said,  that  the 
objection  was  only  good  if  the  fact  had 
been  pleaded  in  abatement.  The  court 
stopped  the  argument,  or  they  would 
have  cited  Dixon  v.  Bowman,  M.  71 
1776,  which  was  an  "action  against 
**  two  defendants  on  a  promissory  note 
«  made  by  them  jointly  and  severally. 


<<  In  evidence  it  appeared  that  a  third 
^person  had  also  signed  the  note. 
"  Aston  J.  held  this  a  variance ;  but  the 
'^  court  granted  a  new  trial ;"  and  Cowp. 
882.  1  Show.  29. 102.  5  Rep.  119.  Cro. 
Jac.  152.  1  Saund.  291.  Cro.  Eliz.  494. 
1  Lutw.  695.  Homer  v.  Moore,  cited  in 
Bice  V.  Shute,  5  Burr.  2611.  Lhyd  v. 
Green,  cited  in  Abbot  v.  Smith,  2  Black. 
947.  were  cited.  The  court  agreed  to 
this  doctrine,  and  said  the  contract 
proved  was  the  same  as  that  laid  The 
objection  is  that  the  persons  making  it 
are  different,  which  is  precisely  the 
case  of  Bice  v.  Shute,  Rule  absolute. 
So  in  Evans  v.  Lewis,  Exchequer,  E. 
T.  1794,  MSS.  which  was  an  action 
against  defendant  as  drawer  of  a  bill  of 
exchange.  On  non  assumpsit  pleaded, 
it  appeared  in  evidence  at  the  trial, 
that  the  bill  was  drawn  by  the  defend- 
ant and  another  jointly.  It  was  ob- 
jected that  there  was  a  vaiiance  be- 
tween the  bill  proved  and  the  bill 
declared  upon  ;  and  the  judge  inclined 
to  that  opinion,  but  permitted  the 
cause  to  proceed,  with  liberty  for  the 
defendant  to  move  for  a  new  trial.  A 
verdict  being  found  for  the  plaintiff,  a 
rule  was  obtained  to  shew  cause  why^  it 
should  not  be  set  aside.  On  shewing 
cause^  the  court  was  clearly  of  opinion 
that  there  was  no  variance  between  the 
bill  of  exchange  proved  and  that  which 
was  declared  upon ;  but  the  defendant 
should  have  pleaded  in  abatement  that 
another  person  drew  the  bill  jointly 
with  the  defendant,  who  is  still  alive ; 
and  that  the  case  fell  directly  within 
the  reason  and  authority  of  Whelpdale's 
case,  5  Rep.  119.  1  Saund.  291.  Co- 
bell  V.  VattgJian.  5  Burr.  2611.  Bice 
V.  Shute,  2  Black.  947.  Al^t  v.  Smith. 
Cowp.  832.  Bees  v.  Abbott.  Rule  dis- 
charged.  (/)     The  same  rule  applies, 


(y*)  So  where  one  of  two.  joint  con-    sued  without  any  mention  being  macfe 
tractors  is  dead,  thp  survivor  may  be    of  the  deceased;  party ;  1  B.&  A.  29. 
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where  the  action  is  founded  upon  matter 
ex  quasi  contractu;  and  therefore,  if  an 
action  be  brought  against  one  only  of 
several  persons  upon  a  matter  founded 
in  contract,  though  the  form  of  the 
action  be  case  for  malfeasance  or  non- 
feasance, and  the  plea  not  guiUy,  yet 
the  defendant  must  plead  it  in  abate- 
ment Carth.  62,  63.  Boson  v.  Sand- 
ford.  6  T.  R.  369.  Buddie  v.  WUson. 
And  agreeable  to  these  authorities  it 
'  was  holden  in  the  case  of  Powell  ▼. 
Lai/iony  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  N.  R.  365., 
that,  to  an  action  on  the  case  in  the 
form  of  tort  against  one  of  several  joint 
owners  of  a  ship,  for  not  safely  convey- 
ing goods  which  had  been  delivered  to 
him  by  the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose, 
the  defendant  may  plead  in  abatement 
that  the  goods  were  delivered  to  him 
and  his  partners  jointly,  and  that  his 
partners  are  not  sued:   although,  in- 


deed, in  Govett  v.Badmdffef  3 £a8t,62^ 
which  was  an  action  against  three,  where- 
in the  plaintiff  declared  that  they  had 
the  loading  of  a  hogshead  of  treacle  of 
the  plaintiff's  for  a  certain  reward  to 
be  paid  to  one  of  them,  and  a  certsin 
other  reward  to  the  other  two,  and  tbit 
the  defendants  so  negligently  conducted 
themselves  in  the  loading,  &c.  that  the 
hogshead  was  damaged,  it  was  decided 
that  the  gist  of  the  action  was  the  tori 
and  not  the  contract,  out  of  which  it 
arose ;  and  therefore  that,  on  the  plea 
of  not  guilty,  two  being  acquitted, 
judgment  might  be  had  against  the 
third  who  was  found  guilty ;  and  the 
court  seemed  to  deny  the  cases  of 
Boson  and  Sand/ord,  and  Buddki. 
Wilson.  But  the  court  of  C.  P.  in  the 
before  cited  case  upheld  the  authoritj 
of  those  two  cases,  and  in  truth  over- 
ruled the  case  of  Gor^  y.  Radnidge.(g) 


Richards  v.  Heathery  ovemiling  in  this 
respect  6  T.  R.  863.  Spalding  v.  Mure  ; 
and  under  the  same  count  the  plaintiff 
may  recover  a  debt  due  from  the  de- 
fendant as  survivor,  and  another  due 
from  him  individually.  Ibid.  Neither 
ill  declaring  on  a  bill  of  exchange  ac- 
cepted by  the  defendants  and  another 
person  since  deceased,  is  it  any  vari- 
ance that  the  deceased  person's  name  is 
wholly  omitted.  1  B.  &  A.  224.  Mounts 
Stephen  v.  Brooke.  [So  where  to  an 
action  of  debt  on  a  judgment  against 
one  alone,  nul  tiel  record  was  pleaded; 
and  on  the  record  being  produced,  the 
judgment  appeared  to  have  been  re- 
covered against  the  present  defendant 
and  several  others ;  it  was  held  no  vari- 
ance. II  M.  &  W.  51.  Cocks \. Brewer. 
Ant^,  p.  291  c,  note  (c).  ] 

But  where  the  other  joint-contractor 
is  living,  although  he  be  personally  dis- 
charged, the  omission  of  his  name  is 
matter  of  plea  in  abatement    See  ante, 


p.  207  a.  note(/).  And  it  has  been 
held  that  the  defendant  might  plead  a 
secret  partnership  between  himself  aod 
others  in  abatement,  although  the  plain- 
tiff had  no  means  of  knowing  of  the 
partnership.  1  Marsh,  246.  Dubois  v. 
Ludert.  5Taunt9.  S.C.  [But  this  case 
must  be  considered  as  overruled ;  and 
the  rule  now  established  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  may  join  a  secret  partner  as 
defendant,  but  is  not  bound  so  to  do. 
M.&Malk.88.  MuUtUr.  Hook.  IE 
&  Ad.  398.  De  Mautort  v.  Saunden. 
As  to  the  liability  of  a  secret  partner, 
there  is  no  distinction  between  con- 
tracts by  parol,  or  implied  contracts, 
and  express  contracts  in  writing  not 
under  seal,  with  the  known  and  i^ 
parent  partners.  9  M.  &  W.  79.  Bed^ 
ham  v.  Drake,  overruling .  Beckham  v. 
Knight,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  243.  5  Scott, 
619.] 

(g)  See  also  2  N.  R.  454.  Max  r. 
RobertSf  S.  P. ;  but  that  judgment  was 
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But  if  several  persons  jointly  commit    sue  all  or  any  number  of  the  parties; 
a  torti  the  plaintiff  has  his  election  to    because  a  tort  is*  in  its  nature  the  sepa^ 


reversed  in  K.  B.  on  other  grounds. 
12  East,  89.  And  in  K.  B.  on  a  de- 
claration in  case,  alleging  a  deceit  to 
have  been  practised  on  the  plaintiff  by 
means  of  a  warranty  made  by  the  two 
defendants  on  a  joint  sale  of  sheep,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  against  one  on 
proof  of  a  separate  sale  and  warranty ; 
the  action,  although  laid  in  tort^  being 
founded  on  contract.  12  East,  452. 
WeaU  V.  King  and  Another.  See  also 
2  Marsh.  485.  Green  v.  Greenbank^  and 
S  Brod.  &  Bing.  54.  Brethertan  v.  Wood. 
From  all  the  cases,  and  especially  that 
last  cited,  the  principle  appears  to  be 
this,  that  where  ^the  action  is  maintain- 
able for  the  tort  simply  without  refer- 
ence to  any  contract  made  between  the 
parties,  no  advantage  can  be  taken  of 
the  omission  of  some  defendants,  or  of 
the  joinder  of  too  many,  as  for  instance 
in  actions  against  carriers,  which  are 
grounded  on  the  custom  of  the  realm. 
[6  M.  &  S.  S85.  Anstlly.  Waterhouse.^ 
But  where  the  action  is  not  maintain- 
able without  referring  to  a  contract  be- 
tween the  parties^  and  laying  a  previous 
ground  for  it  by  shewing  such  contract, 
there,  although  the  plaintiff  shapes  his 
case  in  tort^  he  shall  yiet  be  liable  to  a 
plea  in  abatement,  if  he  omit  any  de- 
fendant, or  to  a  nonsuit,  if  he  join  too 
many ;  for  he  shall  not,  by  adopting  a 
particular  form  of  action,  alter  the  situ- 
ation of  the  defendant.  On  this  last 
ground  undoubtedly  the  case  of  Green 
v.  Greenhank  was  determined,  in  which 
it  was  held  that  infancy  was  a  good  plea 
to  an  action  on  the  case  on  a  warranty. 
[These  authorities  were  much  discussed 
in  the  late  case  ofPozzi  v.  Shipton  and 
Another^  8  A.  &  E.  963.  1  Perr.  & 
D.  4.  S.  C.  There  the  declaration 
stated  that  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the 


defendants,  and  they  accepted  and  re- 
ceived from  him,  goods  to  be  taken  care 
of,  and  carried  and  conveyed  by  the  de- 
fendants from  London  to  Birmingham^ 
and  there  delivered  to  one  P.  P,  for  the 
plaintiff  for  reasonable  reward  to  the 
defendants  in  that  behalf;  and  there- 
upon it  became  the  duty  of  the  de- 
fendants to  take  due  care  of  such  goods 
while  they  so  had  the  charge  thereof 
for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and  to  take 
due  and  reasonable  care  in  and  about 
the  conveyance  and  delivery  thereof  as 
aforesaid ;  yet  the  defendants,  not  re- 
garding their  duty  in  that  behalf,  but 
contriving  &c,  did  not  nor  would  take 
due  care  &c.,  but  on  the  contrary, 
whilst  they  had  the  charge  &c.,  took 
such  bad  care,  &c  that  the  goods  were 
injured,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  &c. 
A  verdict  was  found  against  one  of  the 
defendants  only;  and  it  was  argued, 
against  the  validity  of  such  verdict 
that  this  case  differed  from  Bretherton 
V.  Wbodf  inasmuch  as  the  declaration 
did  not  state  the  defendants  to  be  car- 
riers, whereas  in  Bretherton  v.  Wood 
there  was  an  averment  that  the  de- 
fendants were  proprietors  of  a  stage 
coach  for  the  carriage  and  conveyance 
of  passengers  for  hire  from  Burg  to 
Bolton;  that  this  action,  therefore, 
appeared  on  the  pleadings  to  be  really 
founded  on  contract  though  formally  in 
tort;  and  so,  according  to  PoweU  v. 
Laytony  the  incidents  of  an  action  on 
contract  applied,  one  of  which  is  that 
the  defendants  are  answerable  jointly  or 
not  at  all ;  and  that  Govett  v.  Radnidge 
could  not  be  supported.  But  the  court 
held  that  the  declaration  might,  and 
therefore  must,  after  verdict,  be  read 
as  a  declaration  founded  upon  the  ge- 
neral custom  of  the  realm,  and  not  on 
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rate  aet  of  eaeh  indiyidual ;  and  thme- 
fore  in  actions  ex  deltdot  such  as  tres- 
pass, trover,  case  for  malfeasance  and 
the  likcy  against  one  only,  for  a  tort 
committed  by  several,  he  cannot  plead 
it  in  abatement,  or  in  bar,  or  give  it  in 
evidence  on  the  general  issue.  A  plea 
in  abatement  can  only  be  in  those  cases 
where  regularly  all  the  parties  ought  to 
be  joined,  and  not  where  the  plaintiff 
may  join  them  all  or  not  at  his  election. 
11  H.  7.  6.  a.  Bro.  Trespass,  428.  S.  C. 
Bro.  Responder,  63.  Carth.  171.  Bich. 
yf.PUkington,  Ibid.  294.  Child  y.  Sands. 
Ibid.  361.  Bastard  v.  Hancock.  1  Show. 
29.  5  Burr.  2613.  Bicev.Shute.  5T.R. 
649.  Mitchell  v.  Tarbutt.  Com.  Dig. 
Abatement  (F.  8.).  (A)  However  it  is 
said,  that  if  the  plaintiff  himself  shews 
in  his  declaration  or  other  pleading 
that  the  tort  was  jointly  done  by  the 
defendant  and  A.  J9.,  the  action  shall 
abate ;  2  H.  7- 16.  b.  1  Leoti.  41.  Henfy 
and  Broad's  case.  Hob.  164.  Colt  v. 
Bishop  of  Coventrt/,  Ibid.  199.  Brick- 
head  y.Arehbishop  of  York;  but  there 
does  i^ot  seem  to  be  any  good  ground 
for  this  distinction,  and  it  seems  con- 
trary to  the  case  of  C^ild  v.  Sands, 
1  Salic.  32. :  and  the  case  of  Addison  v. 
Overend,  6  T.  R.  766.,  lately  decided, 
seems  to  have  properly  overruled  the 
above  distinction.  And  it  was  always 
held^  that  if  the  declaration  only  stated 
that  the  defendant,  simul  cumquibusdam 


tgnoHSf  did  the  wrong,  the  action  shall 
not  abate.  8  H.  5. 5.  a.  11  H.  7.  6.  a. 
per  Frowicke.  1  Leon.  41.  5  Bac  Abr. 
193.  There  is  also  a  distinction  be* 
tween  personal  actions  of  tort,  and  suck 
actions  when  they  concern  real propertjf. 
Therefore,  if  one  tenant  in  comuHm 
onfy  be  sued  in  trespass,  trover,  or  ease, 
for  any  thing  respecting^  the  land  heM 
in  common,  he  may  plead  the  tenancy 
in  abatement  7  H.  5.  8.6.  per  Skrene, 
Bro.  Action  sur  le  Case,  32.  Juintenan- 
cie,  12.  Clif.  Ent.7.  pi.  16.  Ibid.  23. 
pi.  60.  Lib.  Plac  2.  pi.  11.  Com.  Dig. 
Abatement  (F.  6.).  5  T.R.651.  MittM 
V.  Tarbutt 

Before  I  quit  this  head  it  may  not  be 
improper  to  take  notice  of  actions  upon 
joint  and  several  bonds.  It  has  been 
justly  observed,  3  T.  R.  782.  Streat. 
field  V.  Hattiday,  *'  that  if  three  be 
'*  bound  ^btnfi^  and  severally  in  a  bond, 
^  the  obligee  cannot  sue  two  of  them 
'^  only,  but  must  either  sue  them  aU  or 
"  ea4:h  of  them  separately."  And  it  is 
added,  that  '■  though  that  doctrine  has 
''  been  several  times  questioned,  yet  it 
'<  has  been  held  to  be  good  law  from  the 
'*  time  of  Lord  Coke;"  and  it  might  have 
been  said  from  the  time  of  Henry  8. : 
for  in  27  H.  8.  6.  pi.  29.  in  debt 
against  two  upon  a  joint  and  several 
bond  made  by  three^  the  court  were  of 
opinion  that  the  writ  was  not  well 
brought:  and   Fitzherbert  J.  directed 


contract;  and  that,  taking  it  to  charge 
the  defendants  as  common  carriers,  it 
was  strictly  an  cu^tion  on  the  case  for  a 
tort,  and  that  one  of  several  defendants 
might  be  found  guilty  upon  it,  accord- 
ing to  Bretherton  v.  Wood.  The  court, 
however,  expressly  abstained  from  giving 
any  opinion^  whether  the  doctrine  in 
Govett  V.  Badmdge,  or  that  in  Powell 
V.  Layton^  supposing  these  cases  to  dif« 
fer,  be  th^  true  doctilne.  -^  By  stat. 


1  W.  4.  c.  68.  s.  5.  any  one  or  more  of 
mail  contractors,  stage  coach  proprie- 
torsi  or  common  carriers,  may  be  sued 
by  his,  her,  or  their  name  or  names  only; 
and  no  action  or  suit  for  damages  for 
loss  or  injury  to  any  parcel,  pacings  or 
person  shall  abate  for  non-joinder  of 
any  co-proprietor  or  co-partner.] 

(A)  6  Taunt.  29.  Sutton  y.  Clarke. 
i  Marsh.  429,  &C. 
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the  counsel  for  the  defendant  to  make 
thereof  a  pleuy  so  that  the  other  party 
may  have  his  answer  ;  which  vas  done. 
By  the  words  *^  cannot  sue  two  of  them 
**  onhfy'  are  to  be  understood,  if  the  de- 
fendants make  a  proper  plea  acootding 
to  the  directions  of  Pitzherhert  in  the 
above-cited  case ;  which  is,  by  pleading 
in  abatement  that  there  is  another  joint 
obligor,  and  not  that  the  defendant  can 
take  advantage  of  that  circumstance  in 
evidence  upon  non  estfactumy  any  more 
in  the  case  of  an  action  against  two  of 
three  obligors  on  a  joint  and  several 
bond,  than  in  the  case  of  one  of  two 
obligors  on  a  joint  bond.  It  is  at  the 
election  of  the  obligee  to  consider  such 
a  bond  either  a  joint  or  several  one.  If 
he  sues  one  or  each  of  the  obligors,  he 
acts  upon  it  as  a  several  bond.  If  he 
snes  ail  of  them,  he  proceeds  upon  it  as 
a  joint  bond.  If  he  sues  two  only  of  the 
three,  he  still  proceeds'  upon  it  as  a 
joint  bond ;  for  he  can  only  sue  one  or 
each  of  them  upon  a  several  bond.  If 
the  obligee  elect  to  proceed  upon  it  as 
a  joint  bond,  there  is  no  difference  be- 
tween suing  ttoo  only  of  three  joint  obli- 
gors, and  one  only  of  ^o  joint  obligors. 
In  either  case  advantage  can  only  be 
taken  of  the  omission  by  a  plea  in  abate- 


ment 10  H.  7.  16.  per^jKe&fe,  to  which 
Brian  C.J.  agreed.  Bro.  Obligation,  94. 
See  12  H.  4.  21.  b.  pi.  12.  Bro.  Dette, 
69.  S.  C.  where  this  matter  was  pleaded 
in  abatement,  and  the  writ  quashed.  I 
have  dwelt  the  longer  upon  this  point, 
because  a  distinction  has  been  sometimes 
taken  between  the  case  where  one  only 
of  two  or  more  persons  is  sued  upon  a 
joint  bond,  and  two  only  or  three  or  more 
upon  ti  joint  and  several  bond.  The 
case  of  GauUon  v.  Chaliner  and  Within- 
sony  Staffbrd  Lent  Assizes,  1794,  seems 
to  have  been  ruled  upon  this  distinction. 
That  was  debt  against  the  two  defend- 
ants, upon  a  joint  and  several  bond,  given 
by  them  -  and  one  Joseph  Gibson^  to 
which  they  pleaded  7um  est  factum.  It 
was  proved  on  the  trial,  that  Gibson 
executed  the  bond  :  upon  which  it  was 
objected  that  the  action  was  not  pro- 
perly bought —  that  it  was  neither  upon 
a  joint  or  several  bond ;  and  the  plain- 
tiff was  nonsuited,  with  leave  to  move  to 
set  the  nonsuit  aside  without  costs;  and 
in  Eaeter  term  following  it  was  set  aside 
without  argument  upon  the  ground 
above-mentioned,  (t)  So  much  of  ac- 
tions against  one  only  of  several  persons 
liable. 

Let  us  next  consider  the  case  of  ac- 


(t)  See  also  2  Taunt  254.  South  v. 
Tanner  and  Anoihery  where  a  nonsuit  on 
similar  grounds  was  set  aside.  Where 
a  naked  power  only  is  conferred  by  an 
instrument  without  any  interest,  as  by 
a  power  of  attorney  to  several  persons 
•jointly  and  severally  to  deliver  seisin, 
it  cannot  be  executed  by  two  out  of 
three:  Co.  Litt  181.  b.:  but  if  a  con- 
trary intention  can  be  collected  from 
the  words  of  the  instrument,  the  court 
will  construe  it  accordingly :  therefore, 
where  a  power  of  attorney  was  given  to 
fifteen  persons  jointly  and  separately  to 
e^^ecute  such  policies,  as  they  or  any  of 


them  should  think  fit,  the  court  held 
that  the  latter  words  controlled  the  for- 
mer,  and  that  an  execution  of  a  policy 
by  four  was  good.  5  B.  &  A.  628. 
Guthrie  v.  Armstrong,  1  D.  &  R.  248. 
S.C. 

A  plea  that  one  of  the  plaintiffs  is 
liable  as  a  co-contractor  with  the  de- 
fendant Is  a  good  plea  in  bar.  2  Bos.  Sc 
Pull.  120.  Mainwaring  v.  Newman,  [8 
B.&C.345.  Teaguey.Hubb€trd.  2Mzxkn, 
&  R.  369.  S.  C]  And  where  an  indivi- 
dual is  a  common  partner  in  two  houses 
of  trdde,  no  action  can  be  brought  by  the 
one  house  agabst  the  other  upon  any 
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tioDB  by  one  of  several  persons  entitled 
1.  With  respect  to  bonds  or  deeds.  All 
the  obligees  or  covenantees,  if  alive, 
ought  to  join  in  the  action ;  and  if  dead, 
that  fact  should  be  averred  in  the  de- 
claration. 36  H.  6.  16.  5  Rep.  18.  b. 
SUngsby'fi  case.  Ante,  155.  Ecclesion 
V.  CUpsham.  Yelv.  177.  1  Vent.  3*. 
Livet  V.  Stanefarihy  cited  there.  1  Sid. 
238.  Osborne  v.  Crosbem.  Ibid.  420. 
3  Bac  Abr.  696.  Lill.  Ent.  165.  Lib. 
Pkc.  115.  pi.  15.  1  Brown.  Ent  163. 
pi.  25.  (k)  But  if  one  only  sues,  there 
is  a  difference  of  opinion  in  some  books 
respecting  the  mode  of  taking  advantage 
of  it  In  some  cases,  it  is  said,  that  the 
defendant  must  crave  oyer  of  the  bond 
or  deed,  and  demur  generally;  unless 
it  appear  in  the  declaration  that  there  is 
another  obligee  or  covenantee  living; 
for  then  it  may  be  taken  advantage  of 
on  demurrer,  or  in  arrest  of  judgment 
All.  41.  HoidtoichY.  Chafe,  2  Str.  146. 
Vernon  v.  Jefferys.  Bull  N.  P.  158. 
Com.   Dig.  Abatement   (E.  12.).     In 


others,  that  the  defendant  can  only 
plead  it  in  abatement,  it  being  no  vari- 
ance. All.  41.  3d  Resolution.  Com. 
Dig.  Abatement  (E.  12.>  See  Clift  8. 
pL  19.  But  these  last  cases  do  not  seem 
to  be  lav.  If  the  former  be  the  right 
opinion  (which  it  certainly  is),  it  seems 
that  the  defendant  may  also  take  advan- 
tage of  it  upon  wm  est  fadum  ;  for  as 
the  demurrer  upon  the  oyer  is  founded 
on  the  variance  between  the  deed  de- 
clared upon  and  the  real  deed,  it  seems 
perfectly  clear  that  the  variance  will  be 
equally  fatal  upon  MOAesfyodifiit.  How- 
ever, it  seems  to  be  fully  settled,  that  all 
the  obligees  must  join  in  the  action,  and 
the  death  of  any  of  them  be  alleged  in 
the  declaration.  For  if  it  appears  upon 
the  face  of  the  pleading  that  there  are 
other  obligees,  it  is  fatal  upon  demurrer, 
or  in  arrest  of  judgment.  See  ant^  154^ 
Ecclesion  and  Wife  against  CUpskam^ 
note  (1),  and  the  authorities  there  cited. 
So  with  respect  to  actions  by  one  of  two 
or  more  joint  covenantees.    Ibid.   The 


transactions  which  take  place  between 
them  whibt  such  individual  is  a  common 
partner ;  and  that  whether  the  action  be 
attempted  to  be  brought  in  his  lifetime, 
or  after  his  death.  6  Taunt  597.  Bo* 
sanquet  v.  Wray.  1  B.  &  A.  664.  De 
Tastet  V.  Shaw.  [But  see  2  B.  & 
Ad.  822.  Rose  v.  Potdtony  where  it 
was  held  that  after  the  death  of  a 
party,  who  was  one  of  several  cove- 
nantees in  trust,  and  had  also  bound 
himself,  as  a  surety,  jointly  and  severally 
with  other  covenantors,  the  surviving 
covenantees  might  sue  the  surviving 
covenantors.  This  was  decided  on  the 
authority  of  Richards  v.  Richards,  2 
B.  &  Ad.  447.  Mann.  &  R.  S.  C,  where 
it  was  held  that  a  married  woman  to 
whom  a  joint  and  several  note  had 
been  given  by  her  husband,  and  two 
other  personsi  as  his  sureties,  might, 


on  his  death,  sue  the  other  parties  on 
it,  and  further,  that  the  Statute  of  Limit- 
ations did  not  begin  to  run  against  the 
claim  till  after  he  was  dead.] 

(A)  [And  all  the  covenantees  most 
join,  although  some  of  them  sealed  the 
deed  and  some  did  not;  and  it  makes 
no  difference  that  the  covenant  b  to  pay 
them  money  as  trustees ;  3  B.  &  C.  953. 
PetrUv.Bury.  5D.  &  R.  152.  S.C.  2 
B.  &  Ad.  822.  Rose  v.  Pouiion  ;  though 
perhaps  it  might  be  otherwise  if  those 
who  did  not  seal  refused  to  assent  to  the. 
deed.  3B.  &C.353.  (See9B.&C. 
300.  Small  v.  Marwood.  4  Maao.  &  R- 
181.  S.C.)  But  ifone  only  of  two  part- 
ners is  a  party  to  a  deed,  the  other  need 
not,  and  must  not  sue,  though  the  inter- 
est be  joint,  and  the  deed  for  a  partner^ 
ship  purpose.  6M.  &S.75.  Mttoa^t 
V.  RycrcfLI 
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same  point  was  also  determined  in 
C.  B-  T.  T.  37  Geo.8.  ScM  ▼.  Godwin^ 
1  Bos.  &  Pull.  67.>  where  it  was  held 
upon  demurrer,  that  if  the  reversion 
upon  a  lease  for  years,  in  which  the  les- 
see covenanted  to  repair,  be  assigned  to 
two  persons  as  joint  tenants,  one  alone 
cannot  bring  an  action  of  covenant 
against  the  lessee  for  not  repairing,  but 
both  must  join  in  the  action,  and  the  les-* 
see  is  not  bound  to  take  advantage  of 
the  omission  by  a  plea  in  abatement 

2.  With  respect  to  caniracis  not  under 
seal,  whether  in  writing  or  by  parol. 
A  distinction  has  been  taken  between 
actions  of  astumpsii  and  aetiani  of  tort : 
in  the  former  case,  if  one  only  of  seve- 
ral persons  who  ought  to  join  bring  the 
action,  the  defendant  may  take  advan- 
tage of  it  on  non  assumpsit^  but  in  the 
latter  he  must  plead  it  in  abatement. 
1  Show.  105.  Boson  v.  Sandfordy  per 
Holt  C.  3.  Skin.640.  Dockwray  v.  Dick- 
enson, 2  Str.820.  Leglise  v.  Champante. 
2T.R.282.  Graham  V.Robertson.  And 
this  distinction  is  universally  adopt- 
ed. However,  it  may  not  be  improper 
to  observe  as  to  assumpsit  by  one  only, 
that  at  the  time  when  most  of  the  cases 
upon  this  subject  were  decided,  the  same 
rule  extended  as  well  to  defendants  as 
to  plaintiffs.  The  rule  in  both  cases 
was  founded  upon  the  same  reason, 
that  the  contract  proved  was  not  the 
same  with  that  in  the  declaration.  Skin. 
640.  2  Str.  820.  But  as  soon  as  it  was 
decided  in  the  case  of  Rice  v.  Shute,  and 
the  other  cases  which  followed  it,  that 
leaving  out  one  of  the  joint  contractors 
did  not  vary  the  contract,  one  would 
have  thought  that  the  same  principle 


would  be  applied  ,to  the  case  of  persons 
with  whom  the  contract  was  made.  If 
the  contract  be  still  the  same,  notwith- 
standing one  of  the  persons  who  ought 
to  be  joined  is  omitted,  upon  what  prin- 
ciple is  it  that  the  contract  is  no^  the 
same,  if  one  of  the  persons  who  ought  to 
Join  be  omitted?  Perhaps  it  may  be 
objected,  that  by  this  means  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant  are  not  upon  equal 
terms;  that  in  an  action  against  one 
only  he  necessarily  knows  all  the  persons 
liable ;  but  in  actions  bg  one  only,  the 
defendant  may  often  not  know,  nor  be 
able  to  know,  what  persons  ought  to 
join.  But  in  answer  to  this,  it  should 
always  be  remembered  that  the  rule  is 
founded  upon  the  supposed  variance  be- 
tween the  contract  proved  and  the  con- 
tract laid,  and  not  upon  any  inconve- 
nience or  convenience  to  the  parties. 
As  to  the  knowing  of  the  persons,  the 
cases  above  referred  to  respecting  de- 
fendants, have  decided  that  this  circum- 
stance is  immaterial ;  and  as  to  the  con- 
venience  or  inconvenience  of  the  thing, 
it  should  seem  more  convenient  that  the 
parties  should,  after  issue  joined,  pro- 
ceed upon  the  merits,  than  that  the 
defendant  should  be  allowed  to  nonsuit 
the  plaintiff  upon  a  mere  matter  of  form. 
See  10  Ed.  4.  5.  pi.  la  8.  pi.  21.  Com. 
Dig.  Abatement  (£.  12.).  However, 
the  settled  distinction  is,  as  I  have  before 
mentioned,  and  it  must. be  left  to  the 
operation  of  time  and  the  same  good 
sense  as  at  last  prevailed  in  Rice  v.  Shute 
respecting  defendants,  to  do  away  a 
dbtinction  which  seems  to  me  to  have 
no  principle  for  its  foundation.  (/) 
3.  In  actions  by  executors,  they  ought 


(/)  [See  post,  291  n.  per  PattesonJ.^ 
In  the  case  of  Sndlgrove  v.  HutU^ 
1  Chitty's  Rep.  71.  the  point  here  dis- 
cussed by  the  learned  serjeant  was  fully 


distinction  h^i\ifeienplaintiffs2Ji^drfend' 
ants  was  upheld,  rather,  it  should  seem, 
upon  the  ground  of  the  plain tiflTs  ne- 
cessary knowledge  of  his  partners,  than 


considered  by  the  court  of  K.  B.,  and  the    upon  any  variance  in  the  contract.    See 
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all  to  join;  Bro.  EiEeovtorsy  88. ;  though 
some  be  within  the  age  of  seventeen 
years  ;  Went  95.  Yelv.  13a  Smith  v. 
Smith;  or  have  not  proved  the  will; 
1  Salk.  3.  Brookes  v.  Stroud;  or  refused 
before  the  Ordinary.  9  Rep.  37.  a.  Hen- 
iloe's  case.  But  if  one  only  bring  an 
action,  either  of  debt  upon  bond,  or 


oMumpdt  as  well  as  tort,  it  seems  set- 
tled that  the  defendant  can  only  take 
advantage  of  it  by  pleading  in  abate- 
ment, after  oyer  of  the  probate,  Aai 
the  other  executor  mentioned  therein  is 
aUve  not  named  If  the  defendant  plead 
the  general  issue,  he  is  too  late;  he 
cannot  then  come  at  the  fact  of  there 


also  4  B.  &  A.  374.  JeU  v.  Douglas, 
where  it  was  held,  for  the  same  reason, 
that  a  plaintiff  suing  on  a  contract  made 
with  himself  and  a  deceased  partner, 
must  describe  himself  as  surviving  part- 
ner in  the  declaration.  The  non-joinder 
by  the  plaintiff  of  a  dormant  partner, 
whose  name  does  not  appear  to  the 
world,  is  held  not  to  be  matter  of  non- 
suit 2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  468.  Levet^  v. 
Shafioe.  2  Taunt  325.  Uoyd  v,  Areh-* 
bowle  and  Mawman  v.  GUlett.  Ibid  in 
note. «  But  the  ostensible  partner  who 
made  the  contract  ittay,  if  he  please,  join 
dormant  partners  with  himself  as  co-pkin« 
tiffs;  4B.&A.437.  Skinner  and  Others 
y.Stocks.  [10B.&C.671.  Cotkayy.Fen- 
neU.'];  and  in  such  case  the  defendant  will 
be  at  liberty  to  set  off  any  debt  which 
may  be  due  to  him  from  the  ostensible 
partner.  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  468.  Staeey  v. 
Decy.  [The  rule  is  general,  that  where 
a  contract,  not  under  seal,  is  made  with 
an  agent  (and  each  partner  is  the  agent 
of  the  firm,  within  the  meaning  of  this 
rule,  as  to  contracts  respecting  the  part* 
nership  business)  in  his  own  name  for  an 
undisclosed  principal,  either  the  agent 
or  the  principal  may  sue  upon  it ;  the 
defendant  in  the  latter  case  being  en- 
titled to  be  placed  in  the  same  situation, 
at  the  time  of  the  disclosure  of  the  real 
principal,  as  if  the  agent  had  been  the 
contracting  party.  5  B.  &  Ad.  393. 
Sims  V.  Bond.']  If,  however,  the  os- 
tensible partner  have  represented  the 
subject-matter  of  the  contract  as  his 
separate  property,  his  partners  are 
bound  by  such  representation.    I  M.  i& 


S.  249.  Lucas  and  Others  y.  De  la 
Cour.  [See  2  B.&  Ad.  303.  Bobson 
V.  DrumnunuL]  In  the  cases  of  Uoyd 
V.  Archbowk  and  Mawman  v.  Giilett  it 
was  held,  that  a  dormant  partner,  not 
joined  in  the  action,  might  be  called  as 
a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  upon  the 
ground  that  he  could  not  be  joined  as  a 
co-plaintiff;  but  the  case  of  Skinner  v. 
Stocks  having  determined  that  a  dor- 
mant partner  may  be  joined,  it  seems 
to  follow  that  he  cannot  be  caUed  as 
a  witness.  Partners  are  in  the  natore 
of  agents  for  each  other,  and  as  it  has 
never  been  held  that  a  principal,  who 
might  himself  have  sued,  can  be  called 
as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  by  his  agent  respecting  the 
property  of  the  principal,  so  it  should 
seem  that  in  an  action  by  the  ostensible 
partner,  a  dormant  partner  who  might 
have  been  joined  cannot  be  called  as  a 
witness  for  the  plaintiff.  [But  see  now 
state  &  7  Vict  c.  85.]  Where  the  name 
of  a  person  is  held  out  to  the  world  as 
one  of  the  members  of  a  firm,  he  most 
be  joined  asaco*.plaiotiff;  2  Camp.  SOS. 
Guidon  v.  Bobson ;  unless  it  be  dis- 
tinctly proved  that  he  has  no  interest  in 
the  firm.  5  Esp.  199.  Parsons  v.  Crotby. 
14  East,  210.  TeedY.Ehoorthy.  1  Stark. 
25.  Ghssop  V.  Colmany  per  Lord  -©• 
lenborough  C.  J.  confirmed  by  the  court 
of  King's  Bench.  [10  B.  &  C.  2a  Kell 
V.  Nainby,  5  Mann.  &  R.  76.  S.  C.  1 
C.  &  P.  89.  Davenport  y.  Backstrcw. 
1  Mann.  &  G.  44.  Barker  v.  Stuhbs.  1 
Scott^N.  R.  131.  S.C] 


Trin.  22CaRlL  Regis. 


291m 


being  aaother  executor.  An  executor 
is  appointed  by  the  will,  and  therefore 
it  is  necessary  to  pray  oyer,  and  set  it 
out  in  order  finst  to  shew  that  fact, 
and  then  to  aver  that  he  is  alive ;  but 
the  defendant  need  not  aver  that  he 
admimHered.  41  Ed.  3.  22.  a.  pi.  10. 
S.  C.  Bro.  Executor,  27.  Yelv.  130. 
StnM  V.  Smiih.  Ast  Ent  11.  Com.  Dig. 
Abatement  (£.  1 3. ).(}»)  But  where  the 
defendant  pleads  in  abatement  that  he 
has  one  or  more  co-executors  who  ought 
to  be  joined,  he  must  aver  not  only  that 
he  is  alive,  but  that  he  administered  ;  be- 
cause it  is  only  necessary  to  sue  so  many 
of  the  executors  as  have  administered. 
Bro.  Executors,  20.  88.  Wentw.  95. 
1  Lev.  161.  Swcdiaw  V,  Emberson.  Clift. 
Ent.  15.  pi.  SG,  37.  Lib.  Plac.  1.  pi.  8. 
Com.  Dig.  Abatement  (F.  10.).  Willes's 
Rep.  42.  Alexander  v.  Matoman.  If  a 
debtor  makes  his  creditor  and  another 
his  executors,  and  the  creditor  never 
intermeddles,  but  refuses,  he  may  bring 
an  action  against  the  other  executor. 
Sir  W.  Jones,  345.  Dorchester  v.  Webb, 
3  T.  R.  557.  Rawlinson  v.  Shaw,  4. 
With  respect  to  actions  of  tort^  such 
as  trespass  quare  chmsum^  or  for  taking 
goods,  trover,  case  for  malfeasance, 
misfeasance,  or  nonfeasance,  and  such 
like  actions  of  tort^  it  seems  fully  and 


clearly  established  that  if  one  only  of 
two  or  more  joint  tenants,  parceners, 
tenants  in  common,  partners,  executors, 
assignees  of  bankrupts,  and  others  who 
regulaiiy  ought  to  join,  bring  any  such 
actions,  the  defendant  must  plead  the 
omission  in  abatement,  and  cannot  give 
it  in  evidence  on  the  general  issue,  or 
in  any  other  way,  or  by  pleading  in  bar, 
or  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or  though  the 
matter  be  found  specially,  or  appear 
upon  the  face  of  the  declaration,  or  any 
other  pleading  of  the  plaintiff.  2Vin.59. 
pi.  21. 25,  26,  27.  Cro.  Eliz.  554.  Deer- 
ing  v.  Moor,  Latch,  152, 153.  Harmon 
v.  WhitchloWf  per  Jones  justice.  1  Mod. 
102.  Blackborough  v.  Graves,  S.  C. 
cited  in  Carth.  36.  Boson  v.  Sandford. 
1  Show.  29.  Ibid.  103.  2Lev,nS.'Nel^ 
thorpe  V.  Dorrington,  Skin.  640.  Doch- 
vyray  v.  Dickenson,  1  Salk.  32.  Child 
v.  SandSi  5th  Resolution.  Ibid.  4.  Hay- 
wood V.  Davis,  Ibid.  290.  Brown  v. 
Hedges.  Bro.  Ent  8.  pi.  36.  Clift.  7. 
pi.  23.  Lib.  Plac.  2.  pi.  11.  2  Str.  820. 
Leglise  v.  Champante,  5  Bac.  Abr. 
260,  261.  Com.  Dig.  Abatement  (£. 
8.  9,  10.).  6  T.  R.  766.  Addison  v, 
Overendt  and  Bamardiston  v.  Chapman 
there  cited.  7  T.  R.  279.  Sedgworth  v. 
Overend,  5  East,  420.  Bloxam  v. 
Hubbard,  (n) 


(m)  [Mood.  &  M.  363.  Walters  v. 
JPfeiL  But  if  one  executor  of  several 
alone  sell  goods  of  the  testator,  he 
alone  may  maintain  an  action  for  the 
price,  not  naming  himself  executor. 
Godolph.  Pt  2.  c.  16.  s.  1.  Wentw.  224. 
2  Bing.  177.  Brassington  v.  Ault.  9 
Moo.  &  P.  34a  S.C.  So  if  goods  be 
taken  out  of  the  possession  of  one  of 
several  executors,  he  may  sue  alone  to 
recover  them.  Godolph.  ubi  supra, 
Wentw.  ubi  supra,'] 

(»)  And  see  post,  2  Saund.  117.  note. 
EAccordlagly,  where  lands  were  demised 


to  A,  and  B,  his  wife  for  twenty-one 
years,  and  A.  afterwards  granted  a  lease 
of  them  to  C  for  nine  years,  it  was 
held  that  in  an  action  brought  by  A, 
alone  for  an  injury  to  his  reversionary 
interest,  the  allegation  that  the  rever- 
sion belonged  to  him  was  well  supported, 
and  that  the  wife  need  not  be  joined  in 
the  action ;  but  that  even  if  she  ought, 
the  objection  should  have  been  taken 
by  plea  in  abatement.  5  M.  &  W.  142. 
Wallis  v.  Harrison,  The  rule  above 
stated  extends  to  an  action  of  detinue ; 
therefore  the  non-joinder  as  plaintiffs 
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of  parties  who  are  co-tenants,  is  no  de- 
fence on  a  plea  denying  property  in  the 
plaintiffs,  bat  must  be  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment. 11  A.  &  £.209.  BroadberUy. 
Ledward.  S  Perr.  &  D.  45.  S.C.  In 
this  case  it  was  said  by  PaUeson  J.,  that 
the  rule  as  to  the  consequence  of  non- 
joinder of  parties  as  plaintifis  in  actions 
upon  contract  is  not  satisfactory  in 
principle,  and  ought  not  to  be  ex- 
tended.—  It  should  be  observed,  that 
if  one  joint  tenant  or  part-owner  sue 
alone,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  only 
damages  in  respect  of  his  own  share. 


notwithstanding  the  defendant  negleeCi 
to  plead  the  non-joinder  in  abatement 
2  Lev.  lis.  NelAorpe  v.  DarrwgUnu 
Bull  N.P.  S5.]  Although  in  actions 
of  tori  the  non-joinder  of  a  co-pluntiff 
is  matter  of  plea  in  abatement  only, 
yet  according  to  the  distinction  taken 
above,  p.  291  f>  and  note  (^),  it  shoold 
seem,  that,  where  the  action  is  sub- 
stantially and  necessarily  founded  on 
a  contract,  the  form  of  it  in  tort  will 
not  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  being 
nonsuited  for  the  non-joinder  of  other 
persons  interested. 


[292  ] 
Case  44. 


FerraU  versus  Shaen,  Mii.  ^  Bar. 
Pasch.  21  Car.  II.  Regis.     Rol.  371. 


Memorandum.  idrndanA  T^E  it  remembered,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the 
*>  ^*  J  m3  term  of  St  Hilary  last  past,  before  our  lord  the 
king  at  fVestminster  came  John  FerraU  esquire,  by  John  Bead 
his  attorney,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord 
the  king  then  there  his  certain  bill  against  Sir  James  Shaen 
knight  and  baronet,  otherwise  called  Sir  James  Shaen^  of  the 
city  of  Dublin  in  the  kingdom  of  Ireland^  knight  and  baronet, 
in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c  of  a  plea  of  debt;  and 
there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Biehard 
Declaration.  Boe ;  which  Said  bill  follows  in  these  words,  to  wit ;  Landing 
•  See  antd,  14.  to  wit,  John  Ferrall  esquire  *  complains  of  Sir  James  Shaen 
nrtfv.  Filkin^  l^iight  and  baronet,  otherwise  called  Sir  James  Shaen,  of  the 
city  of  Dublin  in  the  kingdom  of  Ireland,  knight  and  baronet, 
being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of 'the  marshalsea  of  our 
lord  the  king  before  the  king  himself,  of  a  plea  that  he  render 
to  him  six  hundred  pounds  of  lawful  money  of  England, 
which  he  owes  to,  and  unjustly  detuns  from  him ;  for  this,  to 
wit,  that  whereas  the  said  Sir  James  on  the  25th  day  of  Ma^ 
in  the  19th  year  of  the  re%n  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second 
now  king  of  England,  &c  at  London  aforesaid,  to  wit,  in  the 
parish  of  St  Mary-le-Bow  in  the  ward  of  Cheap,  by  his  cer- 
tain writing  obligatory,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  him  the  sud 
Sir  James,  and  to  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now 
here  shewn,  the  date  whereof  is  the  Bame  day  and  year. 


Bond  Bbewn 
into  court. 
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acknowledged  himself  to  be  held  and  firmly  bound  to  the  Ferrall 
same  John  in  the  said  six  hundred  pounds,  to  be  paid  to  the  ^'  Shaen. 
said  John  when  he  should  be  thereunto  required :  yet  the  " 

said  Sir  James  (although  often  required)  hath  not  yet  paid 
the  said  six  hundred  pounds  to  the  same  John^  but  to  pay  the 
same  to  him  hath  hitherto  altogether  refused,  and  still  refuses, 
to  the  damage  of  him  the  said  John  of  forty  pounds ;  and 
thereof  he  brings  suit. 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Wednesday  next  after  Plea, 
fifteen  days  of  Easter  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  ^™P"^*"®*  * 
the  said  Sir  James  had  leave  to  imparl,  and  then  to  answer, 
&C.  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster^  come  as  well  the 
said  John  Ferrall  by  his  said  attorney,  as  the  said  Sir  James 
Shaen  by  John  Wanter  his  attorney ;  and  the  said  Sir  James  defimdant  prays 
defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.  and  prays  oyer  of  bondandconl 
the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  it  is  read  to  him,  &c.  (*) ;  he  dition. 
also  prays  oyer  of  the  condition  of  the  same  writing  obligatory,  jevens  ▼.  Har-* 
and  it  is  read  to  him  in  these  words,  to  wit :  "The  condition  "<*««»  ^^^  CO- 
"  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  above-bounden  Sir  Veaiev. Warner. 
"  James  Shaen  knight  and  baronet,  his  heirs,  executors,  or      [  293  ] 
^*  admimstrators,  shall  and  do  weU  and  truly  pay,  or  cause  to  g^t  out. 
"  be  paid  unto  the  above-named  John  Ferrall  esquire,  his  exe- 
"  cutors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  full  sum  of  three  hun- 
"  dred  pounds  of  good  and  lawful  money  of  Englandy  on  the 
**  five-and-twentieth  day  of  February  next  ensuing  the  date  of 
"  these  presents,  at  or  in  the  Middle^Temple-kally  London, 
**  deducting  thereout  only  the  current  exchange  of  the  same, 
**  if  any  shall  be  laid  out  for  the  exchange  thereof  from  Ireland 
**  to  Fnylandf  then  this  obligation  to  be  void  and  of  none 
"  efiect,  or  else  to  be  and  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue." 
Which  being  read  and  heard,  the  said  Sir  James  says,  that 
the  said  John  Ferrall  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  his  said 
action  thereof  against  him,   because  he  says  that  the  said 
John,  after  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  wit, 
on  the  10th  day  of  May  in  the  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  our 
lord  the  now  king,  to  wit,  at  London  aforesaid  in  the  parish 
and  ward  aforesaid,  corruptively  received  of  the  said  Sir  James 
thirty  pounds  of  lawful  money  of  England  for  the  forbearance 
of  the  said  three  hundred  pounds,  in  the  said  writing  obliga- 
tory mentioned,  for  one  whole  year,  to  wit,  from  the  said  25th 
day  of  February  in  the  20th  year  aforesaid,  until  the  25th  day 
of  February  in  the  21st  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the 
now  king,  which  is  beyond  the  rate  of  six  pounds  for  every 
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Ferrall 
t7.  Shaen. 


[  294  ] 
Demurrer. 
Continuance. 


hundred  pounds  for  one  whole  year,  against  the  fonn  of  ibe 
statute  in  such  case  thereof  lately  made  and  provided^  whereby 
the  said  writing  obligatory  is  become  void  ;  and  this  he  is 
ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  he  ought  to 
be  charged  with  the  debt  aforesaid  by  yirtue  of  the  said  writing 
obligatory,  &c. 

General  demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  is 
not  yet  advised  of  ^ving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  pre- 
mises, a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  stud  parties  before  our 
lord  the  king  at  Westminster^  until  Wednesday  next  after  three 
weeks  of  the  Holy  Trinity y  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon 
the  premises,  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king 
is  not  yet,  &c ;  at  which  day  before  our  lord  the  king  at 
Westminster  come  as  well  the  said  John  as  the  sud  Sir  Jimes 
by  their  said  attomies,  whereupon  all  and  singular  the  premises 
being  seen,  and  by  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here 
fully  understood,  and  mature  deliberation  thereupon  had,  it 
seems  to  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  that  the  said  {^ea  of 
the  said  Sir  Jamesy  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  aboye 
pleaded,  and  the  matter  in  the  same  contained,  are  not  suffi- 
cient in  law  to  bar  him  the  said  John  from  having  his  saidac- 
tion  against  the  said  Sir  James:  therefore  it  is  considered 
that  the  said  John  do  recover  i^ainst  the  said  Sir  James  his 
said  debt,  and  also  eighty  shillings  for  his  damages  which  he 
has  sustained,  as  well  on  occasion  of  the  detention  of  that 
debt,  as  for  his  cost  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that 
behalf  expended,  to  be  adjudged  to  him  the  said  John  by  the 
court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  with  his  assent 
And  the  said  Sir  James  in  mercy  &c.  (1) 

(1)  See  similar  entries  of  a  judgment  JBodsdenv.Harridge,  Co.  Ent.  126.  b. 

in  debt  for  the  plaintiff  on  demurrer  to  pi.  10. 127.  a,  b.    Ibid.   129.  b.  pi.  !!• 

the  plea,  ante,  215.    Doughty  r.  NeaL  Ibid.  130.  pi.  IS.   Lamb's  case.    Ibid. 

^81.    Duppa  V.  Mayo.    2  Saund.  64.  131,  132.    Ibid.  139.  b.  pL  19. 


Judgment. 


Case  44. 


Ferrall  versus  Shaen,  Knight  and  Baronet. 


T^EBT  upon  bond  dated  24th  of  May  in  the  19th  year 
•^-^    of  the  now  king.     The  defendant  prayed  oyer  of  the 


A  bond  good 

when  made,  is 

not  void  by  a  -      —     o i- — ^ —  -j  —    -~ 

subsequent  condition,  which  is  for  the  payment  of  300/.  on  the  25th  of 

usurious  con-  .i^r^t  i*!  i.  .*. 

tract,  but  the  February  m  the  20th  year  oi  the  now  kmg.     And  upon  oyer 
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the  defendant  pleaded  in  bar  that^  after  the  making  of  the    Ferrall 
writing  obligatory  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  of  May  in     ^*  Shaen. 
the  20th  year  of  the  now  king,  the  plaintiff  corruptively  re-  '        '. 
ceived  from  the  defendant  30/.  for  delaying  the  day  of  pay-  bysubjecttothe 
ment  of  the  said  300i  for  one  whole  year,  namely,  from  the  f^^j^^  ****^ 
ssdd  25th  of  February  in  the  20th  year,  imtil  the  2dth  of  Fe-  the  statute, 
hruary  in  the  2 1st  year,  which  is  beyond  the  rate  of  six  pounds  ' ^  ^'-  ^'  *^*^ ^* 
in  the  hundred  pounds  for  a  year,  agunst  the  form  of  the 
statute,  whereby  the  writing  obligatory  aforesaid  became  void ; 
and  this,  &c :  wherefore,  &c. :  upon  which  the  plaintiff  de- 
murred in  law. 

And  it  was  adjudged  for  the  plaintiff  that  the  plea  was  not  [  295  ] 
good ;  for  the  new  statute  of  usury  (*)  says,  that  "  all  bonds,  *  \g^'*  ^' 
**  &C.  for  payment  of  any  principal  or  money  to  be  lent,  or 
*'  covenanted  to  be  performed,  upon  or  for  any  usury,  where- 
**  upon  or  whereby  there  shall  be  reserved  or  taken  above  the 
^'  rate  of  six  pounds  in  the  hundred  by  the  year,  shall  be  ut- 
**  terly  void : "  so  that  the  bond,  which  is  void  by  this  clause, 
ought  to  be  for  payment  of  money  upon  or  for  usury :  but  here 
the  bond  was  not  for  payment  of  money  upon  or  for  usury, 
but,  for  any  thing  which  appears  to  the  contrary,  it  was  made 
for  the  payment  of  a  just  debt,  and  so  the  bond  was  good 
when  it  was  made.  Then  an  usurious  contract  afterwards 
cannot  make  the  bond  void  which  was  good  at  the  time  when 
it  was  made.  But  it  is  true  that  by  such  usurious  contract 
the  plaintiff  has  forfeited  the  treble  value  by  the  latter  clause 
of  the  statute,  but  the  bond  will  not  be  thereby  void  as  is 
above  mentioned.     Quodnota.  (1) 

Jones  and  Saunders  of  counsel  with  the  plaintiff. 
. » . 

(1)  The  defence  intended  to  have  cient  and  modem,  that  if  the  lender 
been  set  up  in  this  case  was,  that  the  contracts  for  greater  interest  than  the 
contract  itself,  upon  which  the  bond  statute  allows,  so  that  the  agreement  is 
was  given,  was  illegal.  But  in  order  to  corrupt  at  the  time  of  the  loony  all  the 
support  it,  the  plea  should  have  stated  assurance  is  void ;  but  if  he  contracts 
an  usurious  contract  at  the  time  the  bond  for  no  more  than  the  statute  allows,  but 
was  made,  and  that  it  was  made  in  pur-  will  afterwards  (that  is,  upon  a  subse- 
suance  of  such  usurious  contract ;  for  if  quent  agreement)  tahe  more,  the  assur- 
it  toere  legal  at  that  iimcy  no  subsequent  ance  is  not  void,  but  the  party  shall 
event  can  make  it  usurious.  In  Sir  forfeit  the  treble  value ;  S.  C.  1  Mod. 
T.  Ray m.  196.  Bexy^Allen,  TwysdenJ.  69.  1  Vent  38. ;  and  herewith  agree 
took  a  difference,  upon  the  two  clauses  the  following  cases:  4  Burr.  2253.  Abro' 
in  the  statute  12  Car.  2.  c.13.;  which  hamsv.Bunn.  Cowp.  114.  Floyer  y. 
is  con6rmed  by  all  the  authorities  an-    Edtoards,  per  Lord  Mansfield.  Doug. 
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237.  FUher  v.  Beasley.  3  Wils,  261. 
Lloyd  y.  Williams.  S.C.  2  Black.  792. 
3  T.  R.  538,  539.  Tate  v.  Wdlings, 
per  BuUer  J.  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  247.  s.  12. 
fol.  ed.  2  Mod.  307.  BaUard  y.Oddey. 
Cro.  Eliz.  20.  Pollard  v.  Scholy.  1 
Leon.  96.  Sir  WoUaston  Dixies  case, 
per  6ren/  Baron.  3  Leon.  205.  Body 
and  TasselTs  case.  3  Keb.  142.  Bad- 
ley  V.  Manning.  7  Mod.  119.  Qtiem  v. 
iS'^ire/,  alias  BeauSf  per  J7o/if.  Bentley 
V.  Cooke,  per  Lord  Kenyon,  Sittings  at 
Ff^effmtn^^er  after  Michaelmas  term, 
1788.  Com.  Dig.  Usury  (B).  Ibid.  (C).  (a) 
But  the  taking  of  usurious  interest  is 
prima  facie  evidence  that  it  was  re- 
ceived in  pursuance  of  an  usurious  con- 
tract 

In  order  to  constitute  usury  within 
the  statute  of  12  Ann.  stat  ii.  c.  16.,  so 
as  not  only  to  make  the  assurance  void, 
but  also  to  subject  the  party  to  the 
penalty,  there  must  be  both  an  usurious 
contract  at  the  time  of  the  loan,  and  an 
usurious  taking  in  pursuance  of  it  of 
money,  or  of  money's  worth.  2  T.  R. 
241.  ScoU  V.Brest  lBulstr.20.  Crewes 
V.  Draper,  {b)  Therefore,  if  a  promis- 
sory note  be  given  for  repayment  of 
a  sum  lent  with  usurious  interest,  and 
the  note  when  due  be  taken  up,  and 
another  note  substituted  for  it,  the 
offence  of  usury  is  not  committed,  nor 


the  penalty  incurred,  till  the  latter  note 
be  paid  ;  for  the  note  only  gives  a  right 
of  action,  and  perhaps  may  never  be 
paid.  7  T.  R.  184.  Maddock  v.  Ham- 
mett.  We  have  seen  that  a  man  may 
subject  himself  to  the  penaUy  of  the 
statute,  and  yet  the  assurance  be  legal ; 
on  the  other  hand,  the  assurance  may 
be  usurious  and  void  by  the  statute, 
and  yet  the  party  may  not  be  subject 
to  the  penalty  of  it  For  if  a  man  con- 
tracts for  more  interest  than  the  statute 
allows,  and  afterwards  takee  no  more 
than  legal  interest^  the  contract  indeed 
is  void,  but  the  lender  will  not  be  sub- 
ject to  the  penalty.  Doug.  236,  237. 
Fisher  v.  Beasley.  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  246. 
s.  8.  fol.  ed.  4  Leon.  43.  pL  117. 
Broumy.Fulshy.  3  Leon.  205.  pi.  26a 
per  Clerk  J.  2  Leon.  39.  Arg.  Van 
Henbeck'n  case.  Cro.  £liz.  20.  Pol- 
lard V.  Scholy.  7  T.  R.;i84. (c)  Hence 
it  follows  (and  it  has  been  so  decided), 
that,  as  the  penalty  is  not  incurred  un- 
til more  than  legal  interest  is  actually 
received^  the  time  for  bringing  an  ac- 
tion for  the  penalty  (which  is  one  year 
after  the  offence  committed  by  statute 
31  Eliz.  c.5.  s.  5.)  begins  from  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  usurious  interest,  and  not 
from  the  making  of  the  usurious  con- 
tract, unless  more  than  legal  interest 
be  received  at  the  time  of  the  contract 


(a)  3  Anst  940.  Nichols  v.  Lee.  A 
bond  fide  debt  is  held  not  to  be  de- 
stroyed by  being  mingled  with  an  usu- 
rious contract  relating  to  it.  1  H.  Bl. 
462.  Gray  y.  Fowler.  3  Camp.  119. 
Phillips  V.  Cockayne. 

{by  1  H.  Bl.  283.  Barbe  qui  tarn  v. 
Parker. 

(c)  [And  since  the  offence  consists 
in  the  taking  and  receipt  of  usurious 
interest,  and  the  corrupt  contract  is 
antecedent  to  and  not  a  part  of  the 
taking,  it  was  held  that  the  offence  was 


not  committed  partly  in  one  county  and 
partly  in  another,  where   the  corrupt 
contract  was   made  in  Middlesex  and 
the  money  paid  in  pursuance  of  it  in 
London;   and,  consequently,  that  the 
venue,  in   an   action  for  the  penalty, 
was   wrongly   laid   in   Middlesex,  and 
ought  to  have  been  laid  in  Ixmdmh  as 
being  « the  same  county  where  the  of- 
"  fence   is  committed    and  not  else- 
"  where,"  pursuant  to  the  stat  12  Ann. 
3B.  &C.700.    Pearson  V.  M'GwroK. 
5Mann.&R.  616.  &C.] 
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Doug.  235.  Fisher  v.  Beasley.   3  Wils. 
261.  Loyd  ▼.  WUHams.  (d) 

In  actions^  or  informations,  and  pleas 
upon  the  statute^  care  must  be  taken  to 
state  the  usurious  contract  correctly  and 
truly,  so  as  to  meet  the  evidence,  as  is 
necessary  in  other  cases  of  contract, 
otherwise  the  variance  will  be  fatal. 
Cowp.  671-  Carlisle  qui  tarn  v.  Trears. 
3  T.  R.  538,  539.  TaU  v.  Wellings. 
1  Hawk.  P.  C.  249.  s.  27.  fol.  ed.  (c) 
There  is  however  a  distinction  taken 
between  actions  or  informations  on  the 
statute,  dJid pleas  in  bar;  in  the  latter, 
it  is  necessary  to  set  forth  the  whole 
matter  specially,  because  it  lies  within 
the  defendant's  own  knowledge  (/) ;  but 
in  the  former  it  is  sufficient  to  set  forth 
the  corrupt  contract  generality  because 
an  action  on  information  may  be  brought 
by  a  stranger.  1  Hawk.  P.C.  248.  s.  24. 
foL  ed.,  and  the  authorities  cited  in  the 


margin.  In  actions  of  assumpsit^  the  de- 
fendant may  give  in  evidence  an  usu- 
rious contract  on  the  general  issue  (g) : 
but  in  actions  on  a  specialty^  it  must  be 
pleaded.  1  Str.  498.  Lord  Bernard  v. 
Saul.  Bentley  v.  Cooker  per  Lord  Ken- 
gon,  Sittings  at  Westminster  after  3ft- 
chaelmas  term,  1788.  So  in  assumpsit^ 
if  it  appear,  either  in  evidence,  or  upon 
the  face  of  the  declaration  itself,  that 
the  contract  was  usurious,  the  plaintiff 
cannot  recover;  but  a  specialty  cannot 
be  avoided  by  usury  appearing  in  evi- 
dence, or  on  the  face  of  the  condition, 
but  it  must  he  pleaded,  I  Hawk.  P.C. 
248.  s.  20.  fol.  ed.  Therefore  the  de- 
fendant must  not  demur  in  such  case, 
though  it  be  shewn  for  cause  that  it 
appears  by  the  declaration  that  the  con- 
tract is  usurious.  1  Sid.  285.  Dande 
V.  Currer.  (A)  In  a  plea  of  the  Statute 
of  Usury,  it  is  not  necessary  to  recite 


{d)  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  381.  Scurry  v. 
Freeman.  Where  a  premium  is  ac- 
tually paid  at  the  time  of  the  contract, 
and  5/1  per  cent,  is  agreed  to  be  paid, 
the  offence  is  complete  on  receipt  of 
any  part  of  that  interest.  1  East,  195. 
Wade  V.  Wilson.  [And  where  in  Jan. 
1827»  A.  paid  C.  a  premium,  in  consi- 
deration of  his  having  agreed  to  con- 
tinue to  A.  on  loan  for  one  year  a  sum 
of  5000L  at  5  per  cent  interest,  pay- 
able half-yearly,  on  the  8th  of  March 
and  the  8th  of  September;  and  the 
half-year's  interest,  at  the  rate  of  5  per 
cent.,  on  the  8th  of  March,  was  paid  to 
C;  it  was  held  that  C.  having  then 
taken,  accepted,  and  received  more  than 
5  per  cent,  for  the  forbearance  of 
5000/.  for  half-a-year,  the  offence  of 
usury  was  then  complete ;  and  that  C. 
did  not  commit  a  second  offence  by 
reason  of  his  having  received  on  the 
8th  of  September  another  half-years 
interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent.    10 


B.  k  C.  689.  Wood  v.  Grimwood. 
5  Mann.  &  R.  598.  S.  C] 

(e)  The  day  on  which  money  is 
averred  to  have  been  advanced  on  an 
usurious  contract  is  material.  4  Esp. 
152.  Harris  qui  tarn  v.  Hudson.  1 
Camp.  445.  Broohe  qui  tarn  v.  Mid' 
dleton.  [R.  &  Moo.  153.  Partridge  v. 
Coates.  1C.&P.534.  S.C.  2A.&E. 
670.  Fox  V.  Keeling.  4  Nev.  &  M. 
523.  S.C.] 

(/)  And  if  pleaded  generally,  the  plea 
will  be  bad  on  demurrer.  2  M.  &  S. 
378.  Hill  V.  Montagu.  [7  M  &  W.  504. 
Turquand  v.  Mosedon.^  But  the  ob- 
jection is  cured  by  the  plaintiff  pleading 
over.  Wright  v.  Wheeler,  coram  Law- 
rence J.  1  Camp.  166.  in  not. 

(g)  [But,  since  the  New  Rules,  it 
must  be  pleaded  in  all  cases.] 

(A)  This  position   seems   hardly  to 

be  warranted  by  the  case  referred  to. 

That  case  was  decided  on  the  ground, 

that  the  date  of  the  loan  did  not  appear 
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the  statute.  Bro.  V.  M.  255.  Com.  Dig. 
Pleader  (2  W.  23.).  So  the  defendant 
must  set  forth  the  usurious  agreement 
specially^  and  how  much  more  than 
legal  interest  was  agreed  to  be  given. 
S  Mod.  35.  ffinton  v.  Eoffey.  S.C.  2 
Show.  329.  12  Mod.  385.  Crow  v. 
Brown,  So  he  must  expressly  aver, 
that  the  agreement  was  for  giving  day 
of  payment^  &c. ;  Sir  W.  Jones,  410. 
Swales  V.  Bateman  ;  and  the  plea  must 
ako  allege  quod  eorrupte  agreeaium 
fuity  &c. ;  for  so  is  the  course  of  plead- 
ing. Cro.  Car.  501.  Nevison  v.  JVhitleg. 
Com.  Dig.  Pleader  (2  W.  23.).  See  the 
form  of  the  plea  in  Lilly's  Ent  183, 
184.  Jones  Ats.  Ifages.  Ibid.  113.  Clift 
183.  185.  Lib.  Plac.  146.  pi.  71.  156. 
pi.  99.  2  Vent.  80,  81.  Bush  v.  Buck-- 
ingham.  1  Lutw.  468.  Co.  Ent  168. 
Clagton's  case.  Carth.  67»  68.  Every 
security  given  upon  an  usurious  con- 


sideration, is  so  contaminated  by  it,  that 
the  Statute  of  Usury  makes  the  secur- 
ity absolutely  null  and  void,  so  that  it 
cannot  be  enforced  by  law  by  any  per- 
son however  innocent  Therefore  it 
has  been  held,  that  a  bill  of  exchange, 
or  a  promissory  note,  given  upon  an 
usurious  consideration,  is  void,  even  in 
the  hands  of  an  indorsee  for  a  valuable 
consideration  without  notice  of  the 
usury.  Doug.  736.  3d  edit  Lowe  ?. 
Waller,  (t)  It  was  formerly  holden, 
that  the  borrower  of  the  money  was 
not  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the 
usurious  contract,  unless  he  had  repaid 
the  whole  money.  Sir  T.  Raym.  191. 
Zona's  case,  in  a  note  there.  1  Hawk. 
P.  C.  249.  s.  37.  But  after  such  repay- 
ment he  was  a  good  witness  to  prove 
the  repayment,  and  also  the  usurious 
contract ;  4  Burr.  2251.  2256.  Abra- 
hams V.  Bunn  ;  although  in  Shoaih  qw 


upon  the  face  of  the  condition,  and 
therefore  it  was  not  certain  that  the  sum 
agreed  to  be  paid  beyond  the  principal 
might  not  be  for  arrears  of  legal  in- 
terest The  passage  cited  from  Hawkins 
is  indeed  express,  that  the  usurious  con- 
tract must  be  pleaded,  although  it  ap- 
pear on  the  face  of  the  condition :  but 
no  authority  is  referred  to  by  Hawkins, 
(t)  But  by  Stat  58  Geo.  3.  c.  93.  ne- 
gotiable securities  given  upon  an  usu- 
rious consideration  or  contract  are 
made  available  in  the  hands  of  an  in- 
dorsee for  valuable  consideration  with- 
out notice  [yet  not  in  the  hands  of 
a  party  who  has  taken  them,  though 
innocently,  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  6A.&E.932.  Vallance  v.  Sid- 
del  2  Nev.  &  P.  78.  S.  C.  But  by  stat 
5  &  6  W.  4.  c.  41.  s.  1.  bills  or  notes 
given  upon  an  usurious  consideration, 
shall  not  be  absolutely  void,  but  shall 
be  taken  to  have  been  made,  drawn, 
accepted,  or  given,  for  an  illegal  con- 
sideration. And  by  sect.  2.,  if  any  per- 
son shall  make,  draw,  or  give  any  such 


note  or  bill,  and  shall  pay  to  any  io- 
dorsee  or  holder  thereof  the  amount  of 
the  money  thereby  secured  or  any  part 
thereof,  such  money  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  paid  for  and  on  account  of 
the  person  to  whom  such  note  or  bill 
was  originally  given  upon  such  illegal 
consideration,  and  shall  be  a  debt  due 
from  him  to  the  person  who  shall  have 
so  paid  the  money].  A  fresh  security 
given  for  the  balance  of  a  debt  origi- 
nally usurious,  is  equally  void  with  the 
original  security.  Forrest  72.  Pi^- 
ering  v.  Banks.  But  if  the  original 
usurious  agreement  or  securities  be 
cancelled  by  mutual  consent,  and  a  new 
agreement  be  entered  into,  or  new  se- 
curities given  for  the  debt  and  1^ 
interest  only,  all  the  usurious  items 
being  struck  out,  such  new  agreement 
or  securities  will  be  binding.  2  Taunt 
184.  Barnes  v.  Headleyy  overruling 
the  decision  of  Chamhre  J.  in  S.C. 
1  Camp.  157.  [See  R.  &  Moo.  l^S. 
Wicks  V.  Gogerleg,'] 
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iam  y.  Payne,  1  Str.  683.,  Lord  Ray- 
mood  refused  to  let  the  party  to  the 
contract  be  a  witness  to  prove  the  re- 
payment of  the  money.  But  in  a  late 
case  (7  T.  R.  6a  Smith  qui  tarn  v. 
Prager)j  the  court,  upon  full  consider- 
ation of  all  the  cases,  decided  that  the 
borrower  b  a  competent  witness  to  prove 
the  whole  case,  though  he  has  not  re- 
paid the  money.  (A)  The  statutes  12 
Car.  2.  clS.  and  12  Ann.  st  ii.  c  16. 
are  copied  almost  verbatim  from  the 
Stat  21  Jac.  1.  c.  17.  except  as  to  the 
rate  of  interest.  The  stat.  IS  Eliz.  c.  8. 
revives  the  stat  37  H.  8.  c.  9.,  and  enacts, 
s.  3.,  that  all  bonds,  contracts,  and  as- 
surances,  collateral  and   other,   to  be 


made  for  payment  of  any  principal,  or 
money  to  be  lent,  or  covenant  to  be 
performed,  upon  or  for  any  usury  in 
lending  or  doing  any  thing  against  the 
said  act  of  37  H.  8.,  upon  or  by  which 
loan  or  doing  there  shall  be  reserved  or 
taken  above  the  rate  of  10/.  for  the  100/. 
for  one  year  shall  be  utterly  void.  So 
that  this  clause  of  the  statute  of  Eliza" 
belh^  which  makes  usurious  contracts 
void,  corresponds  in  substance  with  the 
statute  of  21  Jac.  1.,  12  Car.  2.,  and  12 
Ann.  Hence  it  appears,  that  all  the 
cases  in  the  books  upon  the  subject  of 
usury,  at  least  ever  since  the  13  Eliz., 
are  authorities  which  apply  to  all  the 
statutes  of  usury  since  that  time.  (/) 


(k)  The  case  of  Masters  v.  Drayton^ 
2  T.  R.  496.,  which  is  cofUra^  appears 
not  to  have  been  noticed  in  Smith  v. 
Proffer  :  however,  the  practice  is  con- 
formable to  the  latter  case.  [And  see 
now  stat  6  &  7  Vict  c.  85.] 

(/)  [These  statutes  have  been  very 
much  relaxed  by  the  stat.  2  &  3  Vict 
c.  37.  (continued  by  the  stat  6  & 
7  Vict  c  45.  until  the  1  st  of  yan.  1846); 
by  which  it  is  enacted  <<  that  no  bill  of 
**  exchange  or  promissory  note,  made 
**  payable  at  or  within  twelve  months 
**  after  the  date  thereof,  or  not  having 
**  more  than  twelve  months  to  run,  nor 
**  any  contract  for  the  loan  or  forbear^ 
**  ance  of  money^  above  the  sum  of  ten 
**  pounds  sterling,  shall,  by  reason  of 
**  any  interest  taken  thereon  or  secured 
*'  thereby,  or  any  agreement  to  pay,  or 
**  receive,  or  allow  interest  in  discount- 
<*  ing,  negociating,  or  transferring  any 
*<  such  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory 
**  note,  be  void,  nor  shall  the  liability 
"  of  any  party  to  any  such  bill  of  ex- 
"  change  or  promissory  note,  nor  the 
"  liability  of  any  person  borrowing  any 
"  sum  of  money  as  aforesaid,  be  af- 
'<  fected  by  reason  of  any  statute  or 


law  in  force  for  the  prevention  of 
usury ;  nor  shall  any  person  or  per- 
sons, or  body  corporate,  drawing,  ac- 
cepting, indorsing,  or  signing  any 
such  bill  or  note,  or  lending  or  ad- 
vancing, or  forbearing  any  money  as 
aforesaid,  or  taking  more  than  the 
present  rate  of  legal  interest,  in  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland  respectively,  for 
the  loan  or  forbearance  of  money  as 
aforesaid,  be  subject  to  any  penalties 
under  any  statute  or  law  relating  to 
usury,  or  any  other  penalty  or  for- 
feiture, any  thing  in  any  law  or 
statute  relating  to  usury,  or  any  other 
law  whatsoever  in  force  in  any  part 
of  the  United  Kingdom,  to  the  con- 
trary notwithstanding :  provided  al- 
ways, that  nothing  herein  contained 
shall  extend  to  the  loan  or  forbear- 
ance of  any  money  upon  security  of 
any  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments, or  any  estate  or  interest  there- 
in." By  sect  2.  it  is  enacted,  that 
nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall 
be  construed  to  enable  any  person  or 
persons  to  claim  in  any  court  of  law 
or  equity  more  than  five  per  cent, 
interest  on  any  account,  or  on  any 
S  S  4 
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"  contract    or    engagement,    notwith-  <*  full  force  and  effect,  to  all  intents  and 

"  standing  they  may  be  relieved  from  ^*  purposes  whatsoever  as  if  this  Act 

"  the  penalties  against  usury,  unless  it  *'  had  not  been  passed."     See,  as  to 

<'  shall  appear  to  the  court  that  any  the  construction  of  this  statute,  2  A. 

'<  different  rate  or  interest  was  agreed  &  £.  326.    Connop  v.  Meaks.    4  Nev.  & 

«'  to  between  the  parties."     By  sect  S.  M.  S02.  S.C.  S  Bing.  N.C.332.  Ber- 

it  is  enacted,   that   "  nothing    herein  ringUm  v.  ColUs.     7  Scott,  302.  S.  C. 

"  contained  shall  extend   or  be   con-  6  A.  &  £.  932.     VaUance  v.  SiddeL 

**  Btrued  to  extend  to  repeal  or  affect  2  Nev.&P.  78.  S.C.    5  M.&  W.  168. 

**  any  statute  relating  to  pawnbrokers,  ffoli  v.  Miers.    10  A.  &  £.  675.   King 

<'  but  that  all  laws  touching  and  con-  v.  Braddon.  2Perr.&D.  546.  S.C.] 
<<  cerning  pawnbrokers  shall  remain  in 


Case  45.  Greene  verstis  Jones. 

Trin.  21  Car.  II.  Regis.  Roll  1848. 

to  wit    } 


^f^^»"J,"|3E  it  remembered,  that  otherwise,  to  wit,  in  the 


term  of  St  Hilary  last  past,  before  our  lord  the 
king  at  JVestmiTister,  came  Anthony  Greene  by  Robert  Powkt, 
his  attorney,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord 
the  king  then  there  his  certain  bill  against  Richard  Jones,  in 
the  custody  of  the  marshal,  &c,  of  a  plea  of  trespass,  and 
there  are  pledges  of  prosecution,  to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard 
Roe ;  which  said  bill  follows  in  these  words,  to  wit :  Middle- 
seXy  to  wit,  Anthony  Greene  complains  of  Richard  Jones,  being 
in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  marshalsea  of  our  lord 
the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  of  this,  that  he,  on  the  20th 
day  of  January,  in  the  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord 
Charles  the  Second,  now  king  of  England,  &c  with  force  and 
arms,  &c  upon  him  the  said  Anthony,  at  the  parish  of  St 
ClernentDanes,in.ih'^cxmntj  aforesaid,  did  make  an  assault,  and 
him  the  said  Anthony  did  then  and  there  heat,  wound,  and  ill- 
treat,  so  that  of  his  life  it  was  greatly  despaired,  and  other 
wrongs  to  him  did,  against  the  peace  of  our  said  lord  the  now 
king,  and  to  the  damage  of  him  thd  said  Anthony  of  forty 
pounds :  and  thereof  he  brings  suit,  &c 

And  now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  Friday  next  after  the  mor- 
row of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  this  same  term,  until  which  day  the 
said  Richard  Jones  had  leave  to  imparl  to  the  said  biU,  and  then 
to  answer,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  comes  as 
r  296  1  ^^U  ^^  ^^^  Anthony  by  his  attorney  aforesaid,  as  the  said 
Richard  by  John  Malcher  his  attorney ;  and  the  said  Richard 
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defends  the  force  and  injury  when,  &c ;  and  as  to  coming 
with  force  and  arms,  or  whatever  that  is  against  the  peace  of 
our  said  lord  the  now  king,  sajs,  that  he  is  not  thereof  guilty 
and  of  this  he  puts  himself  upon  the  country ;  and  the  said 
Anthony  therefore  likewise,  &c. ;  and  as  to  the  residue  (1)  of 


Greene  v. 
Jones. 


(1)  This  includes  a  justification  both 
of  the  wounding  and  heating  charged  in 
the  declaration.  The  reason  is,  because 
the  plaintiff,  after  he  was  arrested,  as- 
saulted the  defendant,  and  resisted  him 
in  the  execution  of  his  office ;  in  which 
case  it  was  lawful  for  him  to  wound  and 
beat  the  plaintiff  in  his  own  defence, 
and  in  order  to  enforce  the  process  of 
the  law.  21  H.7.39.  pi. 51.  S.C.  Bro. 
Trespass,  218.  Fitz.  Trespass,  24-7. 
cites  r.r.  14  H.7.  and  21  H.7.  39.  above 
cited.  Cro.  Eliz.268.  Pendlebury  v.  El- 
mott.  2  Inst.  316.  1  Sid.  246.  Dance 
y.Lucy.  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  130.  fol.  ed. 
1  Bac.  Abr.  155.  But  unless  resistance, 
or  an  attempt  to  rescue  himself,  be 
shewn,  the  defendant  cannot  justify  the 
beating,  and  still  less  the  wounding,  of 
the  plaintiff  in  arresting  him  under  pro- 
cess; but  he  must  plead  not  guilty  to  the 
wounding  and  hcMery^  and  a  justification 
as  to  the  assault^  otherwise  the  plea  will 
be  ill  upon  demurrer.  2  Str.  1049. 
Williams  v.  Jones,  S.  C.  Cas.  Temp. 
Hardr.  298.  1  Ld.  Raym.  231.  Truscott 
V.  Carpenter.  2  Vent  193.  Carr  v. 
Bonnie.  See  2  Lutw.  929,  930.  Patrick 
v.  Johnson,  where  all  the  former  author- 
ities on  both  sides  are  collected;  by 
which  case  it  appears,  that  there  are 
precedents  which  justify  the  battery,  as 


well  as  the  assault,  by  a  mottiter  manus 
imposuit,  to  arrest  the  plaintiff,  upon  the 
ground  that  every  laying  of  hands  upon 
another  without  authority  is  battery. 
However,  as  these  are  prior  in  time  to 
the  case  of  Williams  v.  Jones,  which  was 
decided  after  time  taken  to  consider  of 
the  case  on  both  sides,  it  seems  to  be 
much  the  safest  way  to  justify  the  as* 
sault  only,  and  plead  not  guilty  to  the 
battery.  But  perhaps  it  is  not  very 
material  whether  the  arrest  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  a  justification  of  the  battery 
or  not.  For  if  a  bailiff,  &c.  do  more 
than  barely  arrest  a  person,  if  he  beat 
him,  or  otherwise  ill-treat  him  after  the 
arrest,  without  any  resistance,  or  attempt 
made  to  rescue  himself,  he  is  subject  to 
an  action,  and  if  he  justify  the  battery 
by  an  arrest  under  process^  the  plaintiff 
may  new  assign,  which  will  bring  it  to 
much  the  same  thing ;  21  Hen.  7.  21. 
pi.  5.  S.C.  cited  2  Lutw.  930.  Patrick 
V.  Johnson  ;  and  in  the  law  of  Nisi  Prius, 
it  is  said  that  au  officer,  by  way  of  mol' 
liter  manus  imposuit,  may  justify  the 
beating,  without  shewing  any  resistance 
or  attempt  to  rescue,  and  cites  Tiiley 
y.Foxhall,  C.B.  TIT.  31  Geo. 2,  Bull. 
N.  P.  19.  See  Willes'  Rep.  14.  Rowe 
y.TuU.  690.  Titleg  \.Foxhall.(a) 


(a)  See  8  T.  R.  299.  Gregory  v. 
Hill,  that  a  plea  justifying  beating  and 
wounding,  by  way  of  moUiter  manus  tm- 
posuit,  to  turn  the  plaintiff  out  of  the  de- 
fendant's house,  is  •  bad  on  demurrer, 
unless  it  shew  that  the  plaintiff  made 
resistance  and  assaulted  the  defendant 


[See  further  3  M.  &  W.  150.  Oakes  v. 
Wood."]  But  where  the  defendant 
pleads  that  the  plaintiff  attempted  for" 
cibly  to  enter  his,  the  defendant's,  house, 
he  may  justify  beating  and  wounding 
the  plaintiff  in  resistance  of  this  attempt. 
8  T.  R.  78.  Weaver  v.  Bush.    It  seems 


296  a  Greene  versus  Jones. 

Grkkne  v.    the  treepoas  aforeBaid  by  him  the  said  Richard  thoYQ  supposed 
JoNBs.       to  be  done,  the  eame  Richard  says  that  the  s^d  Antho^ 
'  ought  not  to  have  or  mamtain  his  said  action  thereof  against 

him,  because  he  says,  that  before  the  said  time  when  the  said 
trespass  is  supposed  to  be  done,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  day  of 
September  in  the  20th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  thenow 
king,  at  the  parish  of  St  Clement  Danes  in  the  sidd  coimtjof 
Middlesex,  before  the  same  lord  the  king  in  the  court  of  our 
said  lord  the  king,  (the  same  court  being  at  Westminster  in  the 
said  county  of  Middlesex,)  omd  William  Wood  sued  out  of  the 
court  of  the  same  lord  the  king  a  certain  writ,  conunonly 
called  a  bill  of  Middlesex,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Miir 
dlesex  directed,  by  which  it  was  commanded  to  the  same  she- 
riff that  he  should  take  the  said  Anthony  if,  &c  and  him  safely, 
&C.  so  that  he  should  have  his  body  before  our  said  lord  the 
king  at  Westminster,  on  Friday  next  after  three  weeks  of  8t» 
Michael  last  past,  to  answer  the  same  William  of  a  plea  of  tres- 
pass, and  also  to  a  bill  of  the  said  William  against  the  said 
AfUhony  for  twenty  and  six  pounds  upon  an  assumption,  ac- 
cording to  the  custom  of  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king 
before  the  king  himself  to  be  exhibited (2) ;  whereupon  Demos 


(2)  By  12  Geo.  1.  c.  29.  s.  2.,  where    of  10/.  (b)  or  upwards,  an  affidayit  is  to 
the  cause  of  action  amounts  to  the  sum    be  made  and  filed  of  the  cause  of  action ; 


clear  that  the  defendant  cannot  in  any  to  be  argued,  that  the  pleas  were  hadoo 
case  ^nstifjaji&ctuEA  beating  and  wound-  account  of  their  justifying  d^  battery; 
infff  unless  he  shews  in  his  plea  that  and  see  Wiiles,  14.  JRowe  v.  TWtfe* 
force  was  used  or  attempted  on  the  part  supra.  [3  M.  &  W.  28.  Ravolings  ▼• 
of  the  plaintiff.  But  still  he  may  justify  TiUy  ante,  p.  14  a.  note  (e).]  If  the 
the  beating^  that  is  to  say,  what  in  law  beating  in  truth  amounted  to  any  thing 
amounts  to  a  battery^  by  way  of  moUiter  more  than  a  mere  battery  in  law,  the 
manus  ;  for  it  was  held  in  6  T.  R.  562.  plaintiff  must  new  assign. 
Smith  y.  Edge,  that  a  justification  of  (Jb)  [By  stat  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110.  s.2. 
<*  assaulting,  seizing,  and  grasping  the  all  personal  actions  shall  be  commenced 
plaintiff,"  in  order  to  turn  him  out  of  a  by  writ  of  summons.  Therefore  the  writ 
vestry-room,  amounted  to  a  justification  of  capias^  as  a  means  of  commencing 
of  a  battery  within  the  meaning  of  22  an  action,  is  now  altogether  abolished. 
&  23  Car.  2.  c  9.  as  to  costs.  So  also  But  by  sect.  3.  a  writ  of  capias^  in  the 
in  7  Taunt  689.  Johnson  v.  Northwood^  form  contained  in  the  schedule  annexed 
1  B.  Moore,  420.  S.  C,  a  justification  of  to  the  Act,  may  be  obtained,  by  a  judge's 
**  ill-treating  "  by  way  of  moUiter  manus  special  order,  at  any  time  after  the  corn- 
was  held  to  admit  a  battery.  Yet  in  mencement  of  the  suit,  and  before  final 
neither  of  these  cases  was  it  attempted  judgment,  in  all  actions  in  which  thede- 
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Cratubn  knight,  and  Thomas  Davies  knight,  being  sheriff  of    Greene  v. 

the  said  county  of  Middlesexy  before  the  said  time  when,  &c  to       Jones. 

wit,  on  the  same  25th  day  of  September  in  the  year  above  men-  *        *        ' 

tioned,  at  the  parish  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid,  made 

and  directed  his  certain  warrant  to  the  said  Richard,  then 

being  bailiff  of  the  said  Dennis  Gauden  knight,  and  Thomas 

Davies  knight,  commanding  the  same  Richard,  on  the  part  of 

the  king,  by  the  same  warrant,  that  he  should  take  the  said 

Anthony  if,  &c.  and  him  safely,  &c.  so  that  he  should  have  his 

body  before  our  said  lord  the  king  at  Westminster  aforesaid, 

on  Friday  next  after  three  weeks  of  St,  Michael  last  past,  to 

answer  the  said  William  Wood  according  to  the  tenor  of  the 

said  warrant ;  whereby  the  said  Richard  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 

the  20th  day  of  October  in  the  year  abovesaad,  at  the  parish 

aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  before  the  return  of  the 

same  writ,  took  and  arrested  him  the  said  Anthony  according 

to  due  form  of  law.     And  the  said  Richard  further  says,  that 

the  said  Anthony,  after  the  taking  and  arresting  of  the  said 

Anthony,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  the  parish 

aforesaid  in  the  county  of  Middlesex  aforesaid,  with  force  and 

arms,  &c.  upon  the  said  Richard  made  an  assault,  and  him      [  297  ] 

the  said  Richard  then  and  there  would  have  beat,  wounded, 

and  ill-treated,  unless  the  said  Richard  had  then  and  there 

sooner  defended  himself  against  him  the  said  Anthony*     And 

so  the  said  Richard  says  that  the  harm  if  any  (c),  then  and 


and  the  sum  specified  in  the  affidavit  it  is  now  added,  <' which  said  writ  was 

must  be  indorsed  on  the  back  of  the  <<  duly  indorsed  for  bail  for  26/.  [by  vir- 

writ  or  process,  for  which  sum  only  the  **  tue  of  an  affidavit  of  the  cause  of  ac- 

sheriff  is  to  take  bail.     The  language  of  "  tion  of  the  said  W.  in  that  behalf  made 

the  plea  has  varied  since  that  time,  by  "  and  duly  filed  in  the  said  court,  &c. 

shewing  a  compliance  with  that  act.  **  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute 

Therefore,  after  the  word  '*  exhibited^'*  "  in  such  case  made  and  provided "].(</) 


fendant  was  previously  liable  to  arrest,  ase  now  usually  omitted,  the  indorse- 

upon  satisfying  the  judge^  by  affidavit,  ment  on  the  writ  being  considered  suffi- 

that  the  cause  of  action  amounts  to  20/.  cient  evidence  of  compliance  with  the 

and  upwards,  and  that  the  debtor  is  Acts  of  parliament ;  but  if  these  words 

about  to  quit  England,  unless  forthwith  be  inserted,  the   ffidavit  must  be  proved, 

apprehended.  See  Archb.Pr.  byChitty,  1   Bos.  &  Pull.  281.    Webb  v.  Heme. 

vol.  i.  p.  461,  et  seq.  7th  ed.]  [10  B.  &  C.  202.  Nightingale  v.  Wil^ 

(c)  [See  ant^,  p.  14.  note  (rf).]  coxson."] 

(c/)  The  words  between  the  brackets 
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Greene  verms  Jones. 


Greene  v. 

Jones. 


Demurrer,  &c. 
Special  cause 


[  298  ] 


there  liappened  to  the  same  Anthony,  was  of  the  proper  assault 
of  him  the  said  Anthony,  and  in  defence  of  himself  the  s^d 
Richard  ;  without  this,  that  the  said  Richard  is  gniliy  of  any 
beating  and  assault  before  the  said  20th  day  of  Octoberm  the 
year  aforesaid,  or  at  any  time  afterwards ;  and  this  he  is  ready 
to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said  Anthony 
ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof  against 
him,  &C. 

Demurrer  in  the  usual  fonn. 

And  for  caus^  of  demurrer  in  law  upon  that  plea,  he  the 
same  Anthony,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  lately  made  and  provided,  shews,  and  to  the  court  of  our 
lord  the  king  here  sets  forth  these  causes  following ;  that  is  to 
say,  because  it  does  not  appear  by  the  said  plea  of  him  the 
said  Richard  Jones,  that  the  said  writ,  caUed  a  bill  of  Middle- . 
sex,  was  delivered  to  the  said  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Middlesex 
to  be  executed  in  due  form  of  law  at  any  time  before  the  tres- 
pass and  assault  by  the  said  Richard  above  in  manner  and 
form  aforesaid  conunitted,  and  for  that  the  said  plea  is  double 
uncertain,  and  wants  form,  &c 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

But  because  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  now  here  is  not 
yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  pre- 
mises, a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  parties  aforesaid  before  our 
lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  until  day  next  after 

to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  said  pre- 
mises, because  the  court  of  our  lord  the  Idng  here  thereof 
is  not  yet,  &c. 


Case  45. 


ac.  2  Keb. 
607.  838.  844. 
2  Lev.  19.     In 
a  plea  of  justi* 
fication  to  an 
action  for  an 
assault  and 
battery,  that 
the  defendant 
arrested  the 
plaintiff  by 
virtue  of  a  writ 
to  the  sheriff, 
and  a  warrant 


Greene  versus  Jones. 
Trin.  21  Car.  II.  Kegis.  RoL  1848. 

TRESPASS  for  an  assault  and  battery  by  Greene  against 
Jones,  for  an  assault  and  battery  committed  upon  the 
plaintiff  on  the  20th  day  of  January  in  the  20th  year  of  the 
reign  of  the  now  king,  at  the  parish  of  St  Clement  Danes  in 
Middlesex,  to  the  damage,  &c.  The  defendant  pleaded  in 
bar,  that  before  the  time  when,  &c  to  wit  on  the  twenty-JifOi 
day  of  September  in  the  20th  year  aforesaid,  at  the  parish  of 
St.  Clement  Danes,  one  William  Wood  prosecuted  out  of  the 
King's  Bench  (the  same  court  then  being  at  Westminster  in  the 
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county  of  Middlesex)  a  bill  of  Middlesex  against  the  plaintiff, 
returnable  on  Friday  next  after  three  weeks  of  St  Michael  in 
Michaelmas  term  last  past,  whereupon  Gauden  and  Daviesj 
then  sheriff  of  Middlesex ^  made  and  directed  a  warrant  (1)  to 
the  defendant  to  arrest  the  plaintiff  according  to  the  said  bill, 
whereby  the  defendant  before  the  return  of  the  said  bill,  to 
wit,  on  the  20th  of  October  in  the  20th  year  aforesaid^  arrested 
the  plaintiff.  And  the  defendant  further  said,  that  the  said 
plaintiff,  after  the  arrest,  made  an  assault  upon  the  defendant, 
and  he  defended  himself;  so  the  damage,  if  any  be  had,  was 
of  his  own  assault,  and  traversed  (2),  without  this,  that  the 
defendant  is  guilty  at  any  time  before  or  after  the  said  20th 
day  of  October  in  the  20th  year  aforesaid ;  and  this,  &c. : 
wherefore,  &c.  Upon  which  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred 
specially,  and  shewed  for  cause  that  it  was  not  alleged  in  the 
plea  that  the  said  bill  of  Middlesex  was  delivered  to  the 
sheriff  at  any  time  before  the  arrest  and  assault.  And  it  was 
argued  by  Saunders  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  ought 
to  have  averred  expressly,  that  the  bill  of  Middlesex  was 
delivered  to  the  sheriff  before  the  arrest ;  for  it  is  a  matter 
traversable ;  and  the  plaintiff  may  reply,  that  the  defendant 


Greene  r. 
Jones. 

T 

made  by  him 
thereon  to  the 
defendant,  it  iff 
not  necessary 
to  aver  that  the 
writ  was  de- 
livered to  the 
sherifT&eforethe 
arrest  and  war- 
rant, for  it  will 
be  BO  intended ; 
but  if  the  fact 
were  otherwise, 
the  plaintiff* 
should  reply  it, 
and  not  demur. 


(1)  In  trespass,  when  the  defendant 
'Ofltifies  under  a  writ,  warrant,  precept, 
or  any  other  authority  whatever,  he  must 
set  it  forth  particularly  in  his  plea.  For 
it  is  not  sufficient  to  allege  generally 
that  he  committed  the  act  complained 
of  by  virtue  of  a  certain  writ  or  other 
warrant  directed  to  him ;  but  he  must 
set  it  forth  specially.  Co.  Litt  283.  a. 
S  Mod.  137,  138.  Mathews  v.  Gary. 
S.  C.  1  Salk.  107,  108.  4  Mod.  378. 
Lamb  v.  ilft^.  Com.  Dig.  Pleader 
(£.  17.)-  And  the  defendant  ought  far- 
ther to  aver  in  his  plea  that  he  has  sub- 
stantially pursued  such  authority.  Co. 
Litt.  303.  b.(c) 


(2)  Instead  of  traversing  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  declaration  as  is  done 
here,  the  practice  now  is  to  aver  that 
the  matter  of  the  justification  is  the  same 
trespass  which  the  plaintiff  complains 
of,  without  a  traverse.  Such  an  aver- 
ment is  equivalent  to  a  denial  or  tra- 
verse, that  the  trespass  was  committed 
at  any  other  time  than  what  is  stated  in 
the  plea.  Therefore  another  denial  of 
the  same  thing  would  be  superfluous ; 
Cro.  Car.  228.  Tyler  v.  Wall,  See 
Howe  V.  Planner,  ant^,  p.  14.  note  (2), 
and  the  authorities  there  cited,  and 
2  Saund.  5  c.  in  the  note. 


(«)  [See  10  Bing.  192.  193..  per  Bay- 
ley  B.,  antd,  p.  92.  note  (</).  Where 
the  defendant  justifies  under  final  pro- 
cess, there  is  a  well  known  distinction 
between  the  cases  of  the  party  to  the 
suit  and  of  the  sheriff  or  his  officer,  that 


the  former  must  shew  the  judgment  in 
pleading  as  well  as  the  writ,  but  for  the 
latter  it  is  enough  to  shew  the  writ 
only.  See  1  Q.  B.  17.  Andrews  v. 
Marris,     1  G.  &  D.  268.  S.  C] 
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Greene  v.  made  the  airett  of  his  own  wrong,  and  trayene,  without  tlus, 
Jones.  that  any  bill  of  Middlesex  was  delivered  to  the  sherifF  before 
'  the  arrest  made.     And  if  the  matter  were  so,  (as  in  troth  it 

was,)  the  plaintiff  is  now  precluded  from  taking  that  ifisoeby 
the  bad  pleading  of  the  defendant ;  for  he  has  only  shewn 
that  a  bill  of  Middlesex  was  sued  out,  per  quod  the  sheriff 
made  his  warrant,  &c ;  so  he  has  not  alleged  any  thing  tnr 
versable,  except  the  per  quad,  upon  whidi  no  issae  can  be 
taken.  (3)  And  it  is  out  of  all  controversy,  that  if  the  sheriff 
make  a  warrant  to  arrest  a  man,  and  the  bailiff  anest  him 
[  299  ]  accordingly,  and  this  before  any  writ  delivered  to  the  Aeriff, 
it  is  a  trespass,  and  the  party  arrested  may  maintain  aa  action 
of  trespass  and  false  imprisonment,  although  a  writ  be  deli- 
vered afterwards  (4) :  yet  it  is  the  common  practice  of  Bomc 
bailiffs  to  arrest  and  imprison  a  man,  and  afiterwaids  to  take 
out  a  writ,  which  was  done  in  this  case,  and  therefore  it  was 
fit  to  be  punished.  And  therefore  he  prayed  judgment  forthe 
plaintiff;  and  the  rather  because  the  plaint^  had  demurred 
specially,  and  shewn  the  fault  of  the  plea.  But  the  defendant 
would  not  amend,  because  he  knew  that  the  truth  of  the  mat- 
ter was  against  him. 

Levinz  for  the  defendant  argued,  that  the  plea,  primd  faciei 
was  good  enough,  and  that  all  the  precedents  are  as  this  isj 
as  he  said,  namely.  Coke's  Entries,  42.  b«  160.  h.  302.  a. 
304.  b.  655.  b.    8  Bep.  113.  b.  Dr.  Banham's  case. 

(But  note,  that  Coke's  Ent.  42.  b.  160.  a.  b.  and  8  Bep* 
113.  Dr.  Bonham^s  case,  expressly  shew  that  the  writ,  &c  or 
the  warrant,   was  delivered.     And  the  other  books  do  not 


(3)  It  seems  to  have  been  also  held  <*  iute  cujus  is  not  traversable,  but  ooly 

by  the  court  in  this  case,  that  the  per  **  the  issuing  out  of  the  writ,  or  that  he 

^iMx/ was  not  traversable,  though  neither  "  had  no  warrant."    See  antd,  Benneti 

Saunders  nor  Levinz  take  any  notice  of  v.  FHkins^  p.  23.  note  (5). 

this  point    For  in  Bedle  v.  Simpson,  (4)  Levinz,  in  his  report  of  this  case 

1  Ld.  Raym.410. 412.   Treby  C.  J.  said,  (2  Lev.  19.),  says,  that  HaU  C  J.  and 

*'  the  case  of  Greene  v.  Jones  is  in  point  the  rest  of  the  court  held,  **  that  if  in 

<<  to  shew  that  a  per  quod,  or  which  is  ^'  truth  a  writ  be  sued  out,  although  Ae 

*<  the  same  thing,  virlute  cujus,  is  not  *^  sheriff  nuikes  a  warrant  before  the  wnt 

'<  traversable  ;"  and  that  he  himself  bad  ''  comes  to  his  hands,  it  b  lawful;  and 

a  report  of  that  case,  in  which  it  ap-  "  that  the  precedents  are  both  ways,  as 

peared  that  it  was   held  by  the  court  •*  Dr.  Bonham*a  case,  8  Rep.  and  the 

that  virtuie   cujus  is  not  traversable.  "  other  cases  cited."     But  the  accuracy 

Kehle,  in  his  report  of  this  case  (2  Keb.  of   this  report   seems  very  question- 

607.)>  says,  the  "court  agreed  that  vir-  able. 
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prove  much  in  point  of  precedents  (5),  becauee  there  was  not 
any  occasion  in  those  cases  to  shew  the  delivery  of  the  writ, 
&C.  as  here  is.)  And  he  further  said,  that  the  plaintiff  should 
have  replied  that  this  arrest  was  before  the  delivery  of  the 
bill  of  Middlesexy  and  then  the  matter  would  come  in  ques- 
tion,  but  now  the  plaintiff  by  his  demurrer  has  lost  the  ad- 
vantage of  it 

And  of  such  opinion  was  the  court,  namely,  that  it  shall  be 
intended  that  the  bill  of  Middlesex  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff 
before  the  arrest,  and  before  the  making  of  the  warrant,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  should  have  replied  the  contrary  specially,  if 
it  had  not  been  true.  For  the  arrest  being  after  the  prose- 
cution of  the  bill  of  Middlesex,  and  it  being  said  In  the  plea 
that  the  bill  was  sued  out  per  quod  the  sheriff  made  his  war- 
rant, it  shall  be  intended  to  be  delivered  to  the  sheriff  before 
the  making  of  the  warrant,  until  it  shall  be  specially  shewn  to 
the  contrary ;  which  the  plaintiff  has  not  done,  but  has  de- 
murred, whereby  he  admits  the  delivery  of  the  bill,  although  he 
has  shewn  the  want  of  averring  the  delivery  of  the  bill  for 
cause.  (6)    And  the  court  was  ready  to  give  judgment  for  the 
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(5)  The  precedents  seem  to  be  both 
ways.  The  following  ones  are  agree- 
able to  this :  2  Brown,  134.  Lib.  Plac. 
S02.  S08.  315,  316.  343,  344.  366,  367. 
S84.  In  other  precedents  the  delivery 
of  the  writ  or  the  warrant  is  alleged  to 
have  been  before  the  arrest,  such  as 
2  Brown.  146.  Clift.  153,  154.  Lib. 
Plac.  309.  312. 370. 394.  And  it  seems 
to  be  the  present  practice  so  to  allege  it. 

(6)  This  case  is  cited  and  recognised 
in  2  Lutw.  1287.  Redman  v.  Idle.  If  a 
defendant  justifies  an  assault  and  bat- 
tery, &c  bj  virtue  of  a  in^rit  which  was 
not  sued  out  until  after  the  making  of 
the  warrant  and  the  arrest,  the  present 
practice  seems  to  be  to  reply  that  fact 
by  way  oi  new  assignmenL  With  respect 
to  which  it  appears  to  be  a  rule,  that 
where  the  defendant  has  committed  se- 
veral trespasses  either  upon  the  person, 
goods,  or  land  of  another,  some  of  which 
are  justifiable  and  others  not,  and  the 
action  is  brought  for  those  trespasses 


which  are  not  justifiable,  but  the  de- 
fendant by  his  plea  answers  those  only 
which  are,  the  plaintiff  by  his  replica- 
tion should  make  a  new  assignment 
Here  the  assault,  &c.  committed  after 
the  issuing  and  delivery  of  the  writ  is 
justifiable,  but  that  which  was  com- 
mitted before  is  not  The  action  was 
brought  for  the  assault,  &c.  before  the 
issuing  and  delivery  of  the  writ,  but 
the  defendant  has  answered  that  only 
which  was  committed  €^ter  ;  therefore, 
according  to  this  rule,  the  plaintiff  ought 
to  make  a  new  assignment.  For  the 
same  reason,  where  the  plaintiff  was 
properly  arrested  at  first,  but  is  detained 
after  he  has  been  duly  discharged  out^ 
of  the  defendant's  custody  by  the  direc- 
tion of  the  plaintiff  in  the  original  suit, 
if  to  an  action  of  assault,  &c.  the  defend- 
ant justifies  under  the  writ  in  the  ori- 
ginal suit,  the  plaintiff  by  his  replication 
should  make  a  new  assignment  1  Ld. 
Raym.  465.      In  2  Wils.  4.    ScoU   v. 
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defendant,  but  they  gave  the  plaintiff  leave  to  discontinue 
upon  payment  of  costs,  because  in  truth  the  bill  was  not  deli- 
vered  to  the  sheriff  until  after  the  arrest,  as  the  court  was 
informed  by  the  plaintiff's  counseL     Note :  There  were  other 


Dixon,  it  was  held,  upon  a  general  de- 
murrer, that  the  plaiutiff,  in  a  case  like 
the  present,  ought  by  his  replication  to 
have  made  a  new  assignment,  and  not 
to  have  concluded  with  praying  judg- 
ment and  his  damages.  In  that  case 
the  defendant  justified  under  a  capias 
ad  respondendum  :  the  plaintiff  replied, 
that  the  defendant  released  him  from  the 
arrest,  and  afterwards  arrested  him 
again,  and  because  the  defendant  ac- 
knawledged  the  trespass,  prayed  judg- 
ment It  is  true  the  defendant  acknow- 
ledged the  trespass,  but  had  fully  justi- 
fied it  by  his  plea,  which  he  could  not 
do  without  acknowledging  the  trespass; 
consequently,  if  the  defendant  had  com- 
mitted another  trespass  upon  the  plain- 
tiff besides  that  which  was  justified,  the 
plaintiff  should  have  set  it  forth  by  way 
of  new  assignment  Hence  it  appears 
that  the  plaintiff  cannot  new  assign  un- 
less there  have  been  two  assaults,  &c.  at 
least  committed  upon  him ;  for  the  new 
assignment  is  an  acknowledgment  by 
the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  has  jus- 


tified ofi«  assault,  &c.(/)  In  these  cases, 
however,  a  new  assignment  is  only  ne- 
cessary where  there  is  but  one  count  in 
the  declaration.  For  if  there  be  as 
many  counts  as  there  were  assaults,  &c. 
and  some  of  them  cannot  be  justified, 
the  plaintiff  may  prove  those  without 
a  new  assignment,  because  as  to  them 
the  defendant  will  be  obliged  to  plead 
not  guilty.  Bull.  N.  P.  17.  The  use, 
therefore,  of  inserting  several  counts 
in  the  declaration  in  actions  of  assault, 
&c.  is  to  avoid  the  prolixity  of  making 
a  new  assignment  And  indeed  it  is 
often  injudicious  to  make  a  new  assign- 
ment in  these  cases.  For  where  the 
declaration  contains  just  as  many  counts 
as  are  equal  to  the  number  of  as- 
saults, &c,  as  where,  for  instance, 
there  have  been  two  assaults,  &c  and 
there  are  two  counts,  and  the  defend- 
ant pleads  the  general  issue  to  the  whole 
declaration,  and  a  jjustification  to  one  of 
the  counts,  the  plaintiff  had  better  put 
the  justification  in  issue,  and  in  case 
the  defendant  proves  it,  give  evidence 


(/)  [The  effect,  however,  of  the  new 
assignment  is  not  to  amount  to  an  ad- 
mission of  the  facts  stated  in  the  plea, 
but  to  say  that  that  is  not  the  cause  for 
which  the  plaintifi*  brought  his  action. 
(See  1  Mann.  &  Gr.  710.  Braneker  v. 
Molyneux,  1  Scott,  N.  R.  553.  S.  C.)  It 
only  admits  another  trespass,  all  inquiry 
as  to  which  the  plaintiff  wholly  abandons. 
Therefore  the  facts  stated  in  the  plea 
previous  to  the  new  assignment  are  not 
admitted  so  as  to  enable  the  defendant 
to  make  use  of  them,  as  admitted  facts, 
in  proof  of  any  of  the  issues  ultimately 


joined.  2  M.  &  W.  S^Q.  Norman  v. 
Wescombe,  Still,  as  the  effect  of  the 
new  assignment  is  to  withdraw  the  facts 
averred  in  the  plea  from  consideration 
as  the  subject  of  the  action,  the  plaintiff 
is  precluded  from  complaining  of  tbem; 
and  the  grounds  on  which  he  can  claim 
damages  are  to  be  sought  exclusively  in 
the  explanation  of  the  declaration  con- 
tained in  the  new  assignment  6  M.  & 
W.  n*.  Dand  v.  Kingscote.  5  Bing. 
N.  C.  550.  Wilmhurst  v.  Bowher.  7 
Scott,  561.  S.C.] 
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faults  in  the  plea,  as  I  tliink,  namelj,  that  the  defendant    Grebnb  v, 
alleged  that  fVaod  had  prosecuted  the  bill  of  Middlesex  out  of       Jones. 

the  King's  Bench  on  the  25th  of  September  in  the  20th  year  ' *"~^ 

of  the  king ;  whereas  it  appears  judiciallj  that  the  court  of 


of  the  second  assault  upon  the  second 
count,  than  make  a  new  assignment 
For  if  the  plaintiff  fails  in  the  proof  of 
the  allegation  in  the  tew  assignment, 
he  cannot  afterwards  have  recourse  to 
the  second  count ;  because  by  the  new 
assignment  he  acknowledges  that  one 
of  the  assaults,  &c.  is  justified,  and  has 
therefore  abandoned  one  count,  and 
relies  upon  the  assault,  &c.  in  the  new 
assignment ;  therefore  he  cannot  avail 
himself  of  one  and  the  same  act  of  as- 
sault, &c.  both  on  the  new  assignment 
and  on  the  second  count  But  if  the 
plaintiff  can  prove  two  assaults,  &c.  be- 
sides that  which  he  has  waved,  he  might 
do  so  upon  the  second  count.  2  T. 
R.  177.  Atkinson  v.  Matteson.  6  Mod. 
120.  Helwis  V.  Lombe.  If  in  truth  the 
sheriff  has  not  had  any  writ  delivered  to 
him  at  all,  or  if  he  has  not  made  any 
warrant  to  arrest  the  plaintiff,  then  the 
proper  way  seems  to  be  for  the  plain- 
tiff by  his  replication  to  traverse  the 
issuing  of  the  writ,  or  the  making  of  the 
warrant  mentioned  in  the  plea. 

A  new  [assignment  is  used  to  ascer- 
tain, with  precision  and  exactness,  the 
place  or  time  which  had  been  alleged 
only  generally  in  the  declaration.    It 


is*  also  used  to  explain  that  more  fully^ 
which  is  only  apparently  answered  by 
the  plea.  As  where  the  plea  covers 
the  whole  trespass  (which  it  must  do, 
otherwise  it  would  be  bad  on  demurrer, 
see  ante,  p.  28.  note  (3))  but  mistakes  it, 
that  is,  does  not  hit,  if  I  may  so  say, 
either  wilfully  or  ignorantly,  the  whole 
or  some  part  of  the  trespass  which  the 
plaintiff  intended  in  his  declaration, 
the  plaintiff  must  new  assign  to  explain. 
It  was  anciently  the  most  usual  practice 
in  trespass  clausum  fregit^  to  declare 
generally  of  breaking  the  plaintiff's  close 
at  A,  Co.  £nt  Trespass,  passim.  This 
general  mode  of  declaring  put  the  de- 
fendant under  a  difficulty  of  knowing 
in  what  part  of  the  vill  of  A  the  tres- 
pass, which  the  plaintiff  meant  by  his 
declaration,  was  committed.  The  de- 
fendant was  therefore  permitted  to  plead 
that  the  close  was  his  freehold,  which 
he  might  do  without  giving  it  a  name, 
because  as  the  plaintiff  was  general  in 
his  count,  the  defendant  might  be  as 
general  in  his  plea.  And  if  the  plaintiff  \ 
traversed  it,  he  run  a  great  risk ;  for  if 
the  defendant  had  any  part  of  his  land 
in  that  vill,  the  verdict  would  be  for 
him  on  that  issue,  {g)    This  turned  the 


{g)  So  it  was  laid  down  that  if  the 
plaintiff  reply  to  a  plea  of  right  of  com- 
mon, that  the  close  mentioned  in  the 
declaration  and  plea  has  been  inclosed 
twenty  years,  which  the  defendant  tra- 
verses, the  issue  will  be  found  for  the 
defendant,  if  he  can  shew  that  any  part 
of  the  close  was  inclosed  within  that 
time.  2  Taunt  159.  Hawke  y.  Bacon, 
[But  this  was  expressly  overruled  in 

VOL.  I. 


Tapley  v.  Wainright.  5  B.  &  Ad.  395. 
2  Nev.  &  M.  697.  S.  C.  It  had  been 
previously  settled  that  the  words  of 
the  issue,  *^  the  said  close  in  which, 
**  &c*'  mean  only  the  particular  place 
in  which  the  trespasses  complained 
of  were  committed.  2  B.  &  C.  918. 
Richards  v.  Peake.  2  B.  &  Ad.  99. 
Bassett  V.  Mitchell  Still,  according  to 
Hawke  V.  Bacon,  it  was  incumbent  on 
TT 
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King's  Bench  was  not  open  or  sitting  upon  that  day,  being 
out  of  term,  and  therefore  no  bill  of  Middlesex  at  all  could  be 
then  sued  out.  (7)  Also  it  is  said  that  Woody  at  the  parish  of 
St  ClemenfB,  prosecuted  this  bill  out  of  the  Ejng's  Bendi  at 


difficulty  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  there- 
fore he  was  almost  always  driven  to  a 
new  assignment,  in  which  he  ascertained 
the  place  with  proper  exactness.  2  Salk. 
453.  Helwis  v.  Lombe.  S.  C.  6  Mod. 
117, 118, 119.  recognised  by  WiUes  C.J. 
in  Lambert  v.  Strother.  Willes's  Rep.  223. 
2  Black.  1089.  Martin  v.  Kesterton.  It 
was  also  not  unusual  for  the  defendant  to 
name  the  place  in  his  plea.  And  though 
it  was  held  in  Dyer,  23.  b.  that  the 
defendant  was  bound  to  name  the  place 
in  his  plea,  otherwise  the  plsdntiff  need 
not  new  assign,  yet  the  authority  of  that 
case  seems  to  be  overruled  by  the  lat- 
ter case  of  Helwis  v.  Lombey  which  was 
afterwards  affirmed  in  the  K.  B.  and 
recognised  in  Lambert  v.  Strother^  and 
by  Mr.  Justice  Lavorence  in  7  T.  R.  335. 
Goodright  v.  Rich.  (A)  This  general 
plea  of  freehold  b  usually  called  the 
common  bar,  and  sometimes  the  general 
issue.    However,  though  this  plea  ;ge« 


nerally  forced  the  plaintiff  to  new  assign, 
yet  he  might  unquestionably  traTeise 
it ;  6  Mod.  119. ;  yet  it  was  once  unac- 
countably supp9sed  by  some  not  to  be 
traversable.  Cro.  Jac.  594.  RichM»  y. 
Coxe,  It  must  strike  every  one,  that  so 
general  a  plea  as  liberum  fen^tnentom  is, 
seems  contrary  to  a  principle  in  plead- 
ing, ^  that  every  plea  should  contain 
"  a  direct  and  positive  answer  to  the 
'^  declaration  so  as  to  bar  the  action  if 
"  true  m  fact."  This  plea  does  not  seem 
to  be  within  this  principle,  became  the 
plaintiff  may,  notwithstanding,  have 
such  an  interest  in  the  land  as  will  sup- 
port his  action ;  for  be  may  have  a  ka» 
for  yearsy  though  it  be  the  defendant's 
freehold.  In  the  case  of  Lambert^' 
Strother^  WiUes  C.J.  thought,  for  this 
reason,  that  the  plea  was  confined  to 
those  cases  where  it  is  used  as  a  com* 
mon  bar  only;  but  where  the  dedar« 
ation  ascertains  the  place,  he  seemed 


the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  all  the  parts 
actually  trespassed  upon  were  inclosed 
for  twenty  years.  But  in  Tapley  v.  JVain^ 
Wright  the  court  of  K.  B.  held  thai 
the  words  of  the  issue,  '<  the  said  close 
"  in  which  &c.,"  were  a  divisible  alle- 
gation, and  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to 
recover  pro  tanto  if  he  proved  that  the 
trespasses  were  committed  in  any  part 
which  had  been  inclosed  for  twenty  years. 
(See  further  1  M.  &  W.  216.  Phythian 
\,  White.)  In  accordance  with  Rich" 
ards  v.  Peake  and  BasseU  v.  Mitchell^ 
it  is  held  that  on  a  plea  of  liberum 
tenementum  to  an  action  for  a  tres- 
pass to  a  close  named  in  the  declaration, 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  verdict, 
if  he  establishes  a  title  to  that  part  of 


the  close  on  which  the  trespass  was  com* 
mitted ;  and  he  is  not  bound  to  prove  a 
title  to  the  toAofe  close.  8M.&W.S81. 
Smith  V.  RaystoH.2 

(h)  In  Coeher  v.  Crompton,  1  B.&C. 
489.  2D.&R.719.S.C.thedeclaration 
stated  a  trespass  in  the  plaintiff's  dose, 
called  the  Foldyardy  situate  in  the  parish 
of  A.\  the  defendant  pleaded  Uheru» 
tenementum^  on  which  the  plwntiff  took 
issue  ^vithout  newly  assigning.  At  the 
trial  it  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the 
defendant  had  a  close  called  the  Fold- 
yardy  situate  in  the  parish  of  A^  wid 
the  defendant's  counsel  contended  that 
they  were  at  liberty  to  apply  all  the 
evidence  of  trespasses  in  the  dose 
called  the  Foldyard  to  the  defendant* 


Trin.  22  Car.  IL  Regis. 

Westminster^  which  is  absurd  and  impossible.  But  these  mat- 
ters were  not  moved  through  the  forgetfuhiess  of  the  plain- 
tiffs counsel,  which  he  thought  a  great  fault  in  himself  after- 
wards, &c. 
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to  think,  that,  the  geaeral  plea  of  free-  If  the  new  assignment  be  in  other 
hold  could  not  be  supported.  Willes's  landsj  the  plaintiff  should  give  the  place 
Rep.  222.  (t)  a  name,  if  it  have  one,  and  otherwise 


close.  A  verdict  was  taken  for  the 
plaintiff  with  liberty  to  the  defendant  to 
move  for  a  nonsuit  on  the  point.  The 
court  of  K.  B.  however,  in  the  following 
term,  refused  a  rule  to  shew  cause. 
[This  case,  and  subsequent  authorities 
in  accordance  with  it,  have  fully  esta. 
blished,  that  if  the  plaintiff  has  described 
the  place  in  the  declaration  by  name  or 
by  abuttals,  the  common  bar  of  liberum 
tenementum  does  not  drive  him  to  a  new 
assignment,  though  the  defendant  may 
have  another  close  also  answering  the 
description.  2  Bing.  49.  Lethbridge  v. 
WifUer.  9B.Moore,  95.  S.C.  9D.& 
RA95.^ Cooker.  Jackson.  SA.&E.181. 
Lempriere  v.  Humphrey.  And  as  by  the 
New  Rule, fil 714  W. 4. Pleading,  V.  "in 
*^  actions  of  tres^^asguarecUmsumfregity 
**  the  close  or  place  in  which.  &c.  must 
'<  be  designated  in  the  declaration  by 
"  name  or  abuttals  or  other  description, 
"  in  failure  whereof  thC' defendant  may 
**  demur  specially,"  a  new  assignment 
can  now  very  rarely  be  consequent  on 
the  plea  of  liberum  tenementum.  As  to 
what  is  a  sufficient  compliance  with  this 
rule,  see  1 Q.  3.439.  Webber  y. Richards. 
1  G.&  D.  114.  S.  C.  9  M.  &  W.  249. 
North  V.  Ingamells.  —  But  other  pleas 
in  trespass  may  give  rise  to  similar  ques- 
tions* Thus,  to  a  declaration  describing 
the  close  by  name  and  abuttals,  the 
defendant  pleaded  a  public  way  in  the 
close  in  which  &c.:  the  plaintiff  new 
assigned  extra  the  way  in  the  plea  men^ 
iioned:  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded 


that  the  plaintiff  obstructed  the  way  in 
the  plea  mentioned^  wherefore  the  de- 
fendant deviated:  the  plaintiff  replied 
de  infurid:  and  it  was  held  that,  on 
this  record,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
apply  the  evidence  to  a  way  across  the 
close  which  he  admitted,  and  which  had 
not  been  obstructed ;  and  that  the  de- 
fendant could  not  prove  his  case  by  shew- 
ing that  another  way  which  he  claimed 
across  the  close,  which  was  disputed 
by  the  plaintiff,  had  been  obstructed. 
11  A.  &  E.  665.  Ellison  v.  Isles. 
3  G.  &  D.  391.  S.  C.  The  defendant 
here  should  have  pleaded  at  once  that 
there  was  a  public  way  across  the  close 
which  was  obstructed,  and  therefore  he 
deviated;  and  then  the  plaintiff  might 
safely  have  denied  the  existence  of  the 
way,  without  being  put  to  a  new  assign- 
ment, inasmuch  as  the  defendant  would 
not  have  been  allowed,  upon  that  issue, 
to  have  apfftied  his  evidence  to  the  un- 
obstructed way  (see  2  A.  &  E.26.  Bond 
V.  Doumton);  or  he  should  have  pleaded 
to  the  new  assignment  another  public 
way ;  which  the  plaintiff  could  have  de- 
nied without  fear  of  being  turned  round 
on  the  pleadings. — ^Where  aright  of  way 
is  pleaded,  the  plaintiff  is  driven  to  a  new 
assignment,  if  there  be  in  truth  a  right 
of  way  and  the  trespass  was  committed 
out  of  the  way,  notwithstanding  the 
declaration  charges  the  pulling  down 
certain  posts  and  rails  on  the  close  in 
which  &c. ;  for  this  is  a  description 
merely  of  part  of  the  injury  done  by 
XT  2 
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describe  it  with  the  same  certainty  as 
is  now  for  the  most  part  usual  in  de- 
clarations in  trespass ;  and  if  it  be  in 
the  same  landf  its  abuttab  should  be  set 
forth  in  such  a  manner,  as  that  a  plain 
difference  may  be  perceived  between 
the  place  so  new  assigned  and  that 
mentioned  in  the  plea.  Bro.  Trespass, 
203.  As  the  plaintiff  avers  that  the 
place  new  assigned  is  another  and  de- 
ferent place  from  that  mentioned  in  the 
plea,  he  waves  or  abandons  the  tres- 
pass which  the  defendant  has  justified. 
The  defendant  therefore  cannot  plead 
to  the  new  assignment^  that  the  place 
mentioned  therein  is  the  same  with  that 
in  the  plea ;  but  if  in  truth  they  are  the 
same,  the  defendant  should  plead  not 
ffuiliy,  and  take  advantage  of  it  in  evi- 


dence, and  thereby  prevent  the  pluntiff 
from  giving  evidence  of  any  trespan 
committed  in  that  place.  14>H.8.4f. 
pl.S.  S.C.  Bro. Trespass,  168.  27Ii8.7. 
pL21.  S.C.  Bro.  Trespass,  3.  Cro.  Eliz. 
492.  Freeston  v.  Crouch,  (k)  The  new 
assignment  being  in  the  nature  of  a 
declaration,  the  defendant  must  plead  to 
it  in  the  same  manner  as  to  a  declar* 
ation.  Goldsb.  191.  Bodyam  v.  Smik 
S.  C.  Moor,  540.  by  the  name  of  Odi' 
am  V.  Smith.  Cro.  Eliz.  589, 590.  And 
if  the  plea  be  such  as  would  require  a 
new  assignment,  if  pleaded  to  a  declar* 
ation,  the  plaintiff  must  also  new  assign 
in  this  case.  In  most  cases  it  is  a  pro* 
dent  thing  to  let  judgment  go  by  defonlt 
to  the  new  assignment.  (/)  It  is  now  the 
usual  wayin  all  the  courts  at  TTesAntMier, 


the  defendant,  and  not  of  the  close,  and 
it  does  not  fix  the  locality  of  the 
trespass.  10  M.  &  W.  485.  Webber  y. 
Sparhes.'^ 

(t)  [However,  it  is  now  every  day's 
practice  to  plead  liberum  tenementumy 
notwithstanding  the  declaration  ascer- 
tains the  place ;  and  the  plea  is  taken  to 
give  implied  color  to  the  plaintif*,  by 
admitting  such  a  possession  in  him  as 
would  suffice  to  maintain  the  action 
against  a  wrong  doer,  but  to  assert  a 
freehold  in  the  defendant  with  a  right  to 
immediate  possession.  3  A.  &  £.  186. 
7M.&W.595.  Brest  V.  Lever.  10  A. 
&  E.  781.  Doe  v.  Wright.  2  P.  &  D. 
672.  S.C.] 

{h)  See  also  15  East,  235.  Pratt  v. 
Groomty  that  the  plaintiff,  in  such  case, 
cannot  give  evidence  of  any  trespass 
committed  in  the  place  mentioned  in 
the  defendant's  plea.  [Post,  300  h. 
note(5').] 

(/)  This  arose  from  the  provisions 
of  the  Stat  22  &  23  Car.  2.  c.  9.  s.  136., 
[now  repealed,  see  infra],  which  enacts, 
'<  that  in  all  actions  of  trespass,  assault, 
<*  and  batteryi  'and  other  personal  ac- 


"  *  tions,'  wherein  the  judge,  at  the  trial 
<'  of  the  cause,  shall  not  find  &nd  certify 
"  under  his  hand  upon  the  back  of  the 
<<  record,  that  an  assault  and  battery 
"  was  sufficiently  proved  by  the  plaintiff 
<'  against  the  defendant,  or  that  the  free- 
'<  hold  or  title  of  the  land  mentioned  in 
'<  the  declaration  was  chiefly  in  questioni 
'<  the  plaintiff  in  such  action,  in  case  the 
'<  jury  shall  find  the  damages  to  be  under 
«  the  value  of  40^.,  shall  not  recover  or 
*<  obtain  more  costs  of  suit  than  the  da- 
'*  mages  so  found  shall  amount  unto." 
This  statute  was  held  to  be  confined  to 
actions  of  assault  and  trespass  quart 
clausum  /regit,  notwithstanding  the 
words  "  other  personal  actions :"  the 
reason  was  because  it  was  not  possible 
for  the  judge,  in  any  other  action  than 
those  two,  to  grant  such  a  certificate  as 
was  mentioned  in  the  Act.  1  Salk.^* 
Ven  V.  PhiUips;  and  8  East,  295. 
Edmondson  v.  Edmondson,  per  Lord 
Ellenborough  C.  J.  A  certiQcate^  how* 
ever,  was  held  not  to  be  necessary  in  an 
action  of  assault,  wherever  the  defend- 
ant justified  the  battery  in  a  special 
plea  which  was  found  against  him,  for 
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6  Mod.  119.  and  particularly  in  C.  B. 
by  rule  of  court  a.  d.  1654,  to  ascer- 
tain the  place  in  the  declaration.    In 


which  case^  the  defendant  is  bound  to 
answer  that  place,  and  cannot  plead 
the  common  bar.    Bro.  Trespass,  168, 


it  would  have  been  idle  to  require  a 
certificate  of  that  which  appeared  al- 
ready by  the  record.  6  T.  R.  562. 
Smith  V.  Edge.  7  Taunt  689.  Johnson 
V.  Northwood.  1  B.  Moore,  420.  S.  C. 
IS  A.  &  E.  711.'  Bone  v.  Daw.  5  Nev. 
&  M.  230.  S.  C]  It  was  otherwise  where 
the  assault  only  was  justified.  S  T.  R. 
391.  Page  v.  Creed.  1  Taunt.  16. 
JBrennan  v.  Bedmond.  So  a  certificate 
was  unnecessary  in  an  action  of  trespass 
quare  clausum  fregitf  wherever  the 
defendant  pleaded  a  special  plea,  which 
was  found  against  him,  whatever  were 
the  nature  of  that  plea:  for  the  plea 
must  shew,  either  that  the  freehold 
could  not  come  in  question,  in  which 
case  the  statute  did  not  apply ;  or  that 
it  did,  in  which  case  a  certificate  was 
unnecessary  for  the  reason  above  given. 
2  H.  Bl.  2.  Redridge  v.  Palmer.  2  H. 
Bl.  34J.  Comer  v.  Baker.  7  T.  R. 
659.  PeddeU  v.  Kiddle.  [3  M.  &  W. 
288.  Pumell  v.  Young.^  So  if  the  spe- 
cial plea  were  not  traversed,  or  if  it  were 
traversed  and  found  for  the  defendant, 
yet  if  the  plaintiff  new  assigned,  and  the 
defendant  pleaded  not  guilty  to  the  new 
assignment,  and  it  were  found  against 
him,  no  certificate  was  necessary.  2  Lev. 
234.  Asser  v.  Finch.  2  Sir.  1 168.  Beale 
y.  Moore.  1  East,  350.  Martin  v.  Val^ 
lance.  For  though  the  right  as  claimed 
by  the  plea  were  determined  in  favour  of 
the  defendant,  yet  the  applicability  of 
that  right  to  the  trespass  complained  of 
was  put  in  issue  by  the  new  assignment 
and  plea  thereto ;  and  therefore  it  ap- 
peared by  the  whole  record  whether 
the  freehold  came  in  question  or 
not ;  unless  indeed  it  were  quite  ma- 
nifest, from  the  nature  of  the  plea  and 
new  assignment,  that  the  matter  co- 


vered by  the  plea  was  no  longer  at  all  in 
question,  as  where  the  plea  set  out  a 
right  of  way  by  metes  and  bounds^  and 
the  plaintiff  newly  assigned  extra  viam, 
so  that  the  extent  of  the  way  was  ad- 
mitted. CockeriU  v.  AUanson^  Hullock 
on  Costs,  76.  So  where  to  trespass  for 
breaking  plaintiff's  house  and  taking  his 
goods,  the  defendant  justified  under  a 
warrant,  and  the  plaintiff  newly  assigned, 
that  the  defendant  continued  after  the 
return  of  the  writ.  4  Taunt.  98.  Grc' 
gory  v.  Omerod.  In  such  cases  it  ap- 
peared that  the  action  was  for  a  cause  to 
which  the  matter  of  the  plea  could  not 
be  applied,  and  the  case  was  the  sa^ie 
as  if  no  special  plea  had  been  pleaded : 
of  course  a  certificate  was  necessary. 
It  is  difficult  to  reconcile  the  two  last 
cases  with  the  cases  of  Asser  v.  Finchy 
and  Martin  v.  Vallance,  even  on  the 
ground  above  stated;  neither  was  it 
absolutely  necessary,  as  the  doctrine 
of  Asser  v.  Finch  was  fully  supported 
in  a  later  decision.  3  B.  &  A.  443. 
Taglor  v.  NichoUs.  As  the  slightest 
excess  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plain- 
tiff to  a  verdict  on  the  new  assign- 
ment, which,  according  to  these  deci- 
sions, gave  him  all  the  costs,  it  was  evi- 
dently very  dangerous  for  the  defendant 
to  plead  to  the  new  assignment,  and 
hence  the  observation  of  the  learned 
sergeant,  that  *<in  most  cases  it  is  a 
prudent  thing  to  let  judgment  go  by 
default  on  the  new  assignment"  For 
though  the  doing  so  insures  the  plain- 
tiff his  costs  as  far  as  such  judgment, 
yet  if  he  proceed  to  trial  on  the  special 
plea,  and  fail,  the  defendant  will  be  en- 
titled to  the  general  costs;  for  the  plain- 
tiff might  have  entered  a  noL  pros,  as 
to  that  pleai  and  assessed  his  damages 
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284v  9  H.  7.  6.  pi.  3.  Bro.  Trespass, 
422.  6  Mod.  1 19.  (m)  Where  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  agree  in  the  place, 
the  plaintiff  cannot  new  assign.  But  if 
the  defendant,  professing  to  answer  the 
whole  declaration,  does  in  reality  jus- 


tify only  part  of  the  trespass  for  which 
the  action  is  brought^  the  plaintiff  must 
new  assign ;  and  if  he  doubt  the  truth 
of  the  justification,  must  also  reply  to  it 
For  it  b  necessary  in  many  cases  to  tra- 
verse, or  otherwise  answer,   the  plea. 


on  the  new  assignment  before  the  she- 
riff.  13  East,  191.  Thamiony.  WUliam- 
son.  [S.  P.  where,  instead  of  a  single 
plea,  the  defendant  pleaded  several  jus- 
tifications, and  the  issue  on  one  of  them 
was  found  for  him,  and  on  the  other  for 
the  plaintiff.     9B.&C.  613.  Cross  v. 
Johnson.'}  The  defendant  however  must 
take  care,  that  a  plea  of  not  guilty  to 
the  declaration  be  not  left  entire  on  the 
record,  when  judgment  by  default  is 
suffered  on  the  new  assignment ;  for  if 
it  be,  it  is  held  that  the  plaintiff  cannot 
assess  his  damages  before  the  sheriff,  but 
is  compelled  to  go  to  trial  on  such  plea 
of  not  guilty,  notwithstanding  the  judg- 
ment by  default    3  Brod.  &  Bing.  117. 
House  V.  Thames  Commissioners,      See 
also  1  B.  &  C.  278.  Longden  v.  Bourn, 
[1  Y.  &  Jerv.  354.     Booth  v.  Ibbotson. 
5  Bing.    196.      Vickers  v.  Gallimore. 
2M.  &P.359.   S.C.     2B.&Ad.940. 
Broadbent  v.  Shaw.      2  M.  &  W.  40. 
Probert  v.  PhiUips.     9  C.  &  P.  581. 
Mason  v.Newland.  Accord.  S.  P.  where 
aplea  of  liberum  tenementum  is  left  on  the 
record.   iDowX.  4!l2.  Forester  v.  Dale.} 
And  this  brings  the  case  within  that  class 
in  which  it  is  determined  that,  where 
the  plaintiff  succeeds  in  part  of  his  de- 
mand, and  fails  in  the  rest,  he  is  entitled 
to  the  general  costs  [not  allowing  his 
costs  on  any  counts  or  issues  on  which  he 
has  not  succeeded,  and  deducting  from 
his  costs  the  costs  of  all  issues  found 
for  the  defendant,  Reg.  Gen.  2  W.  4. 
r.  74.]  ;  but  that  where  the  defendant 
suffers  judgment  by  default  as  to  part, 
and  succeeds  on  all  the   issues  as  to 
the  rest,  he  is  entitled  to  the  general 


costs,  in  like  manner  as  he  is  when  he 
succeeds  on  any  one  plea  which  goes  to 
the  whole  cause  of  action.   3  T.  R.  654. 
Dag  y.  Hanks.    8T.  R.466.   Griffiths 
V.  Davies.   5  East,  261.  Postan  v.  5teii- 
wag.      11  East,  263.    Vivian  y.  Blake. 
1  Brod.  &  Bing.  222.  Trotman  v.  Holder. 
Ibid.  465.  Bennet  v.  Coster.    8  Taunt 
129.  Eagg  v.  Wells.     4  B.  &  A.  4a 
Holroydy.Breare.   Perhaps  the  proper 
mode  of  entering  the  judgment  by  de- 
fault to  the  assignment  maybe  some- 
what in  this  form :  "  And  the  said  de- 
**  fendant,  relinquishing  his  said  plea  by 
"  him  first  above  pleaded  to  the  said 
'<  declaration  so  far  as  the  same  plea  re- 
*'  lates  to  the  said  trespasses  above  newly 
*'  assigned,  says  nothing  in  bar  or  pre- 
**  elusion  of  the  said  trespasses  above 
"  newly  assigned,  wherefore,"  &c  There 
is  nothing  incongruous  in  this ;  for  the 
new  assignment  is  virtually  contained 
in  the   declaration,  and  it  is  on  that 
ground    entirely    that    the   judgment 
in    House    v.  Thames    Commissioners 
proceeds.     [It  should  seem  that  the  de- 
fendant is  not  entitled  to  the' general 
costs  of  the  cause  where  the  plaintiff, 
instead  of  proceeding  to  trial  on   the 
special    plea,    enters    a  nolle  prosequi 
as  to  all  the  causes  of  action  but  those 
newly  assigned.    8  M .  &  W.  666.  Benn 
y.Bateman.  1  M.  &  W.  731.  Griffiths  v. 
Jones.     See  1  Dowl.  467.  Ruddock  v. 
Smith.     As  to  entering  a  nolle  prosequi 
to  the  new  assignment,  see  5  Dowl.  280. 
Strother  v.  Randerson.} 

By  Stat  3  &  4  Vict  c.  24.  s.  1.  the 
statute  22  &  23  Car.  2.  c9.  s.  136.  was 
repealed ;  and  by  sect.  2.,  if  thepWntiff 
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and  abo  to  new  assign,  (n)  As  where 
the  defendant  pleaded,  that  the  house 
in  the  declaration  was  called  C.  Houses 
and  one  of  the  closes  Blackacrey  and 
the  other  Whiteacre^  and  that  they  were 
his  freehold ;  the  plaintiff  traversed  that 
(7.  House  and  JBlackacre  were  the  de- 
fendant's freehold,  ^and  new  assigned 
the  trespass  in  twenty  acres  other  than 


WhUeacre.  It  was  objected,  that  the 
new  assignment  ^was  a  waver  of  the 
former  pleadings  as  to  ally  and  there 
fore  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  tra- 
versed; but  the  court  held  it  proper: 
for  as  the  defendant  had  hit  some  of 
the  places  in  which  the  plaintiff  intend- 
ed the  trespass  and  pleaded  thereto^ 
the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  answer 


in  any  action  of  trespass  or  case  shall 
recover  less  damages  than  40f.,  he  shall 
not  be  entitled  to  any  costs  whatever, 
unless  the  judge  shall  certify  that  the 
action  was  brought  to  try  a  right  besides 
the  mere  right  to  recover  damages,  or 
that  the  trespass  or  grievance  was  wilful 
and  malicious.  (See  this  section  ver- 
batim, ant^  p.  246.)  Attempts  have 
been  made,  but  without  success,  to  ap- 
ply to  this  statute  the  cases  above  cited 
(antd,  p.  3000,300^.)  on  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Stat.  Car.  2.  Thus  it  was 
ui^ed  that,  in  conformity  with  the  case 
of  Ven  V.  Phillipsy  the  statute  of  Vict, 
ought  not  to  be  construed  to  extend  to 
actions,  wherein  it  is  not  possible  for 
the  judge  to  grant  such  a  certificate  as  is 
mentioned  in  the  Act  1  Mann.  &  Gr. 
855.  MarrioU  v.  Stanley.  1  Scott  N.  R. 
392.  S.C.  So  it  was  unsuccessfully  ar- 
gued that  the  judge  had  no  power  to 
certify  where  the  matter  to  be  certified 
already  appeared  by  the  record ;  as  in 
an  action  of  libel,  in  which  malice  and 
wilfulness  are  necessary  ingredients. 
8M.&W.  395.  Foster  V,  Pointer. 1 
(m)  [(See  antfe,  p.  300  a.  note  (t).] 
(n)  [11  A.  &  E.  411.  Monkman  v. 
Shepherdson.  3  P.  &  D.  182.  S.  C] 
Where  a  single  act  of  trespass  is  laid  in  a 
declaration  without  '*  divers  days  and 
**  times,"  and  the  defendant's  plea  in  jus- 
tification covers  that  act^  to  which  plea 
the  plaintiff  replies,  he  cannot  also  new 
assign.  7  Taunt.  156.  Taylor  v.  Smith. 
3o  where  the  declaration  contains  se- 


veral counts,  each  alleging  a  single  act 
of  trespass,  and  the  defendant  pleads 
a  separate  plea  of  justification  to  each 
count,  the  plaintiff  cannot  take  issue  on 
such  justifications,  and  abo  new  assign 
another  act  of  trespass;  for  such  re- 
plication  and  new  assignment  are  double, 
and  extend  the  cause  of  complaint  be- 
yond what  is  contained  in  the  count. 
10  East,  73.  Checuley  v.  Barnes.  In  a 
note  to.  this  latter  case  (p.  81.),  a  case  of 
Franks  v.  Morris  is  mentioned,  where 
to  an  action  of  assault  the  defendant 
pleaded  son  assault:  the  plaintiff  replied^ 
de  injuridy  and  also  new  assigned  that 
the  defendant  beat  him  in  a  more 
violent  manner  than  was  necessary  for 
the  defence  of  himself.  The  case  was 
admitted  to  involve  the  same  question 
as  Cheasley  v.  Barnes,  and  to  be  go- 
verned by  that  decision.  [5  C.  &  P. 
596.  Thomas  v.  Marsh.  Even  where 
the  declaration  complains  of  trespasses 
''on  divers  days  and  times,"  the  new 
assignment  will  be  bad,  if  it  avers  that 
the  trespasses  mentioned  in  t/ie  plea 
were  done  for  other  and  different  pur- 
poses, and  on  other  occasions,  &c  ;  for 
then  the  replication  and  new  assignment 
contain  two  answers  to  the  same  tres- 
passes ;  one  a  denial  of  the  truth  of 
the  several  matters  comprised  in  the 
traverse,  and  another  that  the  same 
trespasses  were  done  for  other  purposes, 
&c.  Sec  the  observations  of  Parke  B. 
in  Lticas  v.  Nockellsy  10  Bing.  169.] 
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that  party  and  the  defendant  should  not 
wave  his  plea  and  plead  to  all  die  novo* 
Cro.  Eliz.812«  PreUyman  y.  Lawrence^ 
So  where  an  action  is  brought  for  fish- 
ing in  the  river  T.  being  the  plaintiff's 
fishery,  and  the  trespass  intended  by 
the  declaration  is  for  fishing  to  the  ex- 
tent of  two  miles  and  upwards ;  if  the 
defendant  pleads  that  he  is  seised  in  fee 
of  ten  acres  adjoining  the  river,  and  pre- 
scribes for  a  free  fishery  in  the  river 
along  the  side  of  the  ten  acres,  theplain- 
tiff  ought  not  merely  to  traverse  the 
prescription  and  go  to  issue  upon  it; 
because  at  the  trial  he  would  not  be 
permitted  to  give  evidence  of  any  act  of 
fishing  by  the  defendant,  either  above 
or  below  the  ten  acres,  for  the  question 
would  be  confined  to  the  prescription 
only ;  but  the  plaintiff  should  also  new 
assign,  and  state  that  the  trespass  com- 
plained of  was  not  only  for  fishing  in 
the  river  adjoining  the  ten  acres,  but 
also  above  and  below,  and  then  the  de- 
fendant will  be  under  the  necessity  of 
giving  some  answer  to  the  whole  tres- 
pass. In  this  case,  without  a  new 
assignment,  the  plaintiff  would  run  a 
great  risk  of  being  tricked.  For  if  the 
prescription  were  found  for  the  defend- 
ant, he  would  succeed  in  the  action» 
though  guilty  of  almost  the  whole  tres- 
pass for  which  the  action  was  brought. 
So  where  a  man  claims  a  right  of 
way,  which  is  disputed  by  the  owner 
of  the  close,  and  has  committed  tres- 
passes in  other  parts,  besides  those  in 
which  he  claims  the  way,  if  the  de- 
fendant pleads  a  right  of  way,  the 
plaintiff  must  traverse  it,  and  further 
state  in  a  new  assignment  that  the  de- 
fendant committed  trespasses  in  other 
parts  of  the  dose.    In  cases  where  the 


plaintiff  answers  the  plea  and  also  new 
assigns,  it  is  usual  to  aver  in  the  new- 
assignment  that  the  action  was  brought 
as  well  for  the  trespass  mentioned  in 
the  plea,  as  for  the  trespass  which  is 
new  assigned.  But  where  the  plea 
does  not  at  all  meet  the  plaee  in  the 
declaration,  but  justifies  the  trespass  in 
some  other  place  of  the  same  name,  or 
otherwise,  upon  some  l^gal  ground  of 
defence,  the  plaintiff  makes  merely  a 
new  assignment  without  traversing  any 
part  of  the  pleii,  for  that  would  ob- 
viously be  repugnant ;  in  which  new  as- 
signment care  must  be  taken  to  describe 
the  place  with  all  its  abuttals  by  metes 
and  boundaries,  so  as  cleariy  to  distin* 
guish  it  from  the  place  justified  in  the 
plea.  Dyer,  264.  Cro.  Jac  594.  Cro. 
£liz.  355.  492.  As  where  a  man  is 
possessed  of  two  closes,  each  called 
the  Ready  and  the  defendant  has  a 
right  of  passage  over  one»  but  none 
over  the  other  close,  if  to  an  action  for 
going  over  the  close  where  he  has  m 
right,  he  justifies  going  over  that  where 
he  has  a  right,  the  plaintiff  must  new 
assign.  It  is  almost  needless  to  ob- 
serve, that  in  this  case  it  b  not  usual 
to  state  that  the  action  was  brought  as 
well  for  the  trespass  justified  as  for 
that  which  is  new  assigned.  So  where 
in  trespass  a  grant  of  a  way,  commoa, 
&c.  is  pleaded,  if  the  defendant  has 
used  the  way,  &c  in  a  different  man- 
ner from  what  he  is  entitled  to  do 
under  the  grant,  the  plaintiff  most  new 
assign.  1  T.  R.  56a  Stnhouse  y.Chru^ 
tian.(o) 

With  respect  to  trespass  for  takmg 
goods;  this  action  differs  from  the  other, 
because  that  is  loealt  this  is  transUofry^ 
the  place  being  mentioned  in  the  de» 


(p)  [See  4M.  &W.245.    Cowling    Roberts.     11  A.  &  E.  759.  AUanr. 
V.  Higginson.    Ibid.  769.  Colchester  v.    Gomme.   3  P.  &  D.  581.  S.  C] 
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claration  merely  for  a  venue.  Garth* 
176*  But  as  the  defendant  may  by  hia 
plea  make  the  action  local  by  his  justi- 
fying in  some  particular  place,  in  which 
case  it  has  been  held  that  he  must  give 
the  place  a  name,  the  plaintiff  may 
new  assign  in  this  action  as  well  as  in 
the  other.  Bull.'  N.  P.  92.  Cro.  Jac. 
141.  BaU  V.  Bradley.  Freem.  238. 
CoMey  V.  Pagrave.  2  Salk.  453.  Coke 
T» Evans.  6 Mod,l90.  ffelwisr.Lombe. 
Goldsb.  191.  Bodyam  v.  Smiih.  As 
where  trespass  is  brought  for  taking 
away  the  plaintiff's  oaks,  the  defend- 
ant pleads  that  the  oaks  were  standing 
in  a  certain  close  called  A,,  situate  in 
the  manor  of  O.,  which  is  the  freehold 
of  B.y  who  felled  them,  and  justifies 
taking  them  away  by  the  command  of 
Bn  the  plaintiff  may  new  auign  that 
the  oaks  were  growing  in  the  plaintiff's 
close  within  the  manor  of  W.  and  were 


other  oaks,  &c.  than  those  mentioned 
in  the  plea.  In  these  transitory  actions 
not  only  the  place  but  the  time  may 
be  made  material  by  the  plea,  and  then 
the  plaintiff  must  new  assign  the  tres. 
pass  at  another  time.  2  Ld.  Raym. 
1015.  1  Lev.  110,  111.  Lee  v.  Rogers. 
Of  thisi  instances  were  given  in  the 
beginning  of  this  note  in  actions  of 
assault,  &c.    See  2  Saund.  5  c^d^h. 

So  where  in  actions  for  breaking  and 
entering  the  plaintiff's  house  or  land, 
felling  his  timber,  or  taking  away  his 
goods,  the  defendant  pleads  a  licence, 
which  the  plaintiff  had  revoked  before 
any  of  the  trespasses  were  committed* 
or  which  was  confined  to  some  parti* 
cular  thing,  and  the  defendant  exceed- 
ed it,  the  plaintiff  must  state  the  revo- 
cation or  excess  in  a  new  assign- 
ment (p)  There  are  some  replications 
which  rather  partake  of  the  nature  of 


(p)  See  3  Camp.  524.  Ditcham  r. 
Bond.  But  where  the  declaration  com- 
plains of  trespasses  on  divers  days  and 
Umesy  and  the  defendant  pleads  a  licence 
generally,  he  is  bound  to  shew  a  licence 
co-extensive  with  the  trespasses  proved; 
and  therefore  the  plaintiff  having  shown 
a  trespass  prior  to  the  date  of  the  licence, 
was  held  to  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  on 
an  issue  simply  denying  the  licence 
without  any  new  assignment.  11  East, 
451.  Barnes  v.  HunU  [It  seems,  how- 
ever, that  iL  in  this  case  the  plaintiff 
had  new  assigned,  instead  of  replying 
de  injurid^  he  might  equally  have  re- 
covered for  trespasses  which  were  not 
covered  by  the  licence.  For  in  Bokon 
v»  SAemuoh  2  M.  &  W.  395.,  which 
was  trover  by  the  assignee  of  an  Insolv- 
ent for  ten  horses,  the  defendant  pleaded 
that  he  sold  and  delivered  to  the  In- 
solvent, (before  he  petitioned,  &c.), 
divers  horses,  being  the  same  as  those 
mentioned  in  the  declaration,  on  the 
terms  that  he,  the  defendant^  might 


at  any  time,  until  payment  of  the 
price,  take  and  retain  Uie  horses  and 
harness  as  a  pledge  for  such  part  of 
the  price  as  should  remain  unpaid  until 
payment ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
conversion,  part  of  the  price  remained 
due ;  and  that  after  the  phiintiff  became 
possessed  as  assignee,  the  defendant 
took  the  said  horses  into  his  possession 
as  such  pledge,  qtue  esteadem  &c.  The 
plaintiff  new  assigned,  that  the  action 
was  brought,  not  for  the  supposed  con- 
version in  the  plea  mentioned,  but  for  the 
conversion  of  ten  horses,  other  than 
and  different  to  those  in  the  plea  men* 
Honed ;  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded 
not  guilty.  At  the  trial,  evidence  was 
given  of  the  conversion  of  five  horses, 
two  of  which  were,  and  three  were  not, 
the  subject  of  the  agreement  stated  in 
the  plea.  And  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  the 
value  of  the  three,  the  conversion  of 
them  not  being  justified  under  the  lien 
set  up  in  the  plea.  —  It  may  further  be 
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new  aflaigimieQtB  than  are  properly  and 
ftrictly  80*    As  where  a  man  abases 


an  authority   or  licence^    whidi  the 
law  gives  him,  by  whidi  be  becomes  a 


observed,  as  to  the  ease  of  Barnes  t. 
Hunt,  that  there  the  licence  pleaded  was 
wholly  inapplicable  to  all  the  trespasses 
proved  on  one  particular  day.  And, 
accordingly,  if  in  case  by  a  commoner 
for  disturbance  of  common^  the  declara- 
tion charges  that  the  defendant,  being 
also  a  commoner,  surchaiged  the  common 
on  divers  days  and  times  by  putting  on 
divers  to  wit  fifty  cattie,  which  were  not 
levani  and  cottchant,  and  the  defendant 
pleads  that  they  were  levantaxid  couehantf 
he  is  bouod  to  shew  that  all  the  cattle, 
which  the  plaintiff  proves  to  have  been 
put  on  the  common  by  him^  were  levant 
and  couchant.  But  where  the  declara* 
tion  treats  the  defendant  as  a  stranger, 
and  merely  charges  a  disturbance  of  the 
common  by  turning  on  divers,  to  wit,  fifty 
cattle  on  divers  days  and  times,  to  which 
the  defendant  pleads  a  right  of  common, 
and  that  he  put  on  the  cattie  naentioned 
in  the  declaration,  being  his  own  com- 
monable cattle,  levant  and  couchant, 
qua  est  eadem^  &c. ;  if  in  truth  the  de- 
fendant is  a  commoner,  but  has  sur- 
charged, the  plaintiff  must  new  assign, 
and  not  traverse  the  levancy  and  couch* 
ancy ;  for,  under  the  issue  on  that  tra« 
verse,  he  cannot  insist  on  a  surcharge, 
.and  the  defendant  will  succeed  if  he 
shews  that  on  every  occasion  of  alleged 
disturbance,  some  of  the  cattie  put  on 
by  him  were  levant  and  couchant,  the 
precise  number  mentioned  in  the  de« 
olaration  being  immaterial,  6  A.  &  £. 
911.  Bowen  v.  Jenkin.  2  Nev.  &  P.  87. 
S.C.  Post^  note  (2)  to  MeUor  v.  Spate- 
many  adjinem. 

Formerly,  by  reason  of  the  rarity  of 
special  pleas  except  in  trespass,  a  new 
assignment  seldom  occurred,  unless  in 
that  form  of  action.  But,  since  the  New 
Rules,  it  often  has  become  necessary  to 


resort  to  it,  not  only  in  actions  on  the 
case,  but  also  ex  contractu.  (See  1  M. 
&  Gr.  148.    Bristowe   v.  FaircUmgh, 

1  Scott,  N.R.161.  S.C.)  Where,  how. 
ever,  there  is  a  general  plea  of  payment 
to  the  general  counts  indebtoroMVMp- 
siif  it  is  held  that  the  principle  o£Bame$ 
V.  Hunt  applies ;  and  that,  the  plainti^ 
without  being  put  to  a  new  ass^ment, 
will  be  entitied  to  a  verdict  on  the  issue 
taken  on  that  plea,  unless  the  defendant 
can  shew  that  he  has  paid  every  demand 
which  the  plaintiff  can  establish  at  the 
trial.  4  M.  &  W.  4.  Freeman  v.  Cn^. 
9A.&E.248.  Alston  v.  MiOs.  IF. 
&  D.  197.  S.  C.  5  Bing.  N.  C.  55S. 
James  v.  Lingham.   7  Scott,  60S.  S.  C. 

2  Dowl.  N.  S.  658.  Kenningham  ▼. 
Alison.  See  also  6  Bing.  N.  C.  26.  HiU 
V.  White.  8  Scott,  245.  S.  C.  But  if  the 
plea,  instead  of  being  general,  alleges  that 
the  demand  (which  in  the  declaration  is 
general)  arose  under  a  specified  contract, 
and  avers  payment  and  acceptance  in 
pursuance  of  it,  the  plaintiff  must  new 
assign,  and  not  merely  take  issue  on  the 
payment  and  acceptance,  if  he  means  to 
go  for  any  demand  not  the  subject  of 
the  contract  alleged  in  the  plea ;  for  here 
the  plea,  on  the  face  of  it,  shews  that  it 
has  not  hit  the  declaration.  1  Q.  B.  77* 
Rogers  Y.Custance.  4  P.  &  D.  574.  S.C. 
And  it  will  make  no  difference  that  the 
particulars  of  demand  are  confined  to 
the  extra  claim  ;  for  they  cannot  prevaif 
to  make  that  the  issue  between  the  par* 
ties,  which  the  plea  and  replication  un- 
equivocally shew  not  to  be  the  issue. 
Ibid.  If  in  an  action  for  money  lent 
the  defendant  pleads  payment,  and  the 
plaintiff  new  assigns,  he  cannot  recover 
unless  there  were  two  debts.  4A^ 
£.  107.  BallY.  Middleion.  4 Nev.  & 
M.S68.  S.C.] 
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trespasser  ab  initio  $  if  the  defendant 
pleads  such  licence  or  authority,  the 
plaintiff  must  reply  the  abuse,  8  Rep. 
146.  7%e  Six  Carpenters'  case.  3  Wils. 


20.  Dye  v.  LeaOerdah.  S  T.  R.  292. 
Taylor  v.  Cole.  S.C,  1  H.  Black.  555. 
1  T.  R.  338.  Gundry  v.  Feliham,  per 
JBuUerJ.(q) 


(g)  [Accordingly,  where  the  defend- 
ant justifies  an  assault  and  battery  as 
being  the  moderate  correction  of  an  ap« 
prentice,  the  plaintiff  must  reply  excess 
if  he  means  to  rely  on  it  2  Cr.  M.  &  R. 
338.  Penn  v.  Ward.  So  where  the  justi- 
fication is  by  way  of  tnoUiter  mantis  im- 
poemt  to  turn  the  plaintiff  out  of  the  de- 
fendant's house,  if  the  plaintiff  means  to 
insist  that  more  than  necessary  violence 
was  used,  he  must  reply  it  2  M.  &  W. 
791.  797.  3  M.  &  W.  150.  Oakee  v. 
Wood.  Ante,  p.  296  a.  note  (a).  But  the 
plaintiff  never  need  reply  a  matter  which 
is  necessarily  alleged  in  the  plea  of  jus- 
tification. 5  B.  &  A.  220.  Phillips  v. 
Howgate.  4  Nev.  &  M.  469.  Reece  v. 
Tayhr.  1  M.  &  W.  336.  Kerbey  v. 
Denby.  If  the  circumstances  are  such, 
that  the  excess  does  not  make  the  de- 
fendant a  trespasser  ab  initio^  the  plain- 
tiff, instead  of  replying  it,  must  new  as- 
sign. (See  the  observation  of  Patteson 
J.  3  A.  &  E.  718,  719.  Bone  v.  Daw.) 
But  where  the  defendant  pleads,  1.  not 
guilty ;  2.  a  plea  in  justification  ;  and 
the  justification  omits  to  address  itself 
to  some  part  of  the  declaration,  which 
is  not  merely  matter  of  aggravation  but 
material,  and  the  gist  of  the  action, 
according  to  the  distinction  taken,  ant^ 
p.  28  b,  c.  note(3)  to  Manchester  v.  Vale^ 
the  plaintiff  is  not  put  to  a  new  assign- 
ment, but  may  recover  damages  for  the 
part  unanswered ;  in  the  same  way  as 
he  might  have  taken  judgment  for  that 
by  nil  didt,  if  there  had  been  no  plea 
of  not  guilty.  10  Bing.  35.  Stammers 
V.  Yearsley.  3  M.  &  Sc.  410.  S.  C. 
1  Bing.  N.C.72.  Bush  v.  Parker.  4 
M.  &  Sc  588.  S.  C.  2  Cr.  &  M.  329. 
Neville  r.  Cooper.    2M.^  W.791.796. 


See  further,  as  to  the  necessity  of  re- 
plying or  new  assigning  excess,  2  Camp. 
175.  MonprivaUv.SmitJi,  1  Bing.  317. 
Lambert  v.  Hodgson.  8  B.  Moore,  326. 
S.  C.  1 C.  &  P.  381.  GaU  y.  Dalrympk. 
Ibid.  394.  Bowen  v.  Parry.  As  to  what 
shall  make  a  man  a  trespasser  ab  iniHoy 
see  5  B.  &  C.  485.  Shorland  v.  Govett 
8  D.  &  R.  257.  S.  C.  7  A.  &  E.  167. 
Smiili  V.  EgginUm.  2  Nev.  &  P.  143.  S.  C. 
The  motive  and  intention  with  which  an 
authority  given  by  law  was  exercised, 
cannot  be  inquired  into  on  the  general 
replication  de  injurid.  2  M.  &  W.  791. 
Oakes  V.  Wood.  See  ant^,  p.  23  b.']  — 
Where  the  defendant  justifies  under  pro- 
cess which  is  defective,  if  the  plaintiff, 
instead  of  replying  the  defect,  new  as- 
signs that  the  assault  was  committed  on 
another  occasion,  he  is  bound  to  prove 
some  assault  unconnected  with  the  pro- 
cess, and  if  he  cannot,  there  must  be  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant ;  for  the  plain- 
tiff might  have  taken  issue  on  the  plea. 
16  East,  82.  Odkky  v.  Davis.  [See  2 
M.  &  Rob.  184.  Darby  v.  Smith.  Ac-^ 
cord.  The  distinction  between  the  case 
oi  Oakley  v.  Davis  and  that  of  BolUm 
v.  Sherman^  ante,  p.  300/.  note  (p)  is, 
that  on  the  new  assignment  in  the  for«' 
mer  case  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to 
prove  an  arrest  on  a  different  occasion 
from  the  one  justified ;  whereas,  under 
the  new  assignment  in  the  latter  case, 
the  plaintiff  had  only  to  prove  that  there 
were  horses  taken  which  were  not  the 
subject  of  the  lien.  2  M.  &  W.  399. 
by  Parke  B.  See  further  15  East,  25. 
Pratt  y.  Groome^  ant^,  p.  300a.  note(A). 
1  Mann.  &  Gr.  710.  Brancker  v.  Moly* 
neux.  1  Scott,  N.  R.  553.  S.  C. 
If  theplaintiff  is  to  put  a  secondnew 
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(7)  It  seems  this  would  have  been  a 
fatal  objection,  as  it  is  now  upon  a  ^pe- 
ciai  demurrer.  3  T.  R.  184.  note  (6), 
Atkinson  v.  Anderttm.  Ibid.  183.  Belk 
V.  Broadbentj  where  it  appears  to  be  ad- 
mitted, that  the  objection  would  have 
been  valid,  if  the  day  mentioned  in  the 
plea  had  been  in  the  vacation,  for  the 
court  will  judicially  take  notice  of  the 
beginning  and  end  of  the  terms.  S.  P. 
2  Ld.  Raym.  1557.  Esiwick  v.  Cooke. 


1  LdRaym.  4.  Bally.  Rome.  Ibid.  35i. 
PuUeinv.  Benson.  I  Vent  264.  ^Ijum. 
Vide  Latch,  11. 118.  In  5  Burr.2586. 
and  2  Black.  683.  Mori  ▼.  Weston^  the 
court  seemed  inclined  to  overrule  this 
objection,  but  took  a  distinction  between 
that  case  and  Eshoieke  v.  Cooke.  How- 
ever, the  subsequent  cases  shew  that  the 
courts  still  hold  this  objection  to  be  a 
valid  one.  (r) 


assignment,  it  must  be  so  framed  as  not 
to  carry  his  complaint  beyond  the  limits 
within  which  he  has  confined  it  by  the 
first.  7  A.  &  E.  827.  838.  Pugh  v. 
Griffiths.  3  Nev.&  P.  187.  S.  C— It  may 
here  be  observed,  that  it  is  not  allowable 
for  the  plaintifi^,  instead  of  new  assign- 
ing, to  traverse  the  identity  of  the  subject 
of  the  plea  with  the  subject  of  the  decla- 
ration, or  of  a  former  new  assignment 
1  A.  &  E.  210.  7  M.  &  W.  562.  Thus 
in  assumpsit  by  the  indorsee  of  a  bill 
against  the  acceptor,  the  defendant 
pleaded  a  case  of  fraud,  viz.  that  an 
acceptance  was  given  for  accommodation, 
with  an  understanding  that  a  bill  at  nine 
months  should  be  written  over  it,  but 
the  drawer  fraudulently  made  the  bill' 
payable  at  six*  and  that  the  bill  passed 
to  the  plaintiff  without  value  and  with 
notice.  The  plaintiff  replied  that  the 
bill  declared  on  by  him  was  a  different 
one,  and  concluded  to  the  country.  It 
was  held  by  Patteson  J.,  in  the  Bail 
Court,  on  special  demurrer,  that  this  re- 
plication  was  bad ;  for  that  the  plaintiff 
by  saying  ^  the  bill  I  declare  on  is  a 
«<  different  bill,"  admitted  the  existence 
of  a  second  bill,  and  therefore  ought  to 
have  concluded  with  a  verification  so  as 
to  give  the  defendant  an  opportunity  of 
pleading  to  the  other  bill.  The  plain- 
tiff thereupon  amended,  and  new  as- 
signed that  the  bill  pleaded  was  not  the 
same  bill  as  tkat  declared  tqnm  but  an» 


otkerj  for  that  the  former  was  accepted 
generally,  and  the  defendant  never  ac- 
cepted the  same  in  a  qualified  manner. 
The  defendant  in  his  plea  to  the  new  as- 
signment again  stated  the  case  of  fraud, 
omitting  to  aver  that  the  acceptance 
was  given  for  accommodation ;  hot  in 
other  respects,  as  before.  The  pbuntiff 
again  replied  that  the  bill  mentioned  in 
the  last  plea  was  not  tke  same  as  that 
newly  assigned  but  another,  and  con- 
cluded to  the  country  :  and  it  was  held 
that  the  same  objection,  on  the  same 
grounds,  was  applicable  to  this  repli- 
cation as  to  the  former,  and  would  con- 
tinue applicable  ad  infinitum^  so  long  as 
the  same  course  of  pleading  continued. 

1  A.  &  E.  210.   Heydon  v.  TTumpsom. 

2  Nev.  &  M.  403.  3  N.  &  M.  3ia  S.C. 
Accordingly,  where  in  assumpsit  by 
drawer  against  acceptor,  the  defendant 
pleaded  payment  of  a  bill  drawn  and 
accepted  by  the  same  parties,  and  ave^ 
red  that  the  bill  mentioned  in  the  de- 
claration was  the  same  as  that  id  the 
plea ;  to  which  the  plaintiff  replied  de- 
nying the  identity  and  concluding  to 
the  country ;  it  was  held,  on  special 
demurrer,  upon  the  authority  of  Ay- 
don  V.  7%om/M(m,  that  this  replication 
was  bad.  7M.  dfW.562.  Whederr. 
Senior."] 

(r)  But  if  the  day  be  laid  under  a  vi- 
delieetf  although  it  be  a  day  in  vacation, 
and  it  be  allied  tkat  the  court  was 
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then  held,  it  has  been  decided  in  C.  B.  if  it  be  not  alleged  that  the  court  was 

on  special  demurrer,  that  the  day  may  then  held,  a  writ  may  be  stated  in  plead- 

be  rejected  as  surplusage.    2  Brod.  &  ing  to  have  issued  in  vacation.    15  East, 

Bing.659.   LueheU  v.  Plumer.     And  S78.  Harrington  v.  Taylor^ 


Dominus  Eex  versus  Opie  and  Dodge,  &c.  case  46. 

Trin.  21  of  King  Charles  the  Second^  among  the  Indictments^ 

No.  19. 

^to^'lft^  it  remembered,  that  Sir  Thomas  Fanshaw, 
^  -*-*  knight,  coroner  and  attorney  of  our  lord  the  king, 
in  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  before  the  king  himself, 
*who  prosecutes  for  our  said  lord  the  king  in  this  behalf,  in  his 
own  proper  person  comes  here  into  the  court  of  our  said  lord 
the  king,  before  the  king  himself,  at  Westminster,  on  Friday 
next  after  the  morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  this  same  term, 
and  for  our  said  lord  the  king,  gives  the  court  here  to  under- 
stand and  be  informed,  that  at  the  assizes  holden  for  the  said 
county  of  Cornwall,  at  Launceston  in  the  said  county,  on  Wed- 
nesday the  1 7  th  day  of  March,  in  the  21st  year  of  the  reign  of 
our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  by  the  grace  of  God,  of  England, 
Scotland,  France,  and  Ireland,  king,  defender  of  the  faith,  &c. 
before  Sir  John  Vatighan,  knight,  chief  justice  of  ou^  said  lord 
the  king  of  the  bench,  and  Sir  John  Archer,  knight,  one  of  the 
justices  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  bench,  justices  of  the 
same  lord  the  king  assigned  to  take  assizes  in  the  said  county, 
a  certain  issue  in  a  plea  of  trespass  upon  the  case  between  Ed- 
ward Hoblin,  gent,  plaintiff,  and  Richard  Opie,  gent,  defendant, 
was  tried  by  a  jury  of  the  country.  And  that  the  said  Richard 
Opie,  of  St.  Breach,  near  Wadebridge,  in  the  said  county,  gen- 
tlenum,  Peter  Dingle,  of  St  Mayba,  in  the  said  county,  yeo- 
xnaOk,  Stephen  Trehane,  late  of  Launceston,  in  the  said  county, 
yeoman,  and  Edward  Dodge,  late  of  Launceston,  in  the  said 
county,  yeoman,  on  the  17th  day  o{  March,  in  the  said  2lBt 
year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  Launceston 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  before  the  said  trial,  con- 
tiived,  conspired,  and  among  themselves  unlawfully  agreed, 
by  rewards  and  other  ways  and  means,  unlawfully  to  procure 
a  verdict  to  be  given  for  the  defendant :  and  to  perform  their 
said  most  wicked  intentions,  contrivances,  and  conspiracies, 
the  said  Richard  Opie,  Peter  Dingle,  Stephen  Trehane,  Edward 
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The  Kino    Dodffe,  and  Christopher  Bamesj  then  and  there  agreed  that  the 
r.  Opie.      ^^  Stephen  TTrehane  and  Edward  Dodge^  for  divers  sums  of 
'  money  to  them  the  said  Stephen  Trehane  and  Edward  Dodge, 

paid  by  the  said  JPeter  Dingle  and  Richard  Opie,  should  pro- 
cure themselves  the  BSdd  Stephen  Trehane  sjid  Edward  Dodge 
to  be  sworn  de  circumstantibus  for  the  trial  of  the  said  issue, 
and  should  give  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  And  according 
[  301  ]  to  the  said  agreement  between  the  said  Richard  Opie,  Peter 
Dingle,  Steplien  TVeJiane,  and  Edward  Dodge,  had,  the  said 
Stephen  Trehane  and  Edward  Dodge,  by  unlawful  ways  and 
means,  procured  themselves  to  be  sworn  de  circumstantibus  for 
the  trial  of  the  said  issue ;  and  being  so  sworn,  t(^ther  with 
the  other  jury  sworn  to  try  the  said  issue,  then  and  there  gave 
their  verdict  for  the  defendant,  to  the  great  damage  of  the 
siud  Edward  HobUn,  to  the  evil  and  pernicious  example  of  ail 
others  in  such  case  offending,  and  against  the  peace  of  our  said 
lord  the  now  king,  his  crown  and  dignity,  &c. ;  whereupon  the 
said  coroner  and  attorney  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  for  the 
same  lord  the  king,  prays  the  advice  of  the  court  here  in  the 
.  premises,  and  due  process  of  law  in  this  behalf  to  be  made 
against  the  said  Richard  Opie,  Peter  Dingle,  Stephen  Trehane, 
and  Edward  Dodge,  to  answer  our  said  lord  the  king  of  and  in 
the  premises,  &c. 


Case  46.     Our  Lord  the  King  versus  Opie  and  Dodge,  and 

others^  by  Indictment. 
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Information  for  TNFORMATION  for  an  offence  in  the  nature  of  em- 

tiiTIStiw^of "  bracery,  against  Opie  and  Dodge,  and  two  other  defend- 

embracery,  ants,  for  that  whcrcas,  at  the  assiases  in  Cornwall,  a  certain 

wouW  not  hear  is^uc  in  a  plea  of  trespass  upon  the  case,  between  HobKn,  an 

any  motion  in  attomev,  plaintiff,  and  Richard  Opie,  one  of  the  now  defend- 

arrest  of  judg-  ,  ,   «      ,  ,  .    ,,     «  i      .       • 

raent  S.C.        auts,  then  defendant,  came  on  to  be  tned  before  the  justices 
"i**^  }  ^**°^'    of  assize,  and  that  the  defendants,  before  the  trial,  contrived, 

109.   I  Hawk.  '  ' 

P.  c.  260.  fo.     conspired,  and  among  themselves  unlawfully  agreed;  by  re- 
^  wards  and  other  unlawful  ways  and  means,  to  procure  a  ver- 

dict to  be  given  for  the  defendant  in  that  action,  and  to  compatf 
it  they  contrived  that  the  eeid  Dodge  and  Trehane,  another  of 
the  now  defendants,  for  divers  sums  of  money^  should  prcKTure 
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themselyes  to  be  sworn  de  circumstantSms  for  the  trial  of  the    The  King 
issue^  and  that  they  should  give  their  verdict  for  the  defendant      ^'  Opie. 
in  the  action,  and  by  those  undae  means  they  procured  them-  ' 

selves  to  be  sworn  de  circumstantibus  upon  the  trial  of  the  issue, 
and  thereupon  they,  together  with  the  other  jurors,  gave  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant  in  the  said  action,  to  the  great 
damage  of  the  said  JHoblyn,  and  to  the  evil  and  pernicious 
example  of  all  others,  &c  And  to  this  information  the  defend- 
ants pleaded  not  guilty,  and  were  all  found  guilty  at  the  last 
assizes  in  Cornwall 

And  now  Saunders  would  have  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
and  he  was  prepared  with  divers  exceptions ;  but  Ilale^  chief 
justice,  would  not  hear  hun,  but  said  that  the  defendants  might 
bring  their  writ  of  error  if  they  would,  for  he  would  not  give  [  302  ] 
any  countenance  to  such  an  offence ;  whereupon  judgment 
was  given  against  the  defendants,  quod  capiantur  adfaciend. 
finem  cum  domino  rege^  S*^-  (1) 

Note  :  That  although  there  was  no  matter  of  law  deter- 
mined in  this  case,  yet  I  have  taken  notice  of  it  for  the  enor- 
mity of  the  offence  in  such  bad  practices  to  corrupt  the  very 
fountain  of  justice,  which  are  worthy  of  severe  pimishment. 
Note :  The  statutes  restraining  embracery  and  maintenance, 
viz.  5  Ed.  3.  c.  10.,  34  Edw.  3.  c.  8.,  and  38  Edw.  3.  c  12. 
Et  vide  31  H.  6.  1.  8.  and  37  H.  6.  31. 

(1 )  Mr.  Seijeant  Hawkins,  in  2d  vol.  "  conspiracy ;  but  in  my  own  experience 

P.  C.  442.  note  (rf),  foL  ed.  says,  «  but  "  I  never  knew  such  a  motion  refused 

"  in   Saund.  801,  302.    Chief  Justice  «  to  be  heard."     And  the  present  prac- 

«<  Hale  refused  to  hear  any  motion  in  tice  is  to  hear  such  a  motion,  (a) 
^<  arrest  of  judgment  of  a  scandalous 


(a)  See  3  M.  &  S.  67.  The  King  v.  516.  Rex  v.  Cohen.  5  B.  &  Ad.  52. 
De  Berenger  and  Others,  ace.  So  a  Rexv.Suiion.  2Nev.&M.57.  S.C.  See 
motion  may  be  made  for  a  new  trial  in  «  also  2  Moo.  C.  C.  9.  JRex  v.  Lea.  How- 
cases  where  the  defendants  have  been  ever,  where  the  defendants  have  been 
convicted  on  indictments  for  conspiracy;  acquitted  on  an  indictment  for  the  non- 
but  all  the  defendants  convicted  must  repair  of  a  highway,  the  court,  under 
be  present  11  East,  307*  The  King  v.  special  circumstances,  has  suspended 
Teal.  3  M.  &  S.  9.  TheKing  v.  Askew,  the  judgment  so  as  to  enable  the  parties 
Ibid.  10.  note,  The  King  v.  Lord  Coch-  to  have  the  question  reconsidered  on 
rane.  [But  no  new  trial  can  be  had  another  indictment,  without  the  impedi'- 
when  the  defendant  is  acquitted,  al-  ment  of  the  former  judgment  5B.& 
though  the  acquittal  was  founded  on  Ad.  52.] 
tjhe  misdirection  of  the  judge.    1  Stark. 
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Caie  47.         Merchant  verms  Driver,  Administrator  of  Rowe. 
HiL  20  &  21  of  King  Charles  the  Second.     RoL  1340. 
See  Lib.  Pl«c   ^npiandA  g\lJR  lord  the  kuur  hath  sent  to  the  sheriff  of 

290.  pi.  24. 26.       to  wit    J  if     «  ^  ll  V  TTl  •      xi.  J      x         ♦. 

ciift.659.pl.i.  ouffolk  his  wnt  dose  m  these  words,  to  wit: 

^M  665^*  1^*   Charles  the  Second,  by  the  grace  of  God,  of  Englandy  Scot- 

668.  pi.  7.  669^  ^^9  France^  and  Ireland^  king,  defender  of  the  faith,  &c 

i!iu!  eS.''666!  ^  *^®  ®^®"^  ^^  S'ljf ott,  greetmg ;  Whereas  we  btely  com- 

Heeita  aji/oJ  manded  our  sheriffs  of  London,  that  of  the  goods  and  diattek 

titx^'th^he.  ^^•'^A^  -R^wwf,  deceased,  at  the  tune  of  his  death,  who  died 

rift  of  London,  intestate,  in  the  hands  of  Thomas  Driver,  administrator  of  all 

and  singular  the  goods  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits,  which 

were  of  the  said  John,  to  be  administered,  in  their  bailiwick» 

they  should  cause  to  be  made  100/.  of  debt,  and  33*.  and  4d. 

for  [damages,  which  B(^ert  Merchant,  deceased,  and   fVU- 

Ham  Cripps,  likewise  deceased,  which  William  the  sMdiW^^ 

survived,  had  in  their  lifetime  sustained,  as  well  on  occadon 

of  the  detention  of  that^ebt,  as  for  their  costs  and  chaigesby 

them  about  their  suit  in  that  behalf  expended,  whereof  the 

said  John  Rowe  in  his  lifetime  was  convicted,  as  appeared  to 

us  of  record,  and  that  they  should  have  that  money  before  us 

at  Westminster,  on  Wednesday  next  after  the  morrow  of  St 

Martin  now  last  past,  to  render  to  Mary  Merchant,  widow, 

administratrix  of  all  and  singular  the  goods  and  chattels. 

rights  and  credits,  which  were  of  the  said  Robert  Merchant, 

her  late  husband  at  the  time  of  his  death,  to  be  administered. 

And  whereas  in  our  own  court  before  us  it  was  considered 
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tiiat  the  said  Mary  should  have  execution  against  the  said   Merchant 
Thomas  for  the  said  debt  and  damages  in  form  aforesaid :  and   v*  Driver. 
our  said  sheriffs  of  London  at  that  day  returned  to  us,  that      .     ^  . 
the  said  Tliomaa  had  not  any  goods  or  chattels  which  were  of  have  exeeutioa, 
the  said  John  at  the  time  of  his  death  in  their  bailiwick,  f^^^^^f"^ 
whereof  they  could  make  or  cause  to  be  levied  the  debt  and  bona, 
damages  aforesud,  or  any  part  thereof;  whereupon  it  was 
sufficiently  testified,  on  the  part  of  the  said  Man/y  in  our  said 
court  before  us,  that  the  said  Jliomaa  had  sufficient  goods  and 
chattels,  which  were  of  the  said  John  at  the  time  of  his  death 
in  the  hands  of  him  the  said  Thomas  to  be  administered,  in 
your  bailiwick,  whereof  you  could  cause  to  be  made  the  debt 
and  damages  aforesaid,  therefore  we  lately  conunanded  you, 
that  of  the  goods  and  chattels,  which  were  of  the  said  John  at  TeafatumjUH 
the  time  of  his  death  in  the  hands  of  the  said  Thomas  to  be  i^^HJxo  the 
administered,  in  your  bailiwick,  you  should  cause  to  be  made  «heriff  of  Saf- 
the  siud  \QOL  of  the  debt  aforesaid,  and  also  the  said  33^. 
and  4^  of  the  damages  aforestud,  and  that  you  should  have 
that  money  before  us  at  Westminster  on  Saturday  next  after 
the  octave  of  St  Hilary  then  next  coming,  to  render  to  the 
said  Mary  for  the  debt  and  damages  aforesaid  in  form  afore- 
said.    And  whereas  at  that  day  you  returned  to  us,  that,  for  Mandate  to  the 
execution  to  be  made  of  the  said  writ  to  you  thereof  directed,  in^^y  of  ip^- 
jou  had  sent  your  mandate  to  the  bailiffs  of  our  town  of  ^ich, 
Ipswich  in  your  county,  who  have  full  execution  of  all  writs 
and  warrants  to  be  executed  within  the  liberty  of  the  same 
town,  and  the  return  thereof,  and  that  within  the  liberty  of 
the  same  town  the'  execution  of  that  writ  totally  remuns  to  who  have  given 
be  made,  which  said  bailiffs  had  not  given  you  any  answer ;  ^  "**^ 
whereupon  by  our  other  writ  we  lately  commanded  you,  that  N<m  omittat, 
you  should  omit  not  by  reason  of  any  liberty  of  the  liberty  of 
the  bailiflb^f  our  said  town  of  Ipswich  aforesaid,  but  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  John  Howe,  at  the  time  of  his 
death  in  the  hands  of  the  said  Thomas  as  aforesaid  to  be  ad- 
ministered, in  your  bailiwick,  you  shall  cause  to  be  made  the 
said  100/.  of  debt,  and  also  the  said  33s.  and  4d  of  the 
damages  aforesaid,  and  that  you  should  have  that  money 
before  us  at  Westminster  on  Friday  next  after  the  morrow  of 
the  Holy  Trinity  now  last  past,  to  render  to  the  said  Mary 
for  the  debt  and  damages  aforesaid ;  and  you  at  that  day  re-  NmOa  hona 
turned  to  us,  that  the  said  Thomas  had  no  goods  or  chattels  in  ^*>"****- 
your  bailiwick  which  were  of  the  said  John  at  the  time  of  his 
death  in  the  hands  of  him  the  said  Thomas^  be  administered, 
VOL.  !•  u  u 
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Merchant  versus  Driver. 


Merchant 
V.  Driver* 


[  305  ] 


Fieri  fadat  de 
btmii  inUitaii, 


n  Hbi  eamiare 
pouit  per  in- 
quUitionem, 


that  defendant 
hath  sold,  &c. 
the  goods,  &e. 
of  the  intestate, 


Scire  facias  to 
the  defendant 
to  shew  cause, 


quare  exeat* 
tionem  non. 


whereof  you  could  cause  to  he  made  the  deht  and  damagefl 
aforesaid^  or  any  part  thereof.     And  forasmudi  as  it  /was  con- 
ceived that  the  said  return  is  in  delay  of  having  execution  of 
the  said  recovery,  and  (or  that  it  is  sufficiently  testified  in  our 
court  before  us,  that  the  said  TTiomas  haidi  ehiffiied,  sM,  and 
to  his  own  use  converted  and  disposed  (1),  of  divers  ^goods  and 
chattels  which  were  of  the  said  John  at  the  time  of  his  death 
in  the  hands  of  him  the  said  Thomas  to  be  administered,  to 
the  value  of  the  said  debt  and  damages,  with  that  intent  that 
the  execution  aforesaid  should  not  be  made,  we  being  un- 
willing that  those  things,  which  in  our  court  before  us  are 
rightly  done  or  adjudged,  should  be  defeated  by  art,  subtlety, 
or  contrivance,  command  you,  as  we  have  oftentimes  coaat' 
manded  you,  that  of  the  goods  and  chattels  which  were  of  the 
said  John  Howe  at  the  time  of  his  death  in  the  hands  of  the 
said  lliomas  Driver  to  be  administered,  being  in  your  buli- 
wick,  you  cause  to  be  made  the  debt  and  damages  aforesaid 
if  they  can  be  levied  thereof,  and  that  you  have  that  money 
levied  before  us  at  Westminster,  on  Friday  next  after  three 
weeks  of  St  Michael,  to  render  to  the  said  Mary  for  the  debt 
and  damages  aforesaid,  in  form  aforesaid :  and  if  they  cannol 
be  levied  thereof,  then  if  it  can  be  made  appear  to  you  by 
an  inquisition  upon  oath  of  good  and  lawful  men  of  your 
bailiwick  to  be  taken  in  this  particular,  or  in  any  other  manner 
by  which  you  may  be  the  better  certified  thereof,  that  the  said 
Thomcui  hath  sold  and  eloigned,  and  to  his  own  proper  use 
converted  and  disposed  of,  the  goods  and  chattels  which  were 
of  the  said  John  at  the  time  of  his  death,  in  the  hands  of  the 
said  Thomas  to  be  administered,  to  the  value  of  the  debt  and 
damages  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  that  then,  by  good 
and  lawful  men  of  your  bailiwick,  you  give  notice  to  the  said 
TTiomas  that  he  may  be  before  us  at  Westminster  at  the  afore- 
said term,  to  shew  if  he  hath  or  knows  of  any  thing  to  say 
for  himself  why  the  said  Mary  ought  not  to  have  execution 
against  him  of  the  debt  and  damages  aforesaid,  to  be  levied 
of  the  proper  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Thomas,  if  it 
shall  seem  expedient  to  him ;  and  further  to  do  and  receive 
what  our  court  before  us  shall  thereof  consider  in  that  bdial^ 
and  have  you  there  then  the  names  of  those  by  whom  you 
shall  make  it  known  to  him,  and  this  writ.     Witness  Sit  John 


(1)  Note  the  word  "  wasted^*  which    omission  was  the  ground  of  the  objec- 
is  usually  inserted,  is  omiUed.    This    tion.    See  the  case,  post 
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Kefynffe  knight,  at  Westminster,  the  10th  day  o{June  in  the  Merchant 

20th  year  of  our  leign.     At  which  day,  before  our  lord  the   ^^  Driver. 

king  at  Westminster y  came  the  said  Mary  in  her  proper  person,  ' 

and  the  sheriff  of  Suffolk,  to  wit,  Geoffrey  Rowland  esquire  sheriff  retunw 

now  returns,  that  the  said  Thomas  Driver  hath  no  goods  or  ««««.6oiiatji- 

chattels  which  were  of  the  said  John  Rowe  at  the  time  of  his 

death,  whereof  he  could  cause  to  be  made  the  debt  and 

damages  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof.     The  same  sheriff  *nd  the  inqui- 

now  also  returns  here  a  certain  inquisition  taken  before  him  at  "^  ^"^ 

Ipswich  in  his  comity,  on  the  17tibi  day  of  October  in  the  20th 

year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  upon  the  oath 

of  twelve,  &C.  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  by  whidi  it  is  found  ^*>»«^  ^"^ 

that  the  said  Thomas  Driver  ^  had  goods  and  chattels  in  his 

hands,  which  were  of  the  said  John  Bowe  at  the  time  of  his 

death,  to  the  value  of  the  debt  and  damages  aforesaid,  and 

that  the  sud  Thomas  Driver  hath  sold  and  eloigned,  and  to  that  defendant 

his  own  use  converted  and  disposed  of,  those  goods  and  Sthe'intM?^ 

chattels  to  the  value  of  the  debt  and  damaires  aforesaid ;  and  ***«'■  goods  to 

o  the  Talue  of 

that  he,  by  Francis  Cook  and  Edward  Walton,  good,  &c.  gave  the  debt  and 
notice  to  the  said  Thomas  to  be  before  our  lord  the  king  at  ^^T"- 
the  day  and  place  in  the  said  writ  specified,  to  shew  in  form 
aforesaid  if,  &c.     The  same  ^y  is  given  to  the  said  Mary  % 

there,  &c.  [  306  ] 

At  which  day,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster, 
comes  the  said  Mary  in  her  proper  person,  and  the  said  Tho^ 
mas,  on  the  fourth  day  of  the  plea,  being  solemnly  called  by 
Edward  Coleman  his  attwney,  comes  and  says,  that  the  said  Exeaoio  noHy ; 
Mary  ought  not  to  have  her  execution  of  the  debt  and  damages 
aforesaid  to  be  levied  of  the  proper  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
said  Thomas,  because  protesting  that  he  the  said  Thomas  hath  protetting  that 
fully  administered  all  the  goods  and  chattels  which  were  of  fuify  adminis* 
the  said  John  at  the  time  of  his  death  in  hi^  hands  to  be  ad-  ^^ 
niiiiistered,  and  that  he  the  said  Thomas  hath  not,  nor  at  the 
time  of  the  suing  out  of  the  said  writ  of  scire  facias,  had  any  for  plea  says 
goods  or  chattels  which  were  of  the  said  John  at  the  time  of  \^\^  &c.*any 
bis  death  in  his  hands  to  be  administered ;  for  plea,  he  the  goods  of  the  in. 
said  Thomas  sdth,  that  he  the  said  Thonuis  hath  not  sold  or  '     ' 

eloigned,  or  to  his  own  use  converted  and  disposed  of  (2)  any  goods 
or  chattels  which  were  of  the  said  John,  at  the  time  of  his 
death  in  manner  and  form  as  by  the  said  inquisition  is  above 
supposed;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  txtauio: 

(2)  See  antS,  305.  note  (I). 
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Plaintiff  says 
that  defendant 
hath  sold,  &c. 


Merchant  judgment  if  the  said  Mary  ought  to  have  her  execution  of  the 
V.  Drivbr.    debt  and  damages  aforesaid  to  be  adjudged  to  her  against  the 
'  said  Thomas  to  be  levied  of  the  proper  goods  and  chatteiB  of 

the  said  TTiomas,  &c. 

And  the  said  Mary  saith,  that  she,  by  any  thing  by  the 
said  Thomas  above  in  pleading  alleged^  ought  not  to  be  barred 
from  her  execution  of  the  debt  and  damages  aforesaid  against 
the  said  Thomas,  to  be  levied  of  the  proper  goods  and  chattek 
of  the  said  Thomas,  because  she  saith  that  he  the  said  Thomas 
hath  sold,  eloigned,  and  to  his  own  use  converted  and  dispoied 
of,  divers  goods  and  chatteb  which  were  of  the  said  JtAn  at 
the  time  of  his  death  to  the  value  of  the  said  lOOZ.  and  IL  13i. 
and  4cf.  in  the  writ  and  inquisition  aforesaid  above  specified, 
in  manner  and  form  as  by  the  said  inquisition  is  above  found, 
to  wit,  at  Ipswich  aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid ;  and  this 
she  prays  may  be  inquired  of  by  the  country  :  and  the  said 
Thomas  likewise,  &&  Therefore  the  sheriff  is  conunanded 
that  he  cause  to  come  before  our  lord  the  king  at  fFestmmster, 
on  Friday  next  after  the  octave  of  the  Purification  of  ike 
Blessed  Mary,  &c  twelve,  &a  by  whom,  &c  and  who  neither 
&c.  to  recognise,  &c.  because  as  well,  &c  The  same  day  is 
given  to  the  said  parties  there,  &c. 


issue  thereon. 


Case  47. 
[307  ] 

S.C-  1  Vent. 
20.  1  Sid.  412. 
2  Keb.  488. 
Where  the  sh^ 
riff  returns  that 
an  executor,  &c. 
has  aold  and 
doigned,  and  to 
his  own  ute  eon- 
verted  a$td  diB- 
posed  of  the 
goods  and  chat^ 
tels  of  the  tes- 
tator, &c.  to  the 
value  of  the 
debt,  omitting 
the  word  arnxsleii^ 
and  issue  is 
taken  thereon, 
and  the  verdict 
finds  that  the  , 
executor,  &c. 
did  so,  this 


Merchant  versus  Driver,  Administrator  of  Rowe. 

OjCIRE  facias  to  have  execution  agidnst  the  defendant,  ad- 
A3  ministrator  of  Rowe,  de  bonis  propriis,  upon  an  inquiffltion 
returned  that'  the  defendant  had  goods  and  chattels  in  his 
hands,  which  were  of  the  intestate  Rotoe  at  the  time  of  lus 
death,  to  the  value  of  the  debt  and  damages  recovered  by  the 
original  judgment,  and  that  the  said  defendant  hath  sold  and 
eloigned,  and  to  his  own  use  converted  and  disposedof,  those  goods 
and  chattels  to  the  value  of  the  debt  and  damages  aforesaid. 
The  defendant  at  the  return  of  the  writ  came  in,  and  pro- 
testing that  he  had  fully  administered,  and  had  no  assets,  for 
plea  he  said,  that  he  hath  not  sold  or  eloigned,  or  to  his  ownute 
converted  and  disposed  of,  any  goods  or  chattels  which  were  of 
the  said  intestate  at  the  time  of  his  death,  in  manner  and  form 
as  by  the  said  inquisition  is  above  supposed:  and  this,  &c.: 
wherefore,  &c. :  to  which  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  the  said 
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defendant  hath  sold,  eloigned^  and  to  his  own  use  converted  Merchant 
and  disposed  of,  divers  goods  and  chattels  which  were  of  the   ^*  Dbiver. 
said  intestate  at  the  time  of  his  death,  to  the  value  of  the  debt  '        ' 
and  damages  aforesaid,  as  by  the  said  inquisition  is  found,  and  to  a  devas- 
therenpon  issue  was  joined,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  ^^^  (^^ 
phdntiiBTat  the  last  assizes. 

And  now  in  this  term,  Saunders  moved  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, that,  notwithstanding  the  verdict,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
have  judgment  against  the  defendant  to  have  execution  de 
bonis  proprns,  because  no  devastavit  is  found  by  the  first  inqui- 
sition, or  put  in  issue,  or  found  bj  the  verdict ;  and  then  the 
verdict,  finding  that  the  defendant  hath  soldy  elaiffnedy  and  to 
his  awn  use  converted  and  disposed^  &c.  does^not  ascertain  to  the 
court  that  the  defendant  hath  wasted  the  goods  of  the  intestate. 
For  the  defendant  may  well  sell,  eloign,  and  to  his  own  use  If  an  adminio- 
oonvert  and  dispose,  and  yet  not  commit  any  waste,  or  make  ^t^his  oim^ 
any  devastavit;   for  he  may  pay  debts  upon  judgment,  or  moneythedebts 
othervriise,  to  the  value  of  all  the  goods,  with  his  own  money,  g^  'msuch   ^' 
and  then  he  may  lawfully  dispose  of  the  goods  as  he  pleases ;  onl^r  *>  ^^ 
and  it  is  not  any  devastavit  whereby  to  subject  him  to  pay  the  the  value  of  all 
plaintiff's  debt  de  bonis  propriis.     And  therefore  the  issue  ***®^J^ii^ 
should  have  been,  whether  the  defendant  had  wasted  the  goods  dispose  of  the 
and  chattels  of  the  intestate  or  not,  whidi  would  have  ended  ^^  **^^ ^  .^ 
the  matter;  but  now  the  issue  and  verdict  is  nothing  to  the  will  not  be  a 
purpose,  wherefore  he  prayed  that  the  judgment  should  be  ^«^"**^^** 
arrested. 

Sed  non  allocatur  ;  for  by  the  court  the  writ  of  scire  facias 
suggests  that  the  defendant  hath  eloigned,  sold,  and  to  his  own 
use  converted  and  disposed  of,  the  goods  and  chattels,  &c.,  to 
the  value  of  th*e  debt  and  damages  aforesaid,  with  that  inten^ 
tion  that  the  said  execution  should  not  be  made  ;  and  the  sheriff 
is  thereby  commanded  to  inquire  whether  the  defendant  hath 
done  so  or  not ;  and  if  it  should  appear  that  he  hath  done  so, 
then  by  good,  &c  he  should  give  notice  to  the  defendant  to 
appear  and  shew  cause,  at .  the  return  of  the  writ,  why  execu- 
tion should  not  be  made  de  bonis  propriis  ;  and  the  sheriff  hav- 
ing returned  that  the  defendant  hath  eloigned,  sold,  and  to  his 
own  use  converted  and  disposed  of,  goods  and  chattels  to  the 
value,  &c,  and  the  defendant  having  appeared,  and  traversed 
it ,  which  is  also  found  against  him  by  the  verdict,  the  cour 
cannot  now  doubt  but  that  the  defendant  hath  sold,  eloigned, 

(S)  S.  P.  2  Saund.  402.  Blackmoor  v.  Mercer.    S.  C.  1  Vent  221.    3  Keb.  63. 
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Mbrchant  and  to  his  own  nae  converted  and  diapoaed,  wiA  the  inientm 
V.  Drivbr.    ifua  the  said  exeeuHon  should  not  be  made,  and  bo  has  oom- 
*  mitted  a  tortiona  act  in  contriving  and  endeavouring  to  de- 

fraud the  plaintiff  of  his  deht,  whidi  amounts  to  a  deoadamt 
And  it  shall  not  be  intended,  (especially  after  verdict,)  that 
the  defendant  has  paid  other  debts  of  as  high  a  nature  as  the 
pluntiff's  debts  to  the  value  of  the  goods  of  the  testator;  fw 
if  it  had  been  so,  the  judge  of  asdze  would  have  directed  the 
jury  to  find  for  the  defendant^  namely,  that  he  had  not 
eloigned,  sold,  converted,  or  disposed  to  his  own  use^  anj 
goods  of  the  testator,  toith  an  intention  that  the  said  exeeutim 
should  not  be  made,  but  that  he  had  disposed  of  them  in  the 
payment  of  other  just  debts  of  as  high  a  nature  as  the  plaintiffs. 
And,  iftiietmikhBdheenBOythe  defmdantmiffhthaoepb^ 
and  put  it  in  issue;  but  he  has  taken  an  issue  which  he  con- 
ceives was  more  i^  for  his  case,  and  the  verdict  is  found 
against  him  upon  it.  Therefore  the  court  will  not  now  intend 
that  he  had  any  other  matter  to  plead  for  himself.  And  this 
issue  being  found  against  him,  the  ooiut  is  ascertdbed  that 
the  defendant  has  assets  of  the  testator  to  the  value  of  the 
plaintiff's  debt,  but  has  wrongfully  disposed  of  them,  and 
eloigned  them,  so  that  the  said  execution  cannot  be  made  ofAe 
goods  of  the  testator,  wherefore  the  court  ought  to  award  exe- 
cution de  bonis  propriis ;  and  so  they  did,  and  the  plaintiff  bad 
his  judgment  accordingly.  (4) 

(4)  See  ante,  WheaOey  v;  Lane,  219,  note  (8). 


^■^  ^'  '  Dominus  Rex  versw  Kilderby. 

Hil  20&21  of  King  Charles  IL  BoL  3.  among  the  Pleas  of 

the  £jng. 

5^#!»»|/^THERWISE,  to  wit,  on  the  11th  day  of  Oc 
to^it.  J  ^  to&T,  in  the  19th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord 
Charles  the  Second,  by  the  grace  of  God,  of  England,  Scot- 
land, France,  and  Ireland,  king,  defender  of  the  feith,  &c  by 
an  inquisition  taken  for  our  lord  the  king  at  the  general  quar- 
ter sessions  of  the  peace  of  our  lord  the  king,  holden  for  Ae 
county  aforesaid  (1),  at  Woodbridge,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 


(1)  It  is  usual  in  practice  to  insert    as  the  county  of  Suffolk,  instead  of  the 
the  name  of  the  county  in  the  caption,    county  cforesaid:  and  perhaps  it  » 
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before  Walter  Devereux,  esquire,  Christopher  Milton,  and 
Thomas  Bacon,  esquires,  and  other  their  fellows,  justices  of  our 
said  lord  the  now  king,  assigned  to  keep  his  peace  in  the  said 
county,  and  also  to  hear  and  determine  divers  felonies,  tres- 
passes, and  other  misdemeanors,  in  the  same  county  commit- 
ted, by  the  oath  of  twelve  jurors,  good  and  kwful  men  of  the 
said  county,  impanelled  and  sworn  to  inquire  for  our  lord  the 
king  and  Ihe  body  of  the  said  county,  it  is  presented  (2),  that 


Domious 
Rex  v. 

KlLDERBY. 


better  to  adhere  to  this  form.  But  I 
have  not  been  able  to  find  any  authority 
where  this  is  held  to  be  necessary.  On 
the  contrary,  all  the  cases  upon  the 
subject  agree,  that  the  word  aforesaid 
IS  sufficient,  because  it  refers  to  the 
county  in  the  margin.  So  in  the  in- 
dictment itself,  it  is  held  sufficient  to 
allege  the  place,  where  the  offence  was 
committed,  to  be,  in  the  county  afore^ 
scUdf  unless  indeed  another  county  has 
been  mentioned  before,  and  then  be- 
cause it  is  uncertain  to  which  county 
the  word  (rfor^said  refers,  it  is  necessary 
to  insert  the  name  of  the  county.  In 
either  case,  to  mention  thej^^oce  only, 
without  the  addition  of  the  words  <*  tit 
<<  the  county  aforesaid^  or  the  county 
**  of  Sr  is  held  insufficient,  notwith- 
standing the  place  has  been  before  al- 
leged to  be  in  the  county,  (z)  But  in 
civil  cases  it  is  otherwise ;  for  it  is  held 
sufficient  to  name  the  place  only  in  the 
declaration,  because  the  place  is  always 
construed  to  refer  to  the  county  in 
the  margin,  although  another  county 
has  been  mentioned  before.    3  P.  Will. 


496,497.  Rex  y.  Burridge.  2  H.  H. 
P.C.  165, 166.  2  Hawk.  P.C.  c.  25. 
s.  128.  Cro.  Eliz.  137.  Lenthata  case. 
Ibid.  606.  Chiles  case.  Ibid.  1 51.  Ham- 
mond \.  The  Queen.  Ibid.  101.  Mor- 
gan's  case.  Ibid.  184.  Blnof^s  case. 
1  Sid.  345.  Parker  v.  Sadd.  Cro.  Eliz. 
436.  Ross  V.  Morris.  Cro.  Jac.  96.  Ibid. 
618.  Bally.  Walland.  3  Wils.  340. 
Sutton  V.  Fenn.  S.C.  2  Black.  847.  (a) 
(2)  When  an  inferior  court,  in  obe- 
dience to  the  writ  of  certiorari^  returns 
an  indictment  to  the  K.  B.,  it  is  annexed 
to  the  caption,  then  called  a  schedule, 
and  the  caption  concludes  with  stating, 
that  '*  it  is  presented  in  manner  and 
**  form  as  appears  in  and  by  a  certain 
**  indictment  annexed  to  this  schedule,** 
and  the  caption  and  indictment  are 
returned  upon  separate  parchments. 
The  caption,  when  the  proceedings  are 
afterwards  entered  of  record  in  the 
court  of  K.  B.,  becomes  part  of  the 
record,  and  concludes  that  it  was  pre- 
sented, "in  manner  and  form  following, 
« that  is  to  say,  Suffolk,  to  wit.  The 
«  jurors  for  our  lord  the  king,"  &c.     So 


(z)  [But  this  defect  is  at  all  events 
cured,  by  stat  7  Geo.  4.  c.  60.  s.  24., 
after  verdict  1  Dav.  &  Mer.  89.  Reg. 
V.  AIbert2 

(a)  After  the  statute  4  Ann.  c.  16. 
8.  6.,  which  directed  the  jury  in  civil 
cases  to  be  taken  from  the  body  of  the 
county,  it  was  held  sufficient  in  civil 
cases  to  state  the  county  in  the  declar- 
ation without  any  pkce  at  all.    3  M. 

VOL.  I. 


&  S.  148.  Ware  v.  Boydell.  [By  stat 
6  Geo.  4.  c  50.  s.  13.  the  jury  are  now 
returned  from  the  body  of  the  county 
in  criminal  as  well  as  civil  cases.  And 
by  the  Reg.  Gen.  B.  T.  4  W.  4.  aU 
statement  of  venue  in  civil  pleadings  is 
abolished,  except  as  respects  the  name 
of  a  county  (t.  e.  the  venue  in  the  ac- 
tion), in  the  margin  of  the  declaration. 
See  ant^  p.  8  a.  note  (d)."] 
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Dominus  Rex  versus  Kilderby. 

Francis  Kilderby^  late  of  Framlingham^  in  the  said  oonntj  of 
Suffolk^  yeoman,  on  the  ll^h  day  of  July,  in  the  19th  year  of 
the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  by  the  grace  of  God, 
of  England^  Scotland^  France^  and  Ireland,  king,  defender  of 
the  fiuth,  &C.,  and  continually  afterwards,  until  the  day  of  the 
taking  of  this  inquisition,  to  wit,  the  11th  day  of  October,  in 
the  said  19th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second, 
by  the  grace  of  Grod,  o{  England,  Scotland,  France,  and  Ireland, 
king,  defender  of  the  faidi,  &c  being  for  the  spade  of  three 
whole  months,  at  Framlingham  aforesud,  in  the  county  afore- 
s^d,  for  his  own  fucre  did  use,  exercise,  and  occupy  the 
craft,  mystery,  or  manual  occupation  of  a  woollen-draper, 
(being  (3)  a  craft,  mystery,  or  manual  occupation  used  and 


setting  out  the  indictment  in  hme  verba. 
It  seems  formerly,  however,  not  to  have 
been  considered  as  necessary  so  to  set 
it  out,  either  in  K.  B.  or  in  other  courts, 
but  that  it  was  sufficient  to  allege,  as  it 
is  done  here,  *^  that  it  is  presented  that 
**  A,  By  &C.  But  all  the  modem  pre- 
cedents in  the  court  of  K.  B.  are  to  set 
out  the  whole  indictment  verbatim. 

(3)  Such  trades  only,  as  were  in 
being  at  the  making  of  the  statute,  are 
held  to  be  within  it,  the  words  thereof 
being  <'  any  craft,  mystery,  or  occu- 
^'  pation  novo  used  within  the  realm  of 
<'  England  or  Wales:*  See  stat  5£liz. 


c*  4.  s.  31.  Therefore  it  is  necessary 
to  aver  in  an  indictment,  informatioDt 
or  declaration  on  this  statute,  that  it  wot 
a  trade  at  the  time  of  making  it ;  and 
it  is  a  good  exception  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, that  it  is  not  so  averred,  unless  it 
be  one  of  the  trades  mentioned  in  the 
statute,  and  then  such  averment  is  not 
necessary,  for  the  court  will  take  notice 
of  them.  2  Salk.  61 1.  Begina  v.  Har^ 
per.  Palm.  528.  Anne  Staffohts  esse. 
4*  Mod.  145,  146.  White  v.  England. 
1  Ld.  Raym.  514.  Bex  v.  Slaughter, 
Barnard.  277.  JRex  v.  Munroe.  Bull 
N.P.  192.    SBacAbr.522.(6). 


(b)  By  statute  54  Geo.  3.  c.  96.  s.  1 
&  2.^  the  statute  5  Eliz.  c.  4.,  so  far 
as  regards  the  penalties  for  exercising 
trades  without  having  been  apprenticed 
to  them,  and  for  taking  apprentices  in 
a  different  mode  from  that  prescribed 
by  the  statute,  is  repealed ;  and  there- 
fore it  is  thought  unnecessary  to  notice 
any  cases  on  the  subject  of  recover- 
ing penalties  under  this  Act.  By 
Stat  55  Geo.  3.  c  194.,  for  the  better 
regulation  of  apothecaries,  it  is  enacted 
that  no  person  shall  practise  as  an  apo- 
thecary or  his  assistant  (except  persons 
who  were  already  in  practice  as  such), 
unless  he  shall  have  obtained  a  certifi- 


cate from  certun  examiners  appoioted 
by  virtue  of  that  Act,  under  a  penslty 
of  20/.  for  practising  as  an  apothecaiji 
and  5L  as  an  assbtant,  and  he  is  ren- 
dered unable  to  recovep  any  chaiges  in 
a  court  of  law,  without  proving  such 
certificate,  or  that  he  was  in  practice 
before  the  Act.  [And  he  must  give 
this  proof,  notwithstanding  the  defend- 
ant has  only  pleaded  non  assumpsit  5  A. 
&£.  383.  Shearwood  Y.  Hag,  6  Nev. 
&  M.  831.  S.  C.  3  M.  &  W.  521.  Wag- 
staffs  V.  Sharpe,'\  It  is  also  enacted  that 
no  certificate  shall  be  granted  to  any  one 
to  practise  as  an  apothecary  unless  he 
has  served  five  years  as  an  apprentioei 
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occupied  witUn  this  realm  of  England  (4)  on  the  12ih  of  Ja^ 
nuary,  in  the  5th  year  of  the  reign  of  the  lady  Elizabeth^  late 
queen  of  England^  when  in  truth  the  said  Francis  Kilderby, 
on  the  same  12th  day  of  January^  in  the  said  5th  year  of  the 
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(4)  It  is  also  necessary  to  arer,  that 
it  was  a  trade  used  wUhin  the  realm  or 
kingdom  of  England  or  WaleSf  at  the 
time  of  making  the  Act.  1  Sir.  552. 
Bex  V.  Hotch.  2  S  tr.  788.  Fex  v.  Lister. 
Bull  N.  P.  192*    12  Mod.  251.  Rex  v. 


Eox,  Therefore  it  would  seem  that  the 
words  **  or  Wake^**  ought  to  have  been 
inserted  here.  But  there  are  many  pre- 
cedents like  this,  where  those  words 
hare  been  omitted.  Trem.  264*  Rex 
V.  Plgm, 


and  produces  testimonials  of  a  su£Bcient 
medical  education  and  of  good  moral 
conduct.  Therefore  in  an  action  to 
recover  the  amount  of  his  bill,  if  the 
plaintiff  proves  a  certificate  from  the 
society  of  apothecaries,  he  need  not 
also  prove  an  apprenticeship  served. 
1  Bing.  204.  Skerwin  v.  Smith.  A  per- 
son who  had  been  admitted  to  officiate 
as  apothecary  to  an  Infirmary  before 
the  Act,  has  been  held  to  have  been 
in  practice.  7  Taunt.  401.  Wogan  v. 
Somerville.  The  inability  of  a  person 
to  make  up  the  prescriptions  of  others 
is  sufficient  evidence  for  a  jury  to  find 
that  he  did  not  practise  as  an  apothe- 
cary, where  his  principal  business  was 
that  of  a  farrier,  although  he  occasion- 
ally administered  medicines  to  the  hu- 
man species.  S  B.  &  A.  40.  The  Apo* 
ikeearies*  Company  v.  Wdrburton.  But 
such  inability  is  hot  alone  sufficient 
where  the  party's  whole  practice  was  in 
attending  human  patients.  FerBaglegJ. 
in  a  case  at  York  Lent  Assizes,  1822. 
[See  further  as  to  what  amounts  to  prac- 
tising before  the  Act,  M.&  Malk.  255. 
Thompson  v.  Lewis.  6  C.  &  P.  577. 
Woodward  v.  Ball.  It  is  not  to  be 
inferred  from  the  decision  of  lUe  Apo- 
thecaries*  Company  v.  Warhurton,  that 
if  a  person  compounds  medicines  with- 
out being  able  to  make  up  a  physician's 
prescription,  he  is  not  liable  to  penalties 
for  practising  as  an  apothecary.  4  B.  & 
VOL.  I. 


Ad.  625.  Apothecaries'  Company  v. 
Allen.  A  person  having  a  certificate 
from  the  College  of  Surgeons  cannot 
charge  for  attendance  as  an  apothecary, 
e.  g.  for  attending  a  patient  in  a  fever^ 
unless  he  have  also  a  certificate  from 
the  Apothecaries'  Company.  4  Bing. 
619.  Allison  V.  Haydon.  1  Moo.  &  P. 
588.  S.C.]  See  further  as  to  this  sta- 
tute, 5  B.  &  A.  949.  The  Apothecaries* 
Company  v.  Roby.  1  D.  &  R.  564. 
S.C.  [2B.&Ad.708.  The  Apothecaries' 
Company  v.  Greenwood,  8  M.  &  W. 
234.  Steavenson  v.  Oliver.  As  to  the 
clause  protecting  chemists  and  drug, 
gists,  see  1  Q.  B.  799.  The  Apothecaries' 
Company  v.  Greenough.  1  G.  &  D.  S78. 
S.C.  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  560.  Richmond  y. 
Coles.  A  person  authorised  to  practise 
as  a  physician  by  a  diploma  from  a 
Scotch  University  is  not  thereby  exempt 
from  the  penalty  for  practising  as  an 
apothecary  in  England;  4  B.  &  Ad.  604. 
The  Apothecaries'  Company  y.  Collins. 
1  N.  &  M.401.  S.C.;  nor  can  he  lawfully 
practise  as  a  physician  there.  1  A.  &  £. 
695.  Collins  v.  Carnegie.  S  N.  &  M.70S. 
S.  C.3  By  statute  3  H.  8.  c.  1 1.  persons 
are  prohibited  from  practising  as  sur- 
geons within  seven  milesofZoncfon  with- 
out a  licence  from  the  College  of  Sur. 
geons,  under  a  penalty  of  5/.  per  month: 
but  the  statute  contains  no  clause  dis- 
abling persons  who  practised  contrary  to 
its  provisions  from  maintaining  actions 
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Dominuft  reign  of  the  said  lady  EUzabeth,  late  queen  of  England^  M 

Rix  ».  not  lawfully  use  or  exerciae  (5)  the  said  craft,  mystery,  or 

KiLDEBBT,  jjjjnoj  occupation  of  a  woollen-draper,  or  any  other  craft, 

'  mystery,  or  occupation,  nor  was  ever  afterwards  educated  in 

(5)  But  it  u  not  Decesaaryto  aver    trade  at  the  time  of  making  the  Act,  for 
that  the  defendant  did  not  exercise  the    it  mast  be  presumed,  at  this  length  of 


for  their  trouble,  which  actions  they  may 
therefore  bring.    2  Camp.  144.     Ore' 
maire  v.  Le  Clerc  Bois  Vahn,     [But 
see  infri.]      So  a  dealer  in.  tobacco 
having  omitted  to  take  out  a  licence, 
may  yet  maintain  an  action  for  the 
price  of  tobacco  sold  by  him ;  11  East, 
180.  Johnwon  v.  Hudson;  this  being  at 
most  but  a  breach  of  revenue  'regu* 
lations  protected  by  a  penalty,  and  no 
fraud  on  the  revenue.      [But  the  au- 
thority of  the  case  of  Gremaire  v.  Le 
dere  Bote  Valon  has  lately  been  de- 
nied, inasmuch  as  the  provisions  of  the 
stat  H.  8.  being  clearly  meant  to  se- 
cure to  the  public  skilful  practitioners 
in  surgery,  the  clause  which  imposes 
the  penalty  must  be  taken  to  imply  a 
prohibition,  though  there  are  no  pro- 
hibitory words ;  and  it  cannot  be  per- 
mitted to  a  person  to  recover  a  com- 
pensation for   an  act  which  the  law 
interdicts  him  from  doing.    2  M.  &  W. 
149. 159.     Cope  v.  Rowlands^  (recog- 
nised and  acted  upon  in  5  Bing.  N.  C. 
76.  Perguieon  v.  Norman.  6  Scott,  794. 
S.  C),  in  which  case  it  was  held,  that  a 
broker  cannot  maintain  an  action  for 
work  and  labour  in  London^  unless  duly 
licensed  by  the  mayor,  &c.  pursuant  to 
the  stat  6  Ann.  c.  16.,  one  of  the  objects 
of  that  statute  being  the  protection  of  the 
public,  and  the  prevention  of  improper 
persons  acting  as  brokers.  The  court  in 
this  case  also  laid  it  down,  that  notwith- 
standing  some  dicta  apparently  to  the 
contrary,  it  can  make  no  difference,  in 
point  of  law,  if  ike  contract  be  rendered 
illegal,  whether  the  statute  whieh  makes 


it  so  has  in  view  the  protection  of  the 
revenue,  or  any  other  object,  the  lole 
question    being    whether    the  statute 
means  to  prohibit  the  contract.    There- 
fore the  explanation  of  the  principle  on 
which  the  decision  of  the  case  above 
cited  of  Johnson  v.  Hudson  rested  u 
that  there  the  court  held  the  proriston 
of  the  statute,  which  requires  persons 
dealing  in  tobacco  to  take  out  a  lieenoe, 
to  be  a  regulation  attaching  to  the 
plaintiff  personally,  and  affecting  him 
with  a  penalty  for  the  purpose  of  secor- 
ing  the  licence  duty  only,  and  in  no 
way  prohibiting  the  contract    56.^ 
Ad.  898.    2  M.  &  W.  158.    (Sec  also 
10B.&C.  93.  Brown y. Duncan.  SB. 
&  Ad.  221.  WethereU  v.  Jones.  Accord.) 
But  where  Acts  have  been  psssed  con* 
taining  regulations  as  to  artides  whidi 
are  the  subjects  of  sale,  and  the  policy 
of  the  Acts  is  for  the  security  of  the 
buyers,  and  to  protect  them  from  the 
frauds  of  the  sellers,  it  has  been  held 
that  the  seller  cannot  recover  the  price: 
for  instance,  where  the  article  he  sells  is 
.  made  contrary  to  the  express  provisions 
of  an  Act,  as  where  a  brickmaker  sold 
bricks  under  the  measure  prescribed  by 
17  Geo  S.  c.  42.   2  Camp.  147.  Law  v. 
Hodgson.    So  as  to  a  vendor  of  coslsi 
who  had  delivered  a  vendor's  ticket  to 
the  purchaser,  which  did  not  comply  with 
the  directions  of  the  Act  then  in  force 
regulating  the  sale  of  coals.    9  B.  &  C. 
192.  Little  V.  Poole.   So  as  to  a  vendor 
of  butter  in  firkins  not  branded  and 
marked  as  required  by  the  stat  86  GeOi  S. 
c  88.    («« Act  to  prevent  AbuMS  vi 
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the  said  craft,  mystery,  or  manual  oocnpation  of  a  woollen- 
draper  for  the  space  of  seven  years  as  an  apprentice  (6), 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  of{1)  the  said  5th  year  of  the 
reign  of  the  said  lady  EUzabeth^  late  qtteen  of  England,  &c.  in 
snch  case  lately  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of 
onr  ipaid  lord  the  now  king,  his  crown  and  dignity.  Which 
said  indicteient  our  lord  the  now  king  afterwards,  for  certain 
reasons,  caosed  to  come  before  him  to  be  determined,  &a 
Wherefore  the  sheriff  of  the  sud  county  was  commanded  that 
he  should  not  omit,  &c.,  but  should  cause  him  to  C6me  to  an- 
ewer,  &c 
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time,  that  he  did  not ;  though  the  want 
of  such  an  averment  was  fatal,  whibt 
the  law  was  recent,  and  for  many  years 
after.  1  Burr.  S66,  367.  Ball  qui  iam 
V.  Colms.  Bull.  N.  P.  193.  1  Sid.  303. 
Wade  y.  Bipton.  2  Show.  210,  211. 
Bex  V.  Green. 

(6)  This,  says  Lord  HoU^  is  the  very 
material  word  of  the  statute,  and  an 
indictment,  information,  or  declaration, 
without  this  word,  will  be  ill.    2  Ld. 


^9i,jak.\n9*  Beg%nay,Franklyn.  And 
yet  in  the  construction  of  the  statute, 
it  is  held,  that  if  the  defendant  has  in 
any  manner,  by  months  and  weeks  at 
different  times,  followed  the  trade  for 
seven  years,  it  will  be  sufficient,  though 
he  never  was  an  apprentice.  See  post, 
312,  note  (1). 

(7)  The  words  in  italics  are  now 
omitted,  it  being  sufficient  to  conclude 
against  the  form  of  the  statute  only. 


<«  Frauds  in  the  Packing,  Weight,  and 
^<  Sale  of  Butter'').  5  B.  &  Ad.  887. 
Farster  v.  Taylor.  3  Nev.  &  M.  244. 
S.  C.  And  it  is  a  general  principle,  that 
where  an  act  is  prohibited  either  by  the 
common  or  the  statute  law,  the  doing  it 
cannot  form  a  consideration  to  raise  any 
debt  or  duty  in  favour  of  the  party  by 
whom  it  has  been  done.  9  M.  &•  W. 
64fl.  So  wh^re.the  provisions  of  an 
Act  of  paiiiament^have  been  infringed, 
no  contract  can  be  enforced  arising  out 
of  the  transaction.  5  B.  &  Ad.  898.] 
Thus  where  a  person  sells  goods  and 
packs  them  in  a  manner  calculated  to 
enable  the  purchaser  to  smuggle  them 
into  this  country,  he  cannot  maintain 
an  action  for  the  price.  3  T.  R.  454. 
Biggs  V.  Lawrence.  4  T.  R.  46iS.  Ckt^ 
gas  yr.  Penahma.    5T.R.599.    Way- 


meUy.Besd.  [See  also  5  B.  &  A.  335. 
Bensley  v.  Bignold.  M<Clel.&.  Y.  119. 
l)^son  V.  Thofnas.  10  Bing.  107.  De 
Begnis  v.  Artnistead.  3  M.  &  Sc  511. 
S.  C]  The  mere  knowledge  that  the 
goods  are  intended  by  the  purchaser  to 
be  applied  to  an  illegd  purpose,  will  not 
prevent  the  seller  from  maintaining  an 
action  for  the  price,  unless  he  assists  in 
carrying  that  ill^al  purpose  into  effect 
1   Cowp.  341.     Hoinum  v.  Johnson. 

5  Taunt.    181.    Hodgson  v.   Ten^k. 

1  Marsh.  5.  S.  C.  [But  see  1  M.  &  S. 
593.  LangUm  v.  Hughes.    See  further 

2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  311.  PeUeoat  y.  AngM. 
2  Cr.  h  M.  274.  Armstrong  y.  Lewis. 

6  Bing.  N.C.  3i4.  Gas  Light  Company 
V. Turner.  8 Scott, 609.  S.C.  9M.&W. 
636.  M'Calkm  v.  Mortimer.  3  Clark 
&  F.  610.  682.  Swan  v.  Bbnr.] 
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Dominns         And  now,  to  wit,  on  Saturday  next  after  the  octave  of  St 
Rex  v.       Hilary  in  this  same  term,  before  our  lord  the  king  at  West" 
KiLDBRBY,    ^,-^^^^  ^mee  the  said  Francis  Kilderby,  by  JbAn  fFeekfy  Us 
P]^  attorney,  and  haying  oyer  of  the  said  indictment,  says,  that  he 

does  not  imderstand  that  our  lord  the  now  king  will  or  ought 
any  further  to  impeach  or  molest  him  the  said  Francis  on  oo- 
casion  of  the  said  indictment,  because  he  says  that  the  city  of 
London  is  an  ancient  city,  and  that  he  the  said  Francis,  (m  the 
said  11th  day  of  July,  in  the  19th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said 
DefendADt  a  '  lord  the  uow  king,  and  long  before  and  continually  afterwards 
city  of  London,  hitherto,  was,  and  yet  is,  a  citizen  and  freeman  of  the  said 
city.     And  that  the  lord  Henry,  the  third  after  the  conquest, 
late  king  of  England,  on  the  1 1th  day  of  January,  in  the  15th 
H.  s.  gTBnted    year  of  his  reign  of  England,  by  his  letters  patent  made  under 
Md'*c*o^^.     his  great  seal  of  England,  bearing  date  at  WestndnsUr  the  same 
aity  of  the  city   day  and  year  aforesaid,  for  himself  and  his  successors,  granted 
that  all  ^e        ^^  ^^  mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  said  city,  and  their  suo- 
cituens  thereof  cessors,  that  all  the  citizens  of  the  said  city  from  thenceforth 
^(^where.^      ii^  future  might  traffic  with  their  wares  and  merchandizes 
[  SIO  ]•     throughout  his  whole  land  and  power  freely  and  without  im- 
pediment, as  well  by  sea  as  land,  as  to  them  should  seem 
expedient,  and  might  also  reside  and  abide  wheresoever  they 
would  within  this  realm  of  England  with  their'  wares  and 
merchandizes,  to  buy  and  sell,  and  work  at  their  businesses. 
And  the  said  Francis  further  says,  that  the  grant  and  gift 
aforesaid,  and  all  other  grants,  and  gifts,  and  customs  of  the 
said  dty,  were,  by  the  authority  of  the  parliament  of  the  lord 
Richard  the  second  after  the  conquest,  late  king  of  England, 
held  at  Westminster  in  the  seventh  year  of  hb  reign,  ratified 
and  confirmed  to  the  then  mayor  and  commonalty  of  the  sud 
city,  and  their  successors.     And  the  said  Francis  in  fact  says, 
that  he  the  said  Francis,  so  being  as  aforesaid  a  dtizen  and 
freeman  of  the  said  city,  on  the  said  11th  day  of  July,  in  the 
abovesaid  19th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now 
king,  and  continually  afterwards  until  the  said  1 1th  day  of  Oe* 
tober,  in  the  said  19th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the 
now  king,  resided  and  dwelt  At  FramUngham  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  with  certain  woollen  doth,  to  buy  and  sell 
the  said  woollen  doth,  as  it  was  well  lawful  for  him,  accord- 
ing to  the  grant  and  confirmation  af oresud :  which  said  buy- 
ing and  selling  of  the  said  woollen  cloth  is  the  whole  using, 
exerdsing,  and  occupying  of  the  craft,  mystery,  or  manual 
occupation  of  a  woollen-draper,  whereof  the  said  Fronds 
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above  b7  the  indictment  aforesaid  is  indicted;  without  this,     Dominus 
that  he  the  said  Francis  used,  exercised,  and  occupied  the      Rbx«. 
craft;,  mystery,  or  manual  occupation  of  a  woollen-draper  * 

from  the  sud  11th  day  of  •7ti/y,inthe  19th  year  aforesaid,  un- 
til the  11th  day  of  October,  in  the  19th  year  aforesaid,  other- 
wise, or  in  other  manner  thap  so  as  aforesaid  buying  and  sell- 
ing woollen  doth  at  FramUngham  aforesaid,  in  the  county 
aforesaid;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify,  &c:  wherefore  he 
prays  judgment,  and  that  he  by  the  court  here  may  be  dis- 
missed of  and  from  the  premises.  (8) — Demurrer  and  joinder 
in  demurrer.     See  the  form  ante,  273. 


'    (8)  The  modem  practice  is  to  plead    matter  of  exemption  in  evidence.  Doug, 
the  general  issue  to  the  indictment  in    581.  Sex  v.  BouUledge. 
cases  of  this  kind,  and  give  the  special 


Dominus  Rex  verms  Kilderby,  [811] 

Case  48. 
T^ILDERBY  Yf9iA  indicted,  at  the  sessions  of  the  peace  in  ac.  i  Sid.487. 
JPL  the  county  of  Suffolk,  for  using  the  trade  of  a  woollen-  h  V^^- 
draper  at  FramUngham,  in  the  same  county,  for  three  months  firmation  of  it, 
next  before  the  taking  of  the  indictment^  he  never  having  ™jf  ^^ 
served  as  an  apprentice  thereto,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  and  customs  of 
of  5  Eliz.  c  4.;  which  indictment  being  removed  into  the  doVby  statute" 
king's  bench,  the  defendant,  came  in  and  pleaded  a  special  7Ric2.  does 
plea,  namely,  that  he  was  and  is  a  citizen  and  freeman  of  the  citismwdfirU- 
city  of  London  ;  and  that  kmg  Henry  the  Third,  on  the  11th  '?f°^***!.'***^ 
day  of  January,  in  the  15th  year  of  his  reign,  by  his  letters  pa-  penalties  of 
tent  under  his  great  seal,  granted  to  the  mayor  and  common-  ^  ^^  ^*  ^*  . 
alty  of  the  said  city,  and  their  successors,  ''that  all  the  citi-  without  haTing 
«  zens  of  the  swd  city  from  thenceforth  in  future  might  traffic  ^^  ^pJ^" 
<'  with  their  wares  and  merchandizes  throughout  his  whole  jean. 
''  land,  &C.  freely  and  without  impediment,  as  well  by  sea  as 
«  by  land,  as  to  them  should  seem  expedient,  and  might  also 
**  reside  and  dwell  wheresoever  they  would  within  this  realm 
<'  of  Fngland,  with  their  wares  and  merchandizes,  to  buy  and 
^'  sell  the  same,  and  work  at  their  businesses."    And  he  fur- 
ther pleaded  that  the  sud  grant,  and  all  other  grants,  gifts, 
and  customs  of  the  said  city  of  London,  was  ratified  and  con- 
firmed by, act  of  parliament  of  the  seventh  year  of  Richard  the 
Second.    Wherefore  the  defendant,  so  being  a  citizen  and 
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freeman  of  the  city  ciLondtm  for  the  whole  time  mentioned 
in  the  indictment,  did  reside  and  dwell  at  FramUnffham  aFor&> 
said,  with  certain  woollen  doth,  to  buy  and  sell  thesaid  wod- 
len  doth,  as  it  was  lawAil  for  him,  aocoidingtothe  grant  and 
confirmation  aforesaid,  which  is  the  same  using  of  thetradeof 
a  woollen-draper  snppoeed  in  the  indictment,  and  trayened, 
without  this,  that  he  had  used  the  trade  of  a  draper  for  ^ 
three  months  mentioned  in  tiie  indictment  athtrwUe  or  ni 
other  manner  than  in  so  as  aforesaid  buying  and  sdling  the 
woollen  doth  at  FramUnffham  aforesaid;  and  this,  &&: 
wherefore,  &c :  upon  which  plea  it  was  demurred  in  law  for 
the  king. 

And  Saunders  J  of  counsd  for  the  king,  argued  that  the  plea 
was  bad,  because  the  charter  of  king  Henry  the  Third,  pleaded 
by  the  defendant,  neither  is,  nor  can  be,  any  dispensation  of 
the  statute  of  5  Eliz. ;  for  the  statute  says,  that  no  person 
shall  use  a  trade,  &c  to  which  he  had  not  served  as  an  ap- 
prentice ;  and  this  statute  was  made  a  long  time  after  the 
charter  was  granted ;  so  that  neitiier  the  charter  lior  the  con- 
firmation by  the  statute  of  7  K.  2.  extends  to  tins  point  of 
using  a  trade  without  being  an  apprentice,  but  only  ^ves 
liberty  to  the  citizens  and  freemen  of  London  to  sell  th^  mer- 
chandizes in  any  place  at  their  pleasure.  And  it  was  not  the 
intent  of  the  charter  to  ^ve  the  liberty  of  using  a  trade  with- 
out being  an  apprentice,  for  two  reasons,  1st.  Because  at  the 
common  law,  before  the  statute  of  the  5th  of  Elizabeth^  it  was 
lawful  for  any  man  to  use  what  trade  he  would  withflvt  being 
aii  apprentice  thereto,  and  no  man  was  restrained  firom  using 
any  craft  or  trade  in  which  he  had  knowledge,  although  he 
was  never  an  apprentice,  nor  educated  or  instructed  there- 
in. (1)    But  if  he  committed  any  misfeazance  in  the  trade 


(1)  S.  P.  11  Rep.  53,  54.  The  Toy. 
lors  of  Ipswich.  The  statute  of  5  Eliz. 
being  in  restraint  of  this  conmion  law 
right,  must  be  construed  strictly.  Keilw. 
96. 1  Mod.  26.  Eexy.TumUh.  1  Burr.  6. 
Raynard  v.  Chase.  Therefore  it  is  held, 
that  If  a  person  has  without  interrup- 
tion worked  at,  or  in  any  manner  Jbl- 
lowedf  a  trade  for  seven  years,  either 
as  a  master,  servant,  inmate,  &c.  at 
home  or  beyond  sea,  he  is  not  subject  to 
the  penalties  of  this  statute,  although  he 


has  never  been  an  apprentice,  or  hound 
to  the  trade.  In  like  manner,  if  he  has 
worked  at,  or  followed  several  trades 
for  seven  years,  he  may  use  them  all 
Carth.  163.  Hobbs  v.Ymmg.  1  Salk.  67. 
Rex  y.  Fox.  Ibid.  l^roC&'s  case.  S  Keb. 
400.  Bex  V.  Mo&r.  Comb.  254,  255. 
Rex  V.  CoUer.  2  Salk.  613.  Queat  ▼• 
Maddox.  2  Wils.  168.  French  y.  Adams. 
1  Black  Rep.  233.  WalUsn  v.  Solum. 
So  if  the  wife  of  a  tradesman  be  em« 
ployed  in  his  trade  for  seven  years,  and 
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which  he  professed,  the  law  gave  an  action  upon  the  case  to 
the  party  grieved  against  him ;  as  if  a  smith  in  shoeing  mj 
horse  pricks  him^  and  other  like  cases.  (2)  Then  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  charter^  and  at  the  tune  of  the 
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he  diesy  she  may  riMe  the  trade  after  his 
death.  >Many  other  instances  may  be 
put,  but  they  all  fall  within  the  rule 
aboTe^mentionedy  and  therefore  it  is  un- 
necessary to  mention  them.  10  Mod. 
7a  Queen  v.  Morgan.  Bull.  N.  P.  19S. 
But  if  a  person  exercises  a  trade  merely 
for  the  use  of  his  family,  and  not  for  his 
livelihood,  he  is  not  within  the  statute. 
8  Rep.  129.  a,  b.  City  of  London's  case. 
11  Rep.  54.  a.  Hob.  211.  Norrie  v. 
Stops*  So  it  is  held  that  the  statute 
does  not  extend  to  a  person  who  works 
as  ^journeyman*  S  Mod.  35.  4  Burr. 
2449.  Beach  v.  Turner.  It  is  said  that 
using  a  trade  in  a  country  vUlage  is  not 
within  the  statute.  1  Vent.  51.  Anon* 
2  Keb.  583.  Rex  v.  French.  1  Mod.  26. 
Bex  V.  tumWL  1  Black.  Comm.  428.; 
but  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be,  that 
the  statute  does  include  villages.  1  Burr. 
S66,  867.  Ball  v.  Cobus.  BuU.  N.  P. 
1 92.  It  is  holden  that  if  a  man,  who  has 
not  served  an  apprenticeship  himself, 
exports  woollen  cloth  that  has  been 
manufactured  in  his  own  house  by  jour- 
neymen clothiers,  who  have  served  ap- 
prenticeships, it  is  a  trading  within  the 
statute.  2  Salk.  610.  Hobbs  v.  Young. 
S.C.  Carth.  162.  3  Mod.  313.  1  Show. 
241.  resolved  by  three  judges  against 
the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  2>ol6en.  But 
where  a  person,  who  had  not  served  an 
apprenticeship  to  the  trade  of  a  brewer 
was  a  partner  with  one  who  had,  and 
never  exercised  the  trade  himself,  but 
only  shared  the  profits,  and  stood  the 
risk  of  the  partnership,  the  other  wholly 
managing  and  carrying  on  the  trade, 
and  being  paid  a  salary  for  his  labour 
over  and  above  his  share  of  the  profit^ 
it  was  held  that  the  statute  did  not  ex- 


tend to  him.  1  Burr.  2.  Raynard  v. 
Chase.  S.  C.  2  Wils.  40.  This  decision 
has  been  adhered  to  ever  since.  The 
distinction  between  the  two  cases  is  this : 
in  HMs  V.  Young  the  defendant  him« 
self  directed  the  worimien,  and  the  trade 
was  carried  on  wholly  for  his  benefit ; 
but  in  Baynard  y.Chase^  the  defendant 
did  not  interfere  in  the  trade,  which  was 
entirely  under  the  management  of  another 
who  was  qualified,  but  only  shared  the 
profits,  and  risked  a  proportion  of  the 
loss.  Still,  however,  it  appears  to  me» 
that  Hcbhs  v.  Young  is  considerably 
shaken  by  Raynard  v.  Chase.  In  both 
cases,  the  manufacture  was  actually 
wrought  by  those  only  who  had  served 
regular  apprenticeships  to  the  trade, 
and  who  were  alike  paid  for  their  skill : 
neither  Young  nor  Chase  did  work  them- 
selves at  it  In  Hobbs  v.  Young^  the 
defendant  in  some  sense  may  be  said  to 
have  given  his  servants  directions,  such 
as  to  the  hours  of  employment,  the 
quantity  of  cloth  to  be  made,  and  the 
like;  but  he  never  gave  them  diree. 
tions  how  to  manufacture  the  cloth; 
for  he  was  unskilful  in  the  trade,  and 
therefore  incapable  of  giving  such  di. 
rections.  And  there  seems  to  be  no 
real  difference  between  receiring  the 
whole  profits  of  the  trade,  and  sharing 
them  with  another.  In  both  cases  it  is 
alike  to  some  purposes  an  exercising  of 
the  trade.  But  as  in  Baynard  v.  Chase^ 
the  court  held  it  not  to  be  such  an  ex- 
ercise of  it  as  to  subject  the  party  to 
the  penalties  of  the  statute,  the  same 
reason  seems  to  apply  with  equal  force 
to  the  case  of  Hobbs  v.  Young.  These 
observations  however  are  submitted 
with  great  diffidence.    On  the  other 
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act  of  confirmatioiif  there  was  no  occaBion  to  grant  sach 
liberty  of  using  any  trade  without  being  an  apprentice  thereto ; 
for  every  man  might  by  kw  do  it.  2.  Admittbg  that  the 
common  kw  had  been  otherwise,  yet  the  charter  did  not  in- 


hand,  the  statute  of  5  Eliz.  is  in  one 
instance  construed  liberally.  For  it  is 
held  that  other  trades  of  skill  and  know- 
ledge, besides  those  which  are  enume« 
rated  in  the  statute,  are  within  the 
equity  of  it,  if  they  were  in  use  at  the 
time.  And  the  coart  will  not  quash  an 
indictment  for  exercising  a  trade  not 
mentioned  in  the  statute,  upon  the 
ground  that  it  is  not  a  trade  of  skill,  if 
it  be  averred  to  have  been  used  at  the 
time  of  the  Act,  but  will  leave  it  to  a 
jury  to  determine  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
whether  it  be  a  trade  of  skill,  and  were 
used  at  the  making  of  the  statute. 
2  Salk.  611.  Rex  v.  Slattghier.  S.  C. 
1  Ld.  Raym.  513.  12  Mod.  311 .  2  Salk. 
611.  Rex  V.  Harper.  2  Str.  788.  Rex  v. 
Lister.  However,  there  are  some  cases 
where  it  has  been  determined  by  the 
cottr^  whether  it  were  a  trade  within 
the  statute  or  not  Cro.  Car.  499.  Rex 
V.  Fredland.  1  Lev.  243.  Rex  v.  Sellers. 
See  Com.  Dig.  Trade  (D.  5.> 

It  is  now  settled,  that  the  statute 
21  Jac  1.  c.  4.  s.  1.  restrains  actions  upon 
the  statute  5  Eliz.  from  being  brought 
in  the  courts  at  Westminster^  unless 
for  offences  arising  in  Middlesex  where 
these  courts  sit  2  Lev.  204.  Clappey. 
JEdgecambe.  I  Salk.  373.  ^tc^'s  case, 
by  eleven  judges.  5  Mod.  525.  Anon. 
1  Str.  415.  Smith  v.  Potter.  2  Ld.  Raym. 
872.  Curlewis  v.  Dudley.  4  T.  R. 
1 15. 117.  Shipman  v.  Henbest^  though 
the  contrary  was  formerly  holden. 
1  Vent  8.  Bams  v.Htighes.  S.C.  1  Lev. 
249.  1  Sid.  40a  3  Lev.  71.  Raynor 
V.  FitUr.  2  Mod.  246.  Forest  v.  Wise. 
Freem.  534.  Denion  v.  Wilson.  4  Mod. 
158.  Kingy.Hichs.  The  method  of 
proceeding  upon  thb  statute  is,  either 


by  information  qui  tarn  in  the  court  of 
oyer  and  terminer,  or  sessions  of  the 
peace  of  the  county,  city,  or  borough, 
where  the  offence  was  conunitted,  to 
recover  the  penalty,  or  by  indictment  in 
those  courts.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1038.  Reg, 
v.Franhlyn.  S.C.  1  Salk.  S7a  1  Burr. 
251,  252.  Rex  v.  Strang.  1  Salk.  373. 
Hieh*6  case.  Cowp.  369.  Farren  t. 
Williams.  Before  the  statute  21  Jac.  1. 
c.  4.  common  informers  were  compelled 
to  proceed  upon  the  5  Eliz.  in  the  hist- 
mentioned  couits  by  the  31  Eliz.  c  5. 
s.  7.  Cro.  Jac.  85.  Kenn  v.  Drake, 
Hob.  184.  Davison  v.  Barber.  Ibid.  327. 
NevillY.Yarwood.  But  the  statute  of 
31  Eliz.  did  not  extend  to  informations 
by  the  attorney-general,  nor  could  the 
defendant  take  advantage  of  the  want 
of  jurisdiction  except  by  plea ;  and  be- 
sides, considerable  doubts  were  eoter- 
tained  whether  the  words  of  that  statute 
were  express  enough  to  take  away  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  superior  courti. 
2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  26.  s.  28,  29,  80. 
foL  ed.  To  clear  which  doubts  chiefly 
was  the  21  Jac  1.  c.  4.  made.  4  T.  R< 
117*  Shipman  v.  Henbest.  The  power 
of  proceeding  by  information  in  the 
courts  of  oyer  and  terminer,  or  ses- 
sions  of  the  peace,  is  expressly  given 
by  the  39th  section  of  the  statute 
5  Eliz.  c  4.  Hence  it  appears  that 
the  court  of  K.  B.  in  the  above  cited 
case  of  Farren  v.  Williams^  had  no  rea- 
son to  inquire  into  the  practice  of  the 
assizes  and  sessions.  The  cases  in  Sir 
W.  Jones,  193.  and  6  Rep.  19.  b.  Gr^ 
gory's  case,  cited  by  Mr.  Dunning  to 
shew  that  an  infonnation  gui  tarn  will 
not  lie  at  the  sessions,  or  assizes,  when 
the  liberty  to  sue  for  the  penalty  ii  by 


luicn.  zx  v^ar.  ii.  xvegis. 


OLZ  o 


tend  to  give  any  other  liberty,  but  only  that  the  citizens  and 
freemen  of  LoTuhn  might  sell  their  merchandizes,  and  reside 
where  they  would,  notwithstanding  some  cities  and  boroughs 
claim  a  privilege  of  excluding  foreigners  from  buying  and  sell- 
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information,  debt,  plaint,  &c  in  any 
court  qfrecordy  are  good  law,  but  seem 
to  have  no  application  to  the  subject 
There  is  a  precedent  in  Lilly's  Entries 
of  sach  an  information  at  the  sessions, 
which  was  not  noticed  in  that  case. 
Lill.  £nt  303.  Hals^  v.  Hcpe. 

With  respect  to  actions  upon  penal 
statutes,  it  may  be  observed,  1.  That 
the  statute  21  Jac.  1.  c  4.  s.  1.  is  held 
to  be  confined  to  such  statutes  only  as 
were  in  being  at  the  time  of  making  it. 
2.  It  does  not  give  any  new  jurisdiction 
to  the  inferior  courts  where  they  had 
none  before.  Cro.  Car.  112.  Farring" 
ton  V.  Keymer.  Carth.  465.  Bex  v.  Galle, 
4  T.  R.  116.  This  last  may  be  said 
to  be  a  fundamental  rule  in  the  con- 
struction of  the  statute  21  Jac  1. ;  and 
therefore,  where  the  penalty  is  to  be 
recovered  by  action,  information,  &c 
either  in  the  courts  of  record  at  West- 
minster or  in  the  courts  of  record  only, 
wherein  no  essoign,  protection,  or  wager 
of  law  shall  he  aUowedy  which  words  are 
held  to  mean  the  courts  at  Westminster^ 
the  statute  of  21  Jac.  1.  does  not  apply. 
Cro.  Car.  112.  Farrington  v.  Keymer. 
Sir  W.  Jones,  193.  1st  Resolution. 
3  T.  R.  362.  Leigh  v.  KenL  Sir  T. 
Raym.  394.  Pheasant  v.  Finch.  And 
a  suit  prosecuted  at  the  assizes,  &c.  to 
recover  such  penalty  is  erroneous.  Cro. 
Car,  146.  Green  v.  Guy.  2  Str.  1103. 
Garland  v.  Burton.    3.  Where  the  in- 


former has  an  election  to  proceed  either 
by  action,  &c.  in  the  superior  courts  to 
sue  for  the  penalty,  or  by  indictment  at 
the  assizes  or  sessions,  he  may  still  sue 
for  the  penalty  in  the  superior  courts. 
4  T.  R.  109.  Shipnum  v.  Henbest.  The 
same  point  was  ruled  by  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  H.  T.  37  Geo.  3.  in  Bex 
▼.  FerriSf  upon  the  authority  of  the  last 
case.  4.  But  where  the  penalty  may  be 
sued  for  by  action,  information,  Hec. 
either  in  the  courts  at  Westminster,  or 
at  the  assizes  or  sessions  of  the  peace, 
the  statute  21  Jac.  1.  prohibits  any  suit 
in  the  superior  courts,  whether  it  be  by 
the  attorney*general,  or  by  a  common 
informer.  Cro.  Car.  112.  4  T.  R. 
109. 

(2)  So  46  Edw.  3.  19.  48  Edw.  3. 
6.  b.  Fitz."Action  sur  le  Case,  35,  49. 
Bro.  Action  sur  le  Case,  22. 25.  F.N.B. 
(D.),  where  it  is  said  that  it  is  the  duty 
of  every  artificer  to  exercise  his  art 
rightly  and  truly  ks  he  ought.  Hob.  21 1. 
Norris  v.  Stops.  1  Rol.  Abr.  91.  pi.  15. 
1  Vent  268.  Sest  v.Yates.  2 Wils.  359. 
Slater  v.  Baker*{c)  But  no  action  will 
lie  for  a  nonfeasance  ;  as  if  a  carpenter 
undertake  to  build  a  house,  &c.  within 
a  given  time,  andj refuses  to  proceed,  no 
action  will  lie:  11  H.  4.  33.  a.  21  H. 
6.  B5.  b.  1  Rol.  Abr.  9.  pi.  1.  2  Ld. 
Raym.  919.  920.  Coggs  v.  Bernard. 
5T.  R.  143.  EUee  v.  Gaiward(d): 
except  in  certain   cases,  where  from 


(c)  [So  a  patient  may  maintain  an 
action  on  the  case  against  a  surgeon  for 
unskilful  treatment,  although  the  pa- 
tient was  not  the  person  who  retained 
or  was  to  remunerate  the  surgeon.    11 

VOL.  I. 


Price,  400.  Pippin  v.  Sheppard.  5 
Bing.N.C.733.  Gladwell  y.  Steggall.  8 
Scott,  60.  S.C.] 

(d)  This  must  be  understood  of  an 
undertaking  without  any  consideratioD, 
X  X 
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ing  merchandizes  within  such  city  or  borough  (3),  as  appears 
in  Cro.  Eliz.  110.*,  362.  f;  E^er,  279- b*;  8  Co.  128.  J 
And  this  was  the  only  intention  of  the  charter,  as  fully  ap- 
pears by  the  words  of  it;  and  therefore  he  conduded  that  the 
plea  was  bad. 

And  of  such  opinion  was  the  whole  court :  and  judgment 
was  given  for  the  king  nisi,  &c,  and  it  was  not  moved  after- 


their  situations  some  psrsons  are  bound 
to  do  what  is  required  of  them  in  the 
course  of  their  employments,  and  are  in 
return  entitled  to  a  recompense.  As 
where  a  common  carrier,  having  conve« 
nienoe^  refuses  to  carry  goods,  being 
tendered  satisfaction  for  the  carriage. 
2  Show.  S27.  Jackson  v.  Ropers.  1  Show. 
10*,  10^.  Bull.  N.  P.  70.(c)  Or  an  inn- 
keeper to  receive  a  guest,  having  room 
for  him.  Dyer,  158.  1  Rol.  Abr.  5. 
(F.)  pi.  1.  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  225.  s.  2.  fol. 
ed.  (/)  Or  a  smith,  having  materials 
for  the  purpose,  to  shoe  the  horse  of  a 
traveller.  21  H.  6.  55,  56.  1  Salk.  18. 
1  Ld.  Raym.  654.  12  Mod.  484.  Or  a 
ferryman  to  convey  one  over  a  common 
ferry,  and    the   like.      Hardres,   169. 


ChunAman  v.  TtmsiaL    5  T.  R.  149» 
150.  (ff) 

(8)  Sir  W.  Jones,  162.  Rex  v.Cbr* 
poraHon  of  Boston.  This  privilege  of 
excluding  foreigners  can  only  exist  by 
custom  in  corporations  by  prescription ; 
for  the  king  cannot  by  his  charier  grant 
such  privilege  to  a  corporation  within 
memory.  8  Rep.  125.  a.  7%e  C%  ^ 
London*s  case.  Cro.  Elis.  808.  The 
Warden  of  Weavers  v.  Broum.  1  Lutw. 
564.  Mayor  of  Sedjhrd  v.  Fox.  1  P. 
WiU*  184.  Mitehel  v.  Reynolds.  And 
a  bye'hw  to  such  efl^t  i.<«  bad ;  1  RoL 
Abr.  864.  1  Lutw.  564.  Com.  Rep.  2691 
Parry  y.  Barry.  1  Burr.  12.  Barrisen 
V.  Chdman  ;  unless  to  enforce  a  /w- 
oedeni  custom  by  a  penalty.    1  P.  WiU. 


for  the  non-performance  of  which  no 
action  of  assumpsit  would  lie,  much  less 
an  action  on  the  case ;  but  if  there  be  a 
good  consideration  for  the  promise,  and 
the  party  refuse  to  perform  it,  an  action 
of  assumpsit  will  lie  for  the  breach  of 
promise,  though  an  action  on  the  case 
will  not  lie  for  the  nonfeasance.  [See 
4  B.  &  C.  845.  DartnaU  v.  Howard. 
6  D.  &  R.  438.  S.C.  2  M.  &  W.  143. 
SliiUibeery.Glyn.'] 

{e)  [It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to 
support  an  action  for  refusing  to  carry, 
that  the  satisfaction  should  have  been 
tendered  in  the  strict  sense  of  that 
term  as  applied  to  antecedent  debts. 
Therefore  it  is  sufficient  to  aver  in  the 
declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  was  '*  ready 
«<  and  wiUiiig  and  then  offered  to  pay  to 


'*  the  defendant  such  sum  of  money  as 
<<  the  defendant  was  legally  entitled  to 
«*  receive  for  the  receipt,  carriage,  and 
"  conveyance  of  the  said  parcel*'  8 
M.  &  W.  372.  Pickford  v.  The  Grand 
Junction  Railway  Company.^ 

(/)  [As  to  whether  it  is  necessary  to 
tender  satisfaction  for  the  entertain, 
ment  in  order  to  render  him  liable,  see 
7  C.  &  P.  213.  Rex  v.  Ivens.  8  M. 
&  W.  269.  Fell  v.  Kmykt;  in  which 
last  case  an  example  will  be  found  of 
the  extent  of  the  obligation  imposed 
by  law  on  innkeepers  in  thb  respect] 

(g)  [As  to .  actions  against  public 
ministerial  officers  for  nonfeasance,  see 
10  A. &E.  6^  Barry  Y.Amaud.  2P. 
«c  D.  633.  S.  C.  1  a  B.  900.  Davis  v. 
Black.  1  G.  &  D.  432.  S.C.] 
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wards  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  Note:  I  think  the  plea 
was  not  well  pleaded,  because  the  defendant  has  confessed  the 
using  of  the  trade  of  a  draper,  and  yet  has  traversed  ^'  with- 
*'  out  this,  that  he  used  the  trade  otherwise,  or  in  other  manner ^^ 
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184.  4  Barr.  1951.  Woottey  v.  Idle. 
3  Burr.  1856.  Hesketh  y. Sraddock.(h) 
It  was  once  doubted  whether  this  custom 
was  not  confined  to  the  city  of  London. 
1  Salk.  208,  204.  Mayor  of  Winion  v. 
YFfa«.S.C.  2Ld.Raym.  1129.  But  it 
is  now  held  that  there  may  be  such  a 
custom  in  other  ancient  corporations. 
See  4  Burr.  1951.  1  Wils.  238.  Bodwic 
T.  FennelL  2  Wils.  266.  TotterdeU 
V.  Glazby.     The   penalty  to  enforce 


the  custom  must  be  a  pecuniary  one, 
and  given  to  the  corporation  only, 
or,  as  in  London,  to  the  chamberlain 
for  the  use  of  the  corporation,  and  not 
to  a  stranger  (t) ;  and  may  be  levied  by 
distress  (A),  or  recovered  by  an  action 
of  debt  by  the  corporation  or  chamber- 
lain (/);  or  if  there  be  no  bye-lawj  the 
corporation  may  have  an  action  vpon 
the  case  for  a  breach  of  the  custom. 
1  Wils.  288.  237.    2  Wils.  266.  (m) 


(A)  [7  D.  &.  R.  597.  Clark  v.  Chwn- 
ton.  9  B.  &  C.  52.  Clark  v.  Le  Cren, 
2  B.  &  Ad.  465.  Shaw  v.  Pope.  Accord. 
A  custom  of  the  city  of  London,  that 
no  person  not  being  free  may  sell  or  put 
to  sale  any  wares  within  the  city  or 
liberties  by  retail,  or  keep  any  shop  or 
other  place  for  shew,  sale,  or  putting  to 
sale  of  wares  by  retail,  or^  use  of  any 
art,  trade,  &c  within  the  city,  liberties, 
or  suburbs,  was  held  a  sufficient  ground 
for  a  bye-law  forbidding  any  non- 
freeman  to  shew,  sell,  or  put  to  sale, 
wares  by  retail  within  the  city,  liberties, 
or  suburbs^  or  to  use  any  art,  trade,  &c 
within  the  same.  lB.&Ad.  92.  Clark 
V.  Denton.  To  use  an  art,  trade,  &c 
signifies  here  to  use  as  a  master  or 
principal  Ibid.  But  a  custom  and  bye- 
law  grounded  thereon,  that  no  artificers 
or  handicraftsmen,  or  other  shopkeepers 
or  traders  by  retail,  being  free  of  the 
city,  shall  be  permitted  to  employ,  hire, 
or  set  on  work  in  any  such  handicraft 
or  manual  occupation,  within  the  city  or 
liberties,  any  person  not  free  of  the 
city,  or  apprentice  to  a  freeman,  is  good. 
2  A.  ft  E.  812.  Shaw  v.  Poynter.  4  Nev. 
&  M.  290.  S.C.] 

(f )  [9  A.  &  E.  S56.  Graves  v.  Colby. 
1  P.  &  D.  285.  S.C.  Accord.-}  * 


(k)  [A  bye-law  authorising  a  distress 
for  the  penalty,  without  a  previous  de- 
mand and  refusal  of  it,  ib  bad.  1  Cr. 
Sc  J.  587.  Davies  v.  Morgan.'] 

(I)  [See  9  A.  &  E.  359.  Graves  v. 
Colby.  1  P.  &  D.  235.  S.C]  In  an 
action  of  debt  on  a  bye-law,  it  is  ne- 
cessary to  state  the  bye-law  and  is  not 
sufficient  to  allege  that  the  defendant 
became  indebted  by  virtue  of  a  certain 
bye-law.  1  Bos.  Sc  PulL  98.  Feltmdkers 
V.  Davis. 

(m)  [It  was  held  that  the  stat  1 1  Geo.  4. 
and  1  W.  4.  c.  64.,  for  permitting  the 
general  sale  of  beer  by  retail  in  England, 
did  not  supersede  the  custom  of  a  bo- 
rough, that  no  person  shall  carry  on 
the  trade  of  an  alehouse-keeper  therein 
who  was  not  a  burgess.  5  B.  &  Ad. 
246.  Mayor  of  Leicester  v.^  Burgess. 
2Nev.  &  M .  131.  S.C.  But  now  by  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act  (5  &  6  W.4. 
c  76.  s.  14.),  after  reciting  that  <'  in 
*'  divers  cities,  towns,  and  boroughs  a 
**  certain  custom  hath  prevailed,  and 
«  certain  bye-laws  have  been  made,  that 
*^  no  person,  not  being  free  of  a  city, 
*^  town,  or  borough,  or  of  certain  guilds, 
^  mysteries,  or  trading  companies  with- 
**  in  the  same,  or  some  or  one  of  them, 
^<  shall  keep  any  shop  or  place  for  put- 
XX  2 
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which  is  idle  and  absurd  to  traverse  the  nslng  of  the  trade 
*^  otherwise,  or  in  other  manner ;  "^for  he  was  not  charged  by 
the  indictment  with  the  using  of  it  ^'otherwise,  or  in  other 
<<  manner ; "  and  therefore  the  traverse  ought  to  be  omitted.  (4) 
Also  the  traverse  goes  to  the  whole  time  only,  whereas  it 
ought  to  go  to  every  part  of  the  time  distributively ;  for  if  he 
had  used  the  trade  for  one  month,  although  he  had  not  used  it 
for  three  months,  yet  he  ought  to  be  convicted  of  it  for  one 
month,  and  acquitted  of  the  other  two,  if  the  traverse  had 
been  rightly  taken  (5),  but  it  was  not  moved.     See  for  the 


(4)  A  traverse  must  be  taken  of  some 
allegation  contained  in  the  adverse 
pleading,  and  a  plea  cannot  conclude 
with  a  traverse  of  what  has  not  been 
before  alleged,  or  necessarily  implied, 
though  it  may  affect  the  merits  of  the 
case.  2  Vent.  79.  Killigrew  v.  Sawyer. 
2  Lutw.  9S6.  938.  Gwinne  v.  Poole. 
Ibid.  1560.  S.C.  Ibid.  1480.  Talbot  v. 
Woodhottse.  2  Mod.  67.  Wine  v.  Rider. 
Carth.  99.  Crosse  v.  Hunt.  1  Ld.  Raym. 
64.  Powers  v.  Cook.  S.  C.  1  Salk.  298. 
2  Salk.  629.  Gilbert  v.  Parker.  Cas. 
Temp.  Hardw.  255.  Rex  v.  Jordan,  (n) 


But  such  a  traverse  is  merely  form,  and 
must  be  specially  demurred  to,  by  sta- 
tute 27  Eliz.  c  5. ;  2  Lutw.  1560.  1  Ld. 
Raym.  238.  Lambert  v.  Cook  ;  or  at  least 
by  statute  4  Ann.  c  16.  (o) 

(5)  See  antd,  269.  Osborne  v.  Rogers. 
Com.  Dig.  Pleader  (G.  15.).  2  Saund. 
206.  Coram  v.  Sweeting.  Yelv.  122. 
Lane  v.  Alexander.  1  Lev.  193.  Thing 
V.  'Respass.  2  Mod.  145.  Brown  r. 
Johnson.  2  Ld.  Raym.  902.  HellioU  v. 
SeWy.  I  Sir.  ^9S.Colbof^y.Stockdale. 
S..C.  8  Mod.  58.  2  Str.  818.  Palmer 
V.  Ekins,  6th  Resolution.    3  Lev.  228. 


"  ting  to  shew  or  sale  any  or  certain 
"  wares  or  merchandise  by  way  of 
*^  retail  or  otherwise,  or  use  any  or  cer- 
<<  tain  trades,  occupations,  mysteries, 
'<  or  handicrafts  for  hire,  gain,  or  sale 
*^  within  the  same  ; "  it  is  enacted^  "  that 
^'  notwithstanding  any  such  custom  or 
"  bye-law,  every  person  in  any  borough 
"  may  keep  any  shop  for  the  sale  of 
<'  all  lawful  wares  and  merchandises, 
"  by  wholesale  or  retail,  and  use  every 
"  lawful  trade,  occupation,  mystery, 
"  and  handicraft,  for  hire,  gain,  sale,  or 
"  otherwise,  within  any  borough."] 

(«)  [Accordingly,  where  in  an  action 
on  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  payment 
of  a  principal  sum  of  12,000/.  and 
interest,  the  declaration  set  forth  the 
condition,  and  assigned  as  a  breach  the 
non-payment  of  the  principal  sum  of 
00/.,    omitting  to  mention  the  in- 


terest ;  a  plea  that  the  defendant  paid 
the  6000L  with  interest^  according  to 
the  form  and  efrectV>f  the  condition,  con- 
cluding to  the  country,  was  held  bad. 
2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  12.  Bishton  v.  Evans. 
5  Tyrw.  639.  S.C. .  See  further  3  A.& 
E.  669.  Worleg  v.  Harrison.  5  Nev.  & 
M.  173.  S.  C.  9  M.  &  W.  761.  Bird 
V.  Holman.  But  see  also  8  M.  &  W. 
890.  895.  Palmer  v.  Gooden.  For  an 
example  that  a  traverse  may  be  taken 
upon  matter  necessarily  implied,  see  6 
M.  &  W.  707.  Edinburgh  Railway 
Comp.  V.  Hebblewhiie.  Antd,  p.  103  a. 
note  (b).  See  abo  post,  Vol.  II.  p.  10. 
note  (14).] 

(o)  [But  see  6  Bing.  N.  C.  505. 539, 
530.  565.  Gwgnne  v.  Bumell.  I  Scott, 
N.  R.  701.  S.  C.  Post.  Vol.  IL  p  319, 
et  seq.y  notes  to  Bennet  v.  Holbeek.2 
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custom  of  London^  where  one  who  is  educated  in  one  trade      Dominus 
may  use  another;  Cro.  Car.  361.  The  King  v.  Bagshaw  ;  516,        Rex  v. 

517.  Appletony.  Stoughion.  Kilderby. 


Payne  y.Brigham.  S.C.  2Lutw.  1313.  tered  to   distrain,  absque  hoc  that  he 

And  as  to  the  evidence,  see  Peake's  Cases  ousted  him  of  the  premises  (without  say- 

at  Nisi  Prius,  57.    Powell  v.  Farmer^  ing  ««  or  any  part  thereof").     This  tra- 

by  Lord  Kenyon.     But  where  it  is  not  verse  was  upon  demurrer  held  good ; 

necessary  to  prove  the  issue  in  the  pre-  for  if  the  plaintiff  join  issue  on  the  tra« 

cbe  terms  of  the  traverse,  it  is  other-  verse,  and  prove  the  ouster  ofanypart^ 

wise.    As  where  in  covenant  for  quiet  the  issue  will  be  for  him.    2  Salk.  629. 

enjoyment,  the  breach  was  that  lessor  White  v.  Bodinam,   S.  C.  6  Mod.  150. 

entered  and  ousted  the  lessee  of  the  See  abo  Dyer,  115.  b.   Co.  Li tt.  282.  a. 

premises.  —  Plea,    that  defendant  en-  Cro.  Eliz.  82.    1  Ld.  Raym.  42. 


Hawkesworth  and  Hillary's  Case.  C  313  ] 

•Case  49. 
City  ^1  A  T  a  general  session  of  the  peace  held  at  the  guild- 
*^  -^  -^^  hall  of  the  city  of  Yorhy  in  the  county  of  the 
same  city,  on  the  12  th  day  of  March^  in  the  2l8t  year  of  the 
reign  of  our  lord  Charles  the  Second,  by  the  grace  of  God,  of 
England^  Scotland,  France^  and  Ireland^  king,  defender  of 
the  faith,  and  so  forth,  before  Christoplier  Brearer,  mayor  of 
the  same  city,  John  Turner,  esquire,  recorder  of  the  same  city, 
Richard  Etherington,  esquire,  of  counsel  for  the  said  city.  Sir 
Henry  Thomson,  jimior,  knight,  Edward  Eltoich,  George 
Manjchlins,  Cressey  Burnet,  Henry  Tireman,  Thomas  Bawtry, 
and  William  Richardson,  aldermen,  keepers  of  the  peace,  and 
justices  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  assigned  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine divers  felonies,  trespasses,  and  other  misdemeanours  com- 
mitted within  the  said  city  of  York,  and  county  of  the  same 
city,  it  is  (among  other  things)  ordered  as  follows ;  that  is  to 
say. 

Upon  the  petition  of  Timothy  Hawkesworth,  apprentice  to 
Robert  Hillary,  merchant,  to  be  relieved  upon  certain  neglects 
of  the  said  master,  in  instructing  him  in  his  trade,  and  putting 
him  upon  such  employments  as  were  not  fit  for  such  an  ap- 
prentice, but  made  no  proof  thereof:    and  the  said  master 

having  likewise  appeared  (1),  and  made  known  and  proved 

» 

(1 )  So  where  the  discharge  is  made    the  order  must  set  forth,  that  the  master 
upon  the  complaint  of  the  appr^n(ic$f    either  appeared,  or  was  summoned,  the 

*  XX  3 


oxo 


xuw&cBwurui  Buu  MJLuuury  b  \ja/aiG» 


Hawkes- 

WORTH  and 

Hillary's 

Case. 


to  this  oaurt,  that  the  said  apprentioe  has  ne^eoted  (2)  bis 
maater'B  service,  threatened  to  beat  his  master,  and  fkbused 
himself  in  being  several  times  drunk,  and  in  keeping  oompany 
with  lewd  women,  so  that  the  said  master  dotii  absolutely  re- 
fuse to  entertain  him  any  longer ;  it  is  therefore  ordered,  that 
the  said  apprentice  be  dischaiged  and  freed  of  his  apprentice- 
ship; and  that  the  said  master,  HUlary,  shall  pay  and  restore 
to  his  said  apprentice  60iL  part  of  lOOiL,  which  he  acknowledged 
he  had  with  him  upon  his  binding  (3) ;  and  this  to  be  a  final 


words  of  the  35th  section  of  the  statute 
5  Eliz.  c  4.  being,  "  and  upon  his  t^ 
^  pearanee^*  &c  For  though  the  court 
will  in  general,  in  cases  of  orders,  pre- 
sume omnia  esse  rite  acta^  agreeable  to 
the  distinction  in  Rex  v.  Lloyd,  2  Str. 
996.  between  orders  and  convictions; 
yet,  as  the  justices  can  only  proceed 
upon  the  appearance  of  the  master,  that 
is  made  an  essential  requisite  by  the 
Act  to  found  their  jurisdiction,  and  must 
therefore  be  set  forth  in  their  order. 

1  Str.  143.  Rex  v.  Gill  Cas.  Temp. 
Hardw.  101.  Rex  v.  Heaseman,   S.  C. 

2  Str.  1013.  2  Salk.  490.  Ditton's  case. 
See  a  precedent  of  such  an  order  in 
1  Bum's  Justice,  Apprentice  (E.). 

(2)  The  order  must  also  set  forth 
that  the  apprentioe  was  discharged  for 
some  cause  of  misusing  or  ill-treatment 
by  the  master,  or  misbehaviour  by  the 
apprentice,  and  must  state  the  cause. 
It  has  been  held  not  to  be  sufficient  to 


assign  as  a  reason  for  such  discharge, 
that  the  master  refused  to  take  the 
apprentice  again,  notwithstanding  the 
court  'in  this  case  seems  to  consider  it 
to  be  a  sufficient  one ;  1  Str.  704.  Rex 
v.  Davie  ;  or  that  the  apprentice  was 
afflicted  with  a  disease,  which  is  sup- 
posed to  be  incurable  \  1  Str.  99.  Rex  r. 
Hales  Owen;  or  that  the  master  used 
the  apprentice  unkindly.  Cas.  Temp. 
Hardw.  101.    2  Str.  1014. 

(3)  This  power  of  ordering  a  resti- 
tution of  money  upon  the  discharge  of 
an  apprentice,  is  held  to  be  incident  to 
the  jurisdiction  to  discharge ;  1  Salk. 
6S.  Rex  V.  Johnson.  2  Salk.  491.  S.  C. 
1  Salk.  67.  {Dillan's  case.  Skin.  108. 
Du  HameXV%  case.  Bac.  Abr.  Master 
and  Servant,  550, 551.  1  Bum's  Justice, 
Apprentice,  73. 13tb  ed«  Rexy,Amie$; 
though  the  contrary  was  held  in  1  Str. 
69.  Rex  V.  Vandeleur.  (a)  Actioa  of 
covenant  may  be  maintained  against 


(a)  [It  has  been  lately  held,  in  ac- 
cordance with  Rex  v. '.  Vandeleur,  and 
overruling  the  cases  above  cited  contrdf 
that  the  sessions  have  no  power  to 
order  a  restitution  of  money,  or  to 
direct  the  non-payment  of  any  part  of 
the  premium  remaining  unpaid ;  4  M. 
&  W.  665.  East  v.  Pell;  and  AI- 
derson  B.  appeared  to  be  of  opinion 
that  the  statute  does  not  apply  to  cases 
where  a  [^premium  is  given  with  the 
apprentice,    but  only  to    compulsory 


bindings  without  premiums.  4M.  & 
W.  676.]  It  had  been  previously  held 
by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  that  where 
the  apprentice  ran  away,  after  a  short 
time,  and  enlisted  as  a  soldier,  and 
the  master  on  his  return  refused  to 
take  him  back,  the  court  could  not 
compel  any  return  of  premium.  5Priee, 
297.  Cuff  y.  Brown.  Howeveri  in  the 
case  of  "an  attorney's  clerk^  the  court  of 
K.B.  decided  otherwise^  considering 
that  they  had  a  more  extensive  author- 
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order  betwbtt  the  sud  master  and  apprentice^  any  thing  con- 
tained in  the  eaid  indentures  of  apprenticeship  to  the  contrary 
in  anywise  notwithstanding;  and  the  said  Timothy,  the  ap- 
prentice, to  stand  committed  till  he  find  security  for  his  good 
behaviour. 
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the  person  who  joins  in  the  deed  of  the  apprentice.  Cro.  Car.  179.  S.  P. 
apprenticeship ;  8  Mod.  190.  Whitley  v.  7  Mod.  15.  See  1  Mod.  271.  Com.  Dig. 
L^ku.  See  2  Salk.  479.;  but  not  against    Justices  of  Peace  (B.  55.).  (h) 


ity  over  their  own  officers.  S  B.  &  A. 
257.  En  parte  Prankerd.  [9  B.  & 
C.  691.  ex  parte  Bayley.1  See  1  B. 
h  C.  460.  Winstone  v.  Linn.  [6  B. 
^  C.  680.  Hughes  v.  Humphreys.  9  D. 
&  R.  715.  S.  C  as  to  the  consequence 
of  the  apprentice  absenting  himself.]^ 
(b)  If  the  apprentice  himself,  being 
an  infant^  do  not  execute  the  indenture* 
although  it  be  executed  by  his  father, 
he  cannot  gain  any  settlement  under  it ; 


for  the  indenture  is  void,  no  father 
having  authoHty  to  bind  an  infant  with- 
out his  consent,  except  in  the  case  of 
parish  apprenticeships.  S  B.  &  A.  584. 
The  King  v.  Amesby.  If  the  apprentice 
on  coming  of  age  avoid  the  indenture, 
it  will  not  discharge  the  liability  of  his 
father  on  a  covenant  for  his  service  be- 
yond that  time.  8  B.  &  A.  39.  Cuming 
V.  HOL 


Hawkesworth  and  Hillary's  case 

AN  order  made  by  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  justices  of  the 
peace  of  the  city  and  county  of  the  city  of  Forh,  at  their 
sessions  of  the  peace,  was  removed  by  certiorariiaix)  this  court, 
whereby  the  justices,  for  divers  misdemeanours  committed  by 
the  said  Hawhemorth^  being  an  apprentice  to  the  said  Hillary 
his  master,  particularly  mentioned  in  the  said  order,  so  that 
the  said  master  had  absolutely  refused  to  entertfdn  him  any 
longer,  ordered  that  the  apprentice  should  be  discharged  and 
freed  from  his  apprenticeship,  and  that  the  said  master  HiUary 
should  pay  and  restore  to  his  said  apprentice  60/.,  part  of  the 
100/.  which  he  acknowledged  he  had  with  him,  and  this  to  be 
a  final  order  betwixt  the  said  master  and  apprentice,  any 
thing  contidncd  in  the  said  indenture  of  apprenticeship  to  the 
contrary  in  anywise  notwithstanding ;  and  the  said  appren^ 
tice  to  stand  committed  till  he  find  good  security  for  his  good 
behaviour. 


[  314] 

Case  49. 

S.  C.  1  Mod.  2. 
2  Keb.  541. 
592.     It  was 
the  intention  of 
the  statute  of 
5  Elis.  c.  4. 
8.  35.  that  a 
master  shall  be 
discharged  of  a 
bad  apprentice, 
as  well  as  that 
an  apprentice 
shall  be  dis- 
charged  of  a 
bad  master  ( 1 ). 


(1)  S«  p.  1  Mod.  287.   WaMns  v.  BOwardet  1  Vent  174.    2  Keb.  822. 
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And  now  it  was  moved  by  Saunders,  on  the  part  of  the 
master,  to  have  the  said  order  quashed,  because  it  is  not  war- 
ranted by  the  statute  of  5  Eliz.  c  4.,  one  clause  of  wluch, 
nametyj  sect.  35.  upon  which  this  order  is  founded,  being  as 
follows,  viz.  *^  And  if  any  such  master  shall  misuse  or  evil  in- 
''  treat  his  apprentice,  or  that  the  said  apprentice  shall  have 
*^  any  just  cause  to  complain,  or  the  apprentice  do  not  his 
'^  duty  to  the  master,  then  the  said  master  or  appentice,  being 
**  grieved,  and  having  cause  to  complain,  shall  repair  to  one 
'^  justice  of  the  peace  within  the  said  county,  or  to  the  mayor 
<'  or  other  head-officer  of  the  city,  town  corporate,  maiket- 
*^  town,  or  other  place  where  the  said  master  dwelleth,  who 
<'  shall,  by  his  wisdom  and  discretion,  take  such  order  and 
**  direction  between  the  said  master  and  his  apprentice  aa  the 
'*  equity  of  the  case  shall  require :  and  if,  for  want  of  good 
''  conformity  in  the  said  master,  the  said  justice  of  the  peace 
**  or  the  said  mayor  or  head  officer  cannot  compound  and 
'^  agree  the  matter  between  him  and  his  apprentice,  then  the 
'^  said  justice,  or  the  said  mayor  or  other  head  officer,  shall 
<'  take  bond  of  the  said  master  to  appear  at  the  next  seaaioiis 
^  then  to  be  holden  in  the  said  county,  or  within  the  said  city, 
"  town  corporate,  or  market-town,  to  be  before  the  justices 
**  of  the  said  county,  or  the  mayor  or  head  officer  of  the  said 
''  town  corporate,  or  market  town,  if  the  sud  master  dwell 
''  within  any  such ;  and  upon  his  appearance^  and  hearing  of  the 
''  matter  before  the  said  justices,  or  the  said  mayor  or  othor 
<'  head  officer,  if  it  be  thought  meet  unto  them  to  dischaige 
''the  said  apprentice  of  his  apprenticehood,  that  then  the 
''  said  justices,  or  four  of  them  at  the  least,  whereof  one  of 
'<  than  to  be  of  the  quorum,  or  the  said  mayor  or  other  head- 
''  officer,  with  the  consent  of  three  others  of  his  brethren,  or 
**  men  of  best  reputation  within  the  said  city,  town  corporate, 
''  or  market^town,  shall  have  power  by  authority  hereof  in 
''  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals,  to  pronounce  and  de- 
«  claie  that  they  have  discharged  the  said  apprentice  of  his 
*'  apprenticehood,  and  the  cause  thereof;  and  that  the  writing 
''  so  being  made,  and  inrolled  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and 
<'  town-clerk,  amongst  the  records  that  he  keepeth,  shall  be 
''  a  sufficient  discharge  for  the  said  apprentice  against  his 
''  master,  his  executors,  and  administratore,  the  indenture  of 
*'  the  said  apprenticehood,  or  any  law  or  custom  to  the  oon- 
''  trary  notwithstanding.     And  if  the  default  shall  be  found 
''  to  be  in  the  apprentice,  then  the  said  justices,  or  the  said 


"  mayor  or  ouier  neaa-omcer^  wiin  xne  assistance  aioresaia^     Hawkes- 
**  shall  cause  such  due  correction  and  punishment  to  be  minis-    worth  and 


Case. 


**  tered  unto  him,  as  by  their  wisdom  and  discretion  shall  be  p^^J*^  ^ 
•*  thought  meet."  So  that  it  appears  by  the  said  clause, 
•*  that  for  want  of  good  conformity  in  the  majster^  namely, 
where  the  fault  is  found  to  be  in  the  master^  there  the  justices 
may  discharge  the  apprentice  of  his  apprenticehood  at  their 
discretion ;  "  but  if  the  default  be  found  to  be  in  the  appren^ 
**  tice,^  then  the  justices  have  no  power  by  the  statute  to  dis- 
charge the  apprentice  of  his  apprenticehood ;  for  by  this  means 
idle  and  bad-disposed  apprentices  will  be  encouraged  to  abuse 
their  masters,  that  they  may  be  discharged  of  their  appren- 
ticehoods,  which  will  be  a  direct  way  to  their  ruin  and  de- 
struction :  but  the  statute  appoints  that  the  justices  **  shall 
**  cause  such  due  correction  and  punishment  to  be  ministered  unto 
**  him  as  by  their  wisdom  and  discretion  shall  be  thought  meet;  " 
by  which  it  appears,  that  for  default  in  the  apprentice  (as  the 
case  in  question  is)  it  is  not  the  intention  of  the  statute  that 
the  apprentice  should  be  discharged,  but  that  he  should  be 
punished  at  the  discretion  of  the  magistrates,  until  he  should 
mend  his  manners.  Wherefore  here,  inasmuch  as  it  appears 
in  the  order  that  the  fault  was  in  the  apprentice,  for  which  he 
is  discharged  of  his  apprenticehood,  it  was  prayed  that  the 
order  not  being  warranted  by  the  statute,  should  be  quashed. 
Sed  non  allocatur  ;  for,  per  curiam,  it  appears  in  the  order 
that  the  master  refused  to  keep  his  apprentice  any  longer  (2), 
wherefore  the  justices  make  the  order  of  discharge.  And  the 
whole  court  was  of  opinion,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
act  that  an  apprentice  should  be  discharged,  of  a  bad  master, 
as  well  as  that  the  master  should  be  discharged  of  a  bad  ap- 
prentice. And  the  clause,  which  gives  power  to  administer 
punishment  to  a  bad  apprentice,  does  not  restrain,  but  en- 
larges the  power  of  the  magistrates  beyond  what  it  had 
given  them  concerning  masters ;  for  they  cannot  administer 
punishment  to  masters  for  their  faults,  but  only  discharge 
their  apprentices :  but  for  the  faults  of  the  apprentices,  they 
may  iidlict  corporal  punishment  upon  them,  or  discharge  them 
at  their  discretion :  wherefore  the  order  was  confirmed  by  the 
court.  And  afterwards,  in  Hilary  term  21st  and  22dof  the 
r^gn  of  the  now  king,  it  was  moved  again  by  Jones,  of  coun- 
sel with  Hillary  the  master ;  but  the  court  said,  that  the  point 


(2)  Bat  this  is  no  cause  of  discharge.    See  antd,  31 S.  note  (2). 


1 
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Hillary's 
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■ 


wasaettledin  ilftcA«  teim  before,  and  gate  the  same  rule  again, 
wherefore  the  order  oontinaed  confirmed.  (3) 

Note:  These  two  exceptions  were  not  moved:  L  That  it 
does  not  appear  by  the  order  that  the  parties  had  been  first 
before  the  mayor  of  the  town,  or  other  head-officer  out  of  die 
sessions,  as  the  statate  appoints ;  for  thej  ought  not  to  oome 
originally  to  the  sessions,  but  rather  by  way  of  appeal  (4)^  as 
appears  by  the  word  of  the  Act    2.  That  it  does  not  appear 


(3)  Hence  it  appears,  that  the  clause 
of  the  statute  relating  to  the  discharge 
of  apprentices  is  general,  and  extends 
to  all  manner  of  apprentices.  For  the 
present  case  is  that  of  an  apprentice  to 
a  merchant.  However,  in  Watkins  v. 
Edwards,  M.  T.  28  Car.  2.  1  Vent 
174.  2  Keb.  822.,  Lord  fftUe  doubted 
whether  the  power  of  discharging  was 
not  confined  to  apprentices  in  those 
trades  only  which  are  mentioned  in  the 
statute:  but  Ttoysilen  and  Raynrford 
justices  were  of  a  contrary  opinion, 
and  relied  upon  this  case  in  support 
of  it  Afterwards,  in  M.  T.  7  Will,  3. 
Rex  V.  Gaiely,  2  Salk.  471.  5  Mod. 
l39,  140.  it  was  decided  by  the  court 
of  K.  B.  agreeable  to  Lord  HaU^  opi- 
nion, that  the  statute  confines  the  power 
to  the  trades  mentioned  in  the  statute  t 
and  in  a^^nswer  to  this  case,  which  was 
cited  to  the  contrary,  it  was  said  that 
this  point  was  not  stirred  in  it  But 
all  the  sidfsequent  determinations  are  to 
the  contrary,  and  it  is  now  established 
that  the  statute  gives  the  power  of  dis- 
charging to  all  manner  of  apprenHces. 
2  Ld.  Raym.  1410.  Rex  v.  Coilinbaum* 
S.  C.  ,1  Str.  668.  By  the  statute 
20  Geo.  2.  c.  19.  s.  3,  4,  and  5.,  a 
power  is  given  to  two  justices  to  dis- 


charge  apprentices  in  [some  particukr 
cases.  See  7  East,  376.  Ex  parte  GiU, 
And  by  statute  6  Geo.  3.  c  25^  every 
apprentice,  whose  master  has  not  re- 
ceived with  him  the  sum  of  102i,  is 
bound  to  serve  for  so  long  a  time  as  he 
shall  have  absented  himself  during  his 
apprenticeship  without  leave,  or  make 
satisfaction  for  the  same,  at  anytime 
within  seven  years  after  the  expiration 
of  his  original  contract  And  in  case 
of  refusal,  one  justice  of  the  peaoe  may 
determine  what  satbfaction  he  shall 
give  his  master,  and  conunit  him  to  the 
house  of  correction  for  a  term  not  ex- 
ceeding three  months,  if  he  does  not  give 
security  to  make  such  satisfaction,  (c) 

(4)  This  was  also  the  opinion  of 
2\i*ysden  and  Raynrford  justices,  in 
Watkins  v.  Edwards.  1  Mod.  287.  and 
of  HoU  C.  J.  in  1  Salk.  67.*  and  ap- 
pears to  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
legislature.  But  it  was  afterwards  ad- 
judged, and  is  now  a  settled  pomt,  that 
the  court  of  sessions  has  an  origiMl 
jurisdiction  to  discharge  apprentices 
under  the  statute  5  Eliz.  c  4.  1  Salt 
68.  Rex  v.  Johnson.    2  Salk.  491. 8.  C 

1  Str.  149.  Rex  y.  GiU.  Ibid.  704.  Rfx 
v.  Davie*      Cas.  Temp.  Hardw.  101. 

2  Str.  1014.    Rex  v.  Heaseman. 


(c)  Further  powers  are  given  to 
justices  by  32  Geo.  3.  c  57.  and  33 
Geo.  3.  c.  55.  See  Kurn's  Justice, 
tit.  Apprentices ;  and  42  Geo.  3.  c  73. 


51  Geo.  3.  c  80.  56  Geo.  3.  c  129.  and 
1  &  2  Geo.  4.  c  32.  [4  Geo.  4.  c  29. 
4Geo.4.  c.34.  3&4  W.4.  C.6S.  5&6 
Vict  7.] 
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that  this  order  was  under  the  hand  and  seals  (5)  of  the  justiGes  Hawkks- 

as  the  Act  appoints.    Qucere  of  those  exceptions,  for  they  seem  ^orth  and 

to  be  materkl :  but  they  were  not  moved.  Hiixary's 


(5)  Accordingly,  this  omission  has     OaUly.    Comb.  344.  Oately  v.  Green, 
been  since  held  to  be  a  fatal  defect  in    8  Salk.  470.  Anon. 
the  order.     Carth.;i98,  199.    Bexy. 


Smith  versus  Yeomans.  Case  50. 

Trin.  Slst  of  King  Charles  the  Second.    BoL  1844. 

DEBT  upon  bonA     The  defendant  prays  oyer  of  the  s.c.  iVeiit43. 
condition,  which  is  for  performance  of  covenants  con-  A  ^^^  ^fsym 
tained  in  certain  indentures  made  between  the  plaintiff,  being  sary's  plea,  ~ 
sheriff  of  the  county  of  Somerset,  of  the  one  part,  and  one  ^*"*f  *'  *'"' 

,  .  .  upon  ojer.  be- 

Ilumphry  HoUoway,  gent.,  under  sheriff  to  the  said  plainti£^  of  comes  part  of 
the  other  part,  on  the  part  and  behalf  of  the  said  HoUoway  to  ^  th^/^t^ 
be  performed.     And  upon  oyer  of  the  condition,  the  defend-  peurs  that  the 
ant  pleads  that  the  indentures  were  made  between  the  plaintiff  SJ^TOod^uae 
and  the  said  Holloway,  on  such  a  day  and  at  such  a  place,  and  of  demurrer. 
one  part  of  them,  under  the  seal  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant 
brings  into  court.     And  the  defendant  further  pleads,  that 
there  are  not  any  covenants  contained  in  the  said  indenture, 
on  the  part  and  behalf  of  the  said  HoUouniy  to  be  performed ; 
and  this,  &c :  wherefore,  &c.     The  plaintiff  prays  oyer  of 
the  said  indenture  by  the  defendant  brought  into  court,  which 
is  entered  at  large  in  hmc  verba  ;  and  thereby  it  appears,  that 
there  are  divers  covenants  contained  in  the  said  indenture,  on 
the  part  and  behalf  of  the  said  Holloway  to  be  performed.  And 
on  the  oyer  of  the  said  indenture  being  so  entered,  the  plaintiff 
demurred  in  law  upon  the  defendant's  plea. 

And  now  Saunders^  of  counsel  with  the  defendant^  urged 
that  the  plaintiff  had  demurred  too  hastily ;  for,  as  he  said^ 
the  plaintiff  should  have  shewn  a  breach  of  one  of  the  cove-  [  317  1 
nants  to  maintain  his  action ;  as  in  debt  upon  bond  to  perform 
an  award,  if  the  defendant  pleads  "  no  award  made^^  it  is  not 
suflicient  for  the  plaintiff  to  reply  and  shew  an  award  made, 
but  he  must  also  shew  a  breach  of  it.  (1)     So  here  when  the 


(1)  See  the  reason  in  the  case  of  an    leyn^   et  ant6,  103.  note(l))  Hayman 
awards    1  Salk.  138.    Meredith  v.  Al-    v.  Oerrard. 


Smith  v. 

Yeomans^ 


Indenture  set 
out  upon  oyer, 
bcc^i^niefi  part  of 
the  preceding 
plea. 


defendant  pleadg  that  there  are  no  covenants  in  the  inden- 
ture, the  plaintiff  should  not  only  shew  the  covenants,  but  he 
ought  abo  to  have  assigned  a  brearli  of  them* 

Sed  non  allocatii  r.  B  ut  j  udgmc  nt  was  ^i ven  for  the  plain  t  iff 
by  the  whole  court  without  any  difficulty.  And  tlic  reason 
ecems  to  be^  that  Tvhcn  the  defendant  brings  the  indenture 
into  court,  and  says  that  there  are  no  covenanta  in  it,  &c, 
now  upon  the  oyer  thereof  the  indenture  iB  made  parcel  of 
the  pica ;  and  it  thereby  appears  judicially  to  the  court,  tbat 
he  has  pleaded  afalsepkaj  and  taken  an  avemicnt  against  the 
truth  of  that  wliich  appears  to  the  court  by  the  very  inden- 
ture which  the  defendant  himself  lins  brought  into  court 
And  therefore  the  plaintiff  need  not  shew  any  matter  of  fact 
in  a  replication  to  maintain  liis  aotion,  as  in  the  case  of  an 
award,  but  a  demurrer  was  more  proper  for  the  plaintiff. 
Quod  nota.  (2) 


(2)  S.  P,  3  Lev.  50.  Hudson  v,  Spier^ 
ruled  in  C.  B,  upoo  the  authority  of  a 
case  which  appears  to  be  the  principal 
one.  Doug.  *76,  477.  3d  ed,  Jeffert^ 
Y,  JVIiitty  which  is  a  strong  authority  in 
support  of  the  principle  of  this  case. 
For  notwithstanding  the  plaintiff  was 
mi  entitled  to  oyer,  it  being  of  a  pri- 
vate Act  of  parliament  stated  and 
relied  upon  by  the  defendant  in  lib 
rejoinder,  yet  as  the  Act  was  in  fad 
set  forth  on  oyer,  the  court  held, 
upon  the  authority  of  this  case,  that 
the  whole  of  what  was  so  set  forth 
made  part  of  the  rejoinder,  and  it 
thereby  appearing  that  the  Act  did  not 
warrant  the  rejoinder,  gave  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff,  Carth-  515.  Gage  v, 
Actofh  P«r  ^^^  C.  X  6  Mod,  27,  Ibid. 
237,  Cook  v-  H^minglon.  Com.  Dig, 
Pleader  (P,  !.>(«)  The  only  way  in 
which  a  party  can  relieve  himself,  when 
the  opposite   side   omits  any  material 


part  of  an  indenture,  &c  wliich  he 
is  bound  to  state,  is  to  set  forth  the 
indenture,  i^c*  on.  oyer:  for  he  cannot 
reply,  that  by  the  said  indent uret  d'C* 
it  w€iA  further  agretd  so  and  so.  Hutt. 
33,  Smith  v<  Boueher.  1  Keb<  513, 
1  Str.  227-  Siihhn  v.  Chugh,  {h)  If  the 
condition  of  a  bond,  or  if  any  inden- 
ture, or  other  deed,  of  which  oyer  is 
prayed,  contain  other  matters  besides 
those  which  are  to  be  performed  by  the 
party  craving  oyer,  it  does  not  seem  to 
be  necessary  to  set  out  such  matters  at 
all,  but  it  is  sufficient  to  set  out  ver- 
batim the  whoh  of  the  matters  that 
relate  to  him.  4  T.  R,  370.  Walhtct 
v_  Duc/tess  of  Cumberland.  Otlierw ise, 
in  some  cases,  the  record  would  run  to 
an  immoderate  length.  Ante,  9-  /frww 
V.  Harridge,  Ibid.  52,  Gaimfotd  \\ 
GriffWu  6  Mod.  237.  Cook  v.  Hemintj- 
ton.  See  also  Jevens  v,  Harndgt^  9, 
note  (1),  (c) 


(o)  [This  subject  is  more  fully  dis- 
cussed, post.  Vol.  IL  p.  367t  ei  seq.  notes 
to  SachemreU  v.  FroggaU*'^ 

(h)  This  must  be  underetood  bs 
confined  to  eases,  in  which  the  party 


pleading  a  deed  is  bound  to  niaie;?r^ 
fert  ofiL 

(c)  [See  8  M-  &  W.  720.  Newm  v, 
lVamQt.2 
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Redman  versus  Edolph.  Case  51. 

Trin.  21  King  Charles  the  Second.     BoL  799. 

Jj^JJSCTlONEjfirmcBhroughi  by  original  writ  out  of  Chan-  ^^-  ^  J^^-^  ^ 
JLJ  eery.  And  the  record  on  the  issue-roll  was  entered  in  Xeb.  544*  58s. 
this  manner,  ss.  "  Symo  Udolpk,  late  of,  &c.  was  summoned  J/  *^®  dfickra- 

/ill/*  •  t     n  ^^^  recite  a 

'*  to  answer  Thomas  Redman  of  a  plea,  wherefore  with  force  yicious  original, 
"  and  arms,"  &c.     The  defendant  pleaded  to  issue,  and  a  ver-  ?°t>"  bT'fJnd 
diet  was  found  against  him.      And  now  it  was  moved  in  onthefile/the 
arrest  of  judgment,  that  here  was  a  vicious  original,  which  is  tenJafter  w- 
not  aided  by  any  statute  of  jeofails  (1) ;  for,  as  appears  by  the  diet  t^»t  *i>ere 
entry  of  it,  the  original  was  a  summons,  whereas  it  ought  to  ^  whidi  m^ 
have  been  an  attachment;  for  the  record  says  that  the  defend-  ^^  *»^  ^\ 

1  .  t  ,  7     »     A     1    tl>«  clerk  had 

ant  was  summoned,  whereas  it  ought  to  be,  was  attached.  And  mistaken  in  the 
the  original  writ  in  ejectionefirmtB  is  an  attachment,  or  pone  per  ^^-^^^^^^^ 
vadios  et  salvos plegios,  &c.  in  Kegist.  Brevium  Original.  227.  b.  terid  after  yer- 
And  so  this  case  is  not  remedied  after  verdict.     The  court  ^^ 
asked,  whether  the  original  writ  on  the  file  was  a  summons  or 
attachment  ?     To  which  it  was  answered,  that  no  search  had 
been  made  for  it ;  but  the  record  before  the  court,  to  which 
they  would  give  credit,  recites  it  to  be  a  summons ;  and  so  it 
shall  be  intended.     And  thereupon  the  court  stayed  the  judg- 
ment, and  ordered  the  parties  to  examine  the  original  writ  on 
the  file  in  the  mean  time. 

And  afterwards,  at  another  day,  it  was  moved  again,  and  the 
court  was  informed  that  there  was  no  original  writ  to  be  found 
on  the  file :  wherefore  it  was  urged  by  the  defendant's  coun-  [  318  ] 
sel,  that  now  the  court  ought  to  intend  that  there  was  such 
a  vicious  original  writ  as  the  record  supposes,  unless  the 
plaintiff  shews  to  them  another  original  which  is  good,  and 
may  warrant  an  amendment  of  the  record ;  for  as  the  record 
is,  it  appears  that  the  declaration  is  founded  upon  a  vicious 
original,  and  therefore  no  judgment  can  be  given  for  the 
plaintiff.  Sed  non  allocatur  ;  for  the  court  said,  that  inasmuch 
as  there  is  not  any  original  writ  to  be  found  on  the  file,  they 
would  intend  after  verdict  that  there  was  once  a  good  original, 
which  is  now  lost,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  clerk  had  made  a  mis- 
take in  the  recital  of  it,  which  after  verdict  is  not  material  (2) 

(1)  S.  P.  Cro.  Jac.  479.  Pollard  v.        (2)  The  statute  18  Eliz.  c.  14.  s,  1. 
JBUghL    Ibid.  675.  Reynell  v.  Kelsey^    helps  the  want  of  an  original  to  all  in- 


OlO 


rveuiuau  vvrvws  jc^uuxpu* 


Redmak  r. 
Edolph. 


But  if  there  had  been  a  vicious  (3)  original  on  the  file,  tben 
they  would  not  intend  any  other  good  original^  unless  the 
plaintiff  shews  it ;  wherefore  the  plaintiff  had  his  judgment  by 
rule  of  court     Saunders  with  the  defendant. 


tents  as  if  there  had  been  a  good  one 
on  the  file,  and  if  there  had  been  a  good 
one,  such  misrecital  would  not  have 
been  erroneous.  Gilb.  H.  C.  B.  119. 
3d  ed. 

(3)  But  the  court  would  not  have 
arrested  the  judgment  on  motion  if 
there  had  been  a  vicious  original  on  the 
file.  For  it  is  but  recital^  and  the  court 
declared  thej  would  not  judge  upon 
the  bare  recital  of  the  original,  in  the 
declaration;  but  the  defendant  ought 
either  to  have  craved  oyer  of  the  ori- 
ginal at  first,  or,  in  this  stagey  to  have 
brought  a  writ  of  error.  This  is  said 
by  Holt  C.  J.  to  have  been  the  ground 
of  the  judgment,  although  Saunders 
has  not  noticed  it  2  Ld.  Raym.  903. 
H^iot  V.  Selby.  2  Salk.  701.  S.  C. 
and  herewith  agree  EUery  v.  Hicks. 
4*  Mod.  246.  Drew  v.  Rose.  2  Ld. 
Raym.  1398.  Brown  v.  Morgan*  Fort. 
341.  Duchess  of  Hamilton  v.  Incledon, 
1  Str.  225.  Rep.  Temp.  Hardw.  184. 
189.  The  same  objection  with  the 
present  was  made  to  the  declaration 
upon  a  special  demurrer  in  the  Com- 
mon Pleas  in  the  case  of  Barnard  v. 
Moss,  H.  T.  1788 ;  but  the  court  over- 
ruled the  demurrer,  and  held  that  the 
recital  of  attached  instead  of  summoned 
or  vice  versd  in  the  declaration  did  not 
vitiate  it,  and  that  they  had  decided 
the  same  point  before  in  Warren  v. 
Wordy  T.  T.  1787.  1  H.  Blackstone's 
Rep.  250.  M^Quillin  v.  Cox.  An- 
ciently  it  was  the  practice  in  all  actions 
to  repeat  the  whole  original  writ  in  the 


declaration ;  and  if  a  material  variance 
appeared  between  the  writ  and  de- 
chmtion,  the  defendant  might  take  ad- 
vantage of  it,  either  by  motion  in  arrest 
of  judgment,  writ  of  error,  plea  in 
abatement,  or  demurrer.  Cro.  Elis.829. 
Norton  v.  Palmer.  Ibid.  185.  Edwards 
v.  Watkin.  Ibid.  198.  Berkenkead  t. 
Nuthall  Ibid.  330.  Haselop  v.  Ckajh 
tin.  2  Lutw.  1 181.  Gins  y.Dams.(a)  But 
this  practice  was  altered  by  a  rule  of 
the  court  of  C.  B.  a.d.  1654,  hy  which 
it  was  ordered,  that  in  future  **  dedara- 
<'  tions,  in  actions  upon  the  etw,  aod 
<'  general  statutes,  other  than  debt, 
**  should  not  repeat  the  original  vrit, 
*<  but  only  the  nature  of  the  action ;  as 
*'  that  the  defendant  was  attained  to 
<<  answer  the  plaintiff  in  a  plea  cf  ires'- 
**pass  on  the  case,  or  in  apka  of  tret" 
*^  pass  and  contempt  against  the  form  cf 
'<  the  statute.'"  And  it  should  aeem, 
that  even  in  trespass  vi  et  armis  in  the 
Conunon  Pleas,  or  commenced  by  ori- 
ginal in  the  King's  Bench,  it  would  now 
be  deemed  sufficient  to  state  in  the  de- 
claration that  the  defendant  was  at- 
tached to  answer  the  plaintiff  in  a  plea 
of  trespass,  without  setting  forth  the 
writ ;  at  least,  this  has  been  held  suf- 
ficient on  a  general  demurrer  as  for 
back  as  the  2d  of  William  and  Mary ; 
Carth.  108.  Lambert  r.  Thurston: 
and,  I  should  think,  would  at  this  day 
be  held  good  on  a  special  demurrer. 
For  this  short  recital  is  intended  only  as 
an  intimation  to  the  court  of  the  nature 
of  the  action,  {b)    After  this  rule  was 


(a)  [See  8  A.  &  E.  805,  806.  Taylor 
V.  Wilkinson.   5  Nev.  &  M.  189.  S.  C] 

(b)  I^And  now  in  all  personal  actions. 


by  Reg.  Gen.  M.  T.  3  W.  4.  R^.  1- 
every  declaration  shall  commence  as 
foUows :   «  Venue.  A.  B.  by  E.  F.  his 
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made>  the  only  way  in  which  the  de« 
fendant  could  take  advantage  of  a  bad 
original^  or  of  a  variance  between  the 
original  and  the  declaration,  was  by 
praying  oyer  of  the  writ,  or,  in  case  of 
a  bad  original,  by  writ  of  error.  4  Mod. 
246.  Elkry  ▼.  Hicks.  2  Ld.  Rayni. 
903.  ffelfioi  V.  SeOy.  2  Salk.  701.  S.C. 
2  Salk.  658.  Brapff  ▼.  Disfiy.  6  Mod. 
SOS.  ViUan  v.  Cory.  1  Sid.  423. 
2  Wib.  393.  395.  Hok  v.  Finch,  and 
Gross  and  Lee  there  cited,  which  was 
'<  replevin  by  writ  for  taking  hia  eaitk  ; 
"  the  count  was  for  taking  a  grey  horse  $ 
**  there  was  a  demurrer  for  the  vari- 
<<  ance,  but  judgment  was  for  the  plain- 
«  tiff.  Parker  C.  J.  cited  2  Salk.  701., 
**  and  the  court  held,  that  the  defend- 
**  ant  cannot  take  advantage  of  a  vari- 
^  ance  between  the  writ  and  count, 
<*  without  craving  oyer  of  the  writ." 
But  the  practice  of  praying  oyer  of 
the  original  having  been  mucn  used 
for  delay,  the  court  of  C.B.  in  Ford  v. 
Bumham,  Barnes,  340.  4to  ed.,  and 
the  court  of  K.  B.  in  Boau  v.  EdwardSf 
Doug.  227.  3d  ed.  came  to  a  resolu- 
tion not  to  grant  oyer  of  the  original 


writ  in  future.  The  last  attempt  on 
this  subject  was  to  set  aside  the  pro- 
ceedings far  irregularity^  upon  the 
ground  of  variance  between  the  ori- 
ginal writ  and  the  declaration.  But 
the  court  of  K.B.  resisted  it>  observ- 
ing at  the  same  time  that  it  would  be 
permitting  a  defendant  to  do  that  in  a 
shorter  way,  which  he  could  not  by  the 
practice  of  the  court  effect  in  a  more 
circuitous  one.  6  T.  R.  363.  Spalding 
V.  Mure.  And  with  respect  to  a  writ 
of  error  for  a  drfective  original,  as  it 
would  be  a  hard  case  to  set  aside  a 
judgment  for  a  mere  slip,  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  on  petition,  would  defeat 
the  writ  of  error,  either  by  ordering 
the  original  to  be  amended,  or,  if  ne- 
cessary, granting  a  new  one.  7  T.  R. 
299.  Carr  v.  Shaw.  2  Wils.  395.  Hole 
V.  Finch.  From  hence  it  seems  to  follow, 
that  no  advantage  whatever  can  now  be 
had,  either  of  a  defective  original,  or  of 
a  variance  between  it  and  the  declar- 
ation. 7  East,  383.  Deshons  v.  Head. 
S.  P.  See  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  645.  Murray 
V.  Hubbart  3  Bos.  &  Pull.  395.  Gray 
y.Sidniff.{c) 


«*  attorney  (or  *  in  his  own  proper  per- 
"  « son '),  complains  of  C  D.,  who  has 
'<  been  summoned  to  answer  the  said 
**  A.  B:'  &c.  See  aut^  p.  288  k,  note 
(a)  \  and  post,  note  (c).] ; 

(c)  Neither  can  any  advantage  be 
now  taken  of  a  variance  between  the 
warrants  of  attorney  and  the  deSlara- 
tlon  in  the  names  of  the  parties.  3  B. 
8c  B.  65.  De  Tastet  v.  Rucker  and 
Others.  [By  Reg,  Gen.  H,  T.  4  W. 
4.  Pleading,  No.  4.,  no  entry  shall  be 
made  on  record  of  any  warrants  of 
attorney  to  sue  or  defend.  —  Since  the 
abolition  of  the  original  writ  in  personal 
actions,  the  learning  of  the  note  above 
has  ceased  to  be  of  much  practical  im- 
portance. But  it  should  be  observed, 
that,  according  to  the  practice  at  pre- 


sent established,  if  there  be  a  variance 
between  the  declaration  and  the  writ  of 
summons  (by  which,  since  the  stat  1  & 
2  Vict  e.  110.,  all  personal  aetions  must 
be  commenced),  the  court  will  set  aside 
the  declaration  and  proceedings  therein 
for  irregularity  on  that  ground;  as  if 
the  writ  be  in  case  and  the  declaration 
in  trespass ;  1  Cr.  &  M.  768.  Thompson 
V.  Dic{u ;  or  the  writ  be  in  trespass, 
and  the  declaration  on  prombes.  2  Cr. 
&  M.  346.  Edwards  v.  Dignam.  But 
the  defendant  cannot  take  advantage  of 
the  variance  by  demurrer^  or  by  mption 
in  arrest  of  judgment  9  Bing.  678. 
Anderson  v.  Thomas.  5  M.  &  W.  437. 
Hudson  V.  Nicholson.  2  Mann.  &  Qr. 
765.  Fowler  v.  Rickerby,  per  Tindal 
C.J.] 
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Dury  vtrritiuf  £>muup. 


Case  52. 
&  C  3  Keb. 

OTdinOTj  rule  of 
K.  B^  to  j[>m 
isu(^,  demur  or 
ple«d  over  and 
vnire  tbe  baue 
is  four  days. 
Ai\d  if  Ihc 
citrrk  of  the 
papers  druwB 
the  ijt!»ie  and 
ddivers  il  Co 
the  di^feiidaiit*! 
fitomcyt  irho 
within  the  four 
days  wBiYCii  the 
iasuG,  and 
makei  a  frivo- 
lous rrjoinder 
for  dL*kiy,  and 
upon  a  sum- 
mons licfore  the 
secondary  will 
not  take  issue, 
the  plaint)  fT 
tnay  sign  judg- 
ment. 


Bury  versus  Bishop- 

THE  pkintiff  declared  upon  bond  of  2000/,  The  defend^ 
ant  pleaded  the  statute  of  sheriff's  bondg,  and  said  that 
the  bond  waa  made  for  ease  and  favour,  '  The  phuntiff  re- 
plied tlmt  the  bond  was  made  for  a  true  and  just  debt,  and 
traversed,  without  this,  that  it  was  for  ease  and  favour-  And 
the  clerk  of  the  papers  made  up  the  issue  thereon^  and  deli- 
vered it  to  tlie  defendant'ij  clerk  within  the  four  days,  which  i^ 
the  ordinary  rule  of  the  court  to  join  iasuc,  or  demur,  or  plead 
over  and  Wiuve  the  issue-  And  he  put  In  a  rejoinder  that  Uie 
bond  was  made  for  ease  and  favour,  and  further  traversed, 
without  this,  that  it  wrt&  made  for  a  true  and  just  debt :  aod 
it  was  to  delay  the  trial  The  plaintiff  summoned  the  defeod- 
ant's  clerk  before  the  secondary,  who  said  that  the  rejoinder 
was  dilatory,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  signed  judgment  in 
Trinity  term  last  j>ast,  because  the  defendant  would  not  take 
issue*  And  although  it  was  moved  that  the  plaiutiff  ougbt 
not  to  have  signed  judgment,  but  should  have  demurred  to 
the  rejoinder,  it  being  put  in  within  the  time  of  the  nJe,  and 
tinder  counsel's  hand ;  for  otherwise  the  plaiutiff  will  be  hia 
own  judge,  whether  the  rejoinder  was  good  or  not:  yet  it 
was  ruled  Ijy  the  court  in  this  term,  that  the  judgment  waa 
well  signed  and  entered,  because  the  secondary  had  advbed 
the  defendant's  clerk  to  waive  his  rejoinder,  and  to  take  the 
issue  as  it  was  drawn  by  the  clerk  of  the  papers,  which  he 
refused,  and  the  court  would  not  set  it  aside.  Sauitders  moved 
it  for  the  defendant  (1) 


(1)  If  the  defendant  do  not  rejoin  or 
rebutj  when  calleJ  upon  for  that  pur- 
pose, the  present  practice  is  for  the 
plaintiff  to  strike  out  Ihe  previoaa 
pleadings,  and  enter  judgment  as  for 
want  of  a  plea,  5  T-  11,  152,  Petrie  v* 
Fitzroy.  Tidd's  Practice  of  K,  B.  *39. 
This  u  a  book  of  a  very  superior  kind. 
It  is  a  work  in  which  the  author  has 
treated  the  subject  in  a  ecientific  and 
masterly  maaner,  and  has  illustrated 


and  explained  upon  clear  principlea 
those  rules  of  practice,  which,  in  most 
other  works  of  this  nature,  appear  to  be 
a  collection  of  a  mere  positive  and  arbi- 
trary institution.  There  has  also  been 
published,  since  writing  the  above  ol>- 
servation,  an  extrenaely  useful  hook  of 
practice,  both  of  K,B.  and  C.P.  hy>fr* 
Serjeant  Sellon^  which  the  practis^r  will 
find  of  great  service. 
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Gierke  versus  Py  well  4"  ^^• 

A  DJUDGED  upon  a  trial  at  bar  in  ejectment,  in  which 
•^^^  the  lord  Rockingham  was  concerned,  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  that  where  a  fine  sur  conuzance  de  droit  come  ceo^ 
&c  with  proclamation  was  levied  by  tenant  for  life,  and  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  ejectment,  who  had  the  reversion 
for  life,  within  five  years  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life 
who  so  levied  the  fine,  directed  one  to  deliver  a  declaration  in 
ejectment  to  the  tenant  in  possession,  who  did  so  accordingly ; 
yet  it  does  not  amount  to  an  entry  to  avoid  the  fine,  although 
it  was  the  declaration  which  contained  the  lease  upon  which 
the  ejectment  was  brought  (1) 


Case  53. 

&C.  1  Vent  42. 

1  Mo<|.  10. 

2  Keb.  555. 

A  delivery  of  a 
declaration  in 
ejectment  does 
not  amount  to 
en  entry  to 
avoid  a  fine, 
although  the 
defendant  con- 
fesses leasei 
entry,  and 
ouster.  S.P. 

2  Str.  1086. 

3  Burr.  1897. 
Doug.  485. 
Sded. 


*  (1)  It  seems  to  be  an  established 
point,  that  an  actual  entry  is  necessary 
to  avoid  a  fine  levied  by  tenant  for 
life,  (a)  However,  in  the  case  of  Doe  les- 
see of  Compere  v,  Hicks^  M.  T.  38  Geo.  3. 
K.  B.  7  T.  R.  727.,  it  was  said  by 
counsel  in  argiiment,  that  doubts  had 
been  entertained,  whether  a  fine  levied 
by  tenant  for  life  had  any  operation. 
But  however  such  doubts  may  have 
arisen,  there  seems  to  be  no  foundation 
for  them.  For  it  appears  to  be  fully 
settled  that  a  fine  levied  by  tenant  for 
life  operates  to  devest  and  displace  the 
reversion,  or  remainders,   that  is,  to 


leave  only  a  right  of  entry  in  the  rever- 
sioner, or  remainder«man.  Co.  Litt. 
251.  a.  b.  Hard.  401,  402.  Focus  v. 
Salisbury.  Therefore,  by  the  express 
letter  of  the  statute  4  H.  7.  c.  24.  of 
fines,  he  must  enter  within  the  time  li* 
mited  by  that  statute^  in  order  to  revest 
the  estate,  and  avoid  the  fine,  which 
will  otherwise  operate  as  a  bar.  5  Rep. 
123.  b.  124.  a.  Saffyn's  case.  9  Rep. 
106.  a.  Margaret  Podger's  case.  2  Lev. 
52.  Whaley  v.  Tankard.  1  Vent  241. 
S.C.  Co.  Litt  332.  b.  and  note  (1). 
The  difference  is  between  a  fine  levied 
by  tenant  for  years^  and  tenantybr  life. 


(a)  That  is  to  say,  a  fine  with  pro- 
clamations, as  appears  by  the  latter  part 
of  the  note,  [By  stat.  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  74. 
fines  and  recoveries  were  abolished,  and 
more  simple  modes  of  assurance  sub- 
stituted.] It  should  be  observed  that 
such  entry  was  only  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  grounding  an  ejectment; 
for  the  fine  might  be  equally  avoided  by 
bringing  a  real  action  within  five  years 
from  the  levying  of  the  fine,  or  from  the 
accruing  of  the  right  of  the  remainder- 
man, the  words  of  4  H.  7.  c.  24.  being, 
«<  so  that  they  pursue  their  title,  claim, 

VOL.  I. 


**  or  interest,  by  way  of  action,  or  lawful 
"  entry,  within  five  years;"  and  again, 
"  so  that  they  take  their  action,  or  pur- 
*<  sue  their  said  right  and  title  according 
"  to  the  law  within  five  years.*'  See  post, 
319  /i,  319  i.  It  was  sufficient  if  the  ac- 
tion was  commenced  within  five  years, 
although  judgment  were  not  obtained 
within  seven  years  after :  but  such  ac- 
tion must  have  been  prosecuted  with 
effect.  Cruise  8  Dig.  5. 287.  tit  xxv.  Fine. 
A  bill  in  equity  was  no  action  within  the 
statute,  except  in  cases  of*  fines  levied 
of  trust  estates.  Ibid. 
T  T 
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Gierke  verms  Pywell. 


When  it  is  levied  by  the  former,  with- 
out previously  acquiring  an  estate  of 
freehold  by  a  feoffment  (6),  it  has  no 
manner  of  operation  whatever  except 
between  the  parties  to  the  fine,  and 
privies,  by  est9ppel(c) ;  and  the  rever- 
sioner need  not  make  an  entry  to  avoid 
it,  but  ^*  partes  finis  nihil  habuerunt " 
may  be  pleaded  to  it  18  Vin.  413, 414. 
Smitliv.Parkhurst  ISalk. 340. note (b). 
2  Ves.  481.  Barl  of  Pom/ret  v.  Lord 
Windsor.  1  East,  575.  Peaceable  v.  Bead. 
But  Lord  Hale  observes  that  it  is 
otherwise  when  tenant  far  life  levies  a 
fine;  for  he  has  a  freehold,  (and  so  it 
cannot  be  said  that  he  has  nikily)  and 
the  fine  displaces  the  remainders,  and 
therefore  an  enlry  is  requisite  within 
five  years  after  the  death  of  tenant 


for  life.  Hard.  401,  402.  And  upon 
the  ground  of  the  operation  of  a  fine 
by  tenant  for  life  to  devest  and  displace 
the  reversion  or  remainder,  expectant 
on  the  estate  for  life,  it  has  been  holden, 
that  a  devise  of  a  remainder  in  fee, 
after  a  fine  levied  by  tenant  for  life,  and 
before  an  actual  entry  by  the  remainder- 
man is  made  to  avoid  the  fine,  followed 
up  by  an  ejectment  and  proceedings 
thereon  pursuant  to  the  statute  4  Ann. 
c  16.  s.  16.,  is  not  good,  because  it  is 
a  disposing  only  of  a  right  of  ^"^i 
which  the  rules  of  the  law  will  not  allow 
to  be  assigned,  though  it  will  descend. 
8  East,  552.  Goodright  v.  Forester. 
But  a  writ  of  error  on  this  judgment  is 
now  depending  in  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
be.  (</)     If  this  decision   be  right,  it 


(h)  When  termors  for  years  wished 
to  obtain  the  freehold  and  inheritance, 
the  practice  was  to  assign  the  term  to 
an  indifferent  person,  and  then  a  feoff- 
ment with  livery  of  seisin  was  made 
and  a  fine  levied.  The  term  was  as- 
signed to  attend  the  inheritance  as 
acquired  by  the  feoffment  and  fine, 
and  the  object  was  to  protect  against 
forfeiture*  But  it  is  said  that  the 
court  of  K.  B.  in  H.  T.^  1817,  treated 
a  term  under  the  above  circumstances 
as  forfeited.  2  Preston's  Convc3'ancing, 
p.  xxxii.  The  principles  that  ought  to 
lead  to  such  a  conclusion  are  stated  by 
Mr.  Prestdn  to  be,  "  1.  that  it  was  a 
"  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  termor,  to 
"  attempt  to  gain  the  freehold :  2dly, 
'*  that  the  admission  by  the  assignee  of 
**  a  title  in  the  feoffee  to  the  reversion, 
<'  was  an  attornment  to  a  stranger|;  and 
"  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  at- 
"  tornment  by  a  termor  to  a  stranger 
«  is  an  abandonment  of  the  tenancy,  a 
"  destruction  of  the  privity  between  the 
*'  termor  and  the  reversioner,  and  a 
"  forfeiture  of  the  term.'*   Ibid.     [The 


feoffment  could  be  of  no  avail  to  destroy 
the  term,  unless  made  with  the  assent 
of  him  to  whom  it  had  bcfMi  previously 
assigned.    SB.&C  388.  Doe  y.  lAfnts, 

5  D.  &  R.  160.  S.  C.  And  such  assent 
would,  it  should  seem,  have  operated 
as  a  forfeiture  of  the  term.  Thus  it 
appears  that  this  practice  was  attended 
with  insuperable  difficulties.    See  11  A. 

6  E.  842.  Doe  v. PeiU  4  P.&.D.27S. 
&C.    Poi^t,  319  c.  note  (/>] 

(c)  Inconsequence  of  the  Stat  32  H.  8. 
c.  36.  s.  1.,  it  was  determined  that  by 
the  word  privies  in  the  stat  4-  H.  7. 
c.  24.,  were  meant  those  persons  who 
were  not  only  privies  in  blood  io  the 
persons  who  levied  the  fine,  but  also 
privies  in  estate  and  title  to  the  land 
whereof  the  fine  was  levied:  that  is, 
those  who  must  necessarily  convey  their 
descent  through  the  cognisor,  before 
they  could  make  out  their  title  to  the 
estate;  which  comprehended  the  issue 
in  tail.     Cruise's  Dig.  vol.  v.  p.  1S3. 

(d)  In  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  :t 
appeared  that  the  devisee  had  not  made 
his  entry  within  the  time  in  which  the 
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will  probably  shake  the  titles  to  a  great 
many  estates,  and  be  attended  with  the 
greatest  mischief  hereafter^  and  there- 
fore calls  for  the  interposition  of  the  le- 
gislature to  prevent  these  inconveni- 
ences. From  the  relation  which  every 
fine -has  to  the  preceding  term,  it  may 
happen  that  a  devise  of  a  reversion^ 
which  is  a  valid  one  at  the  time  of 
making  the  devise^  may  be  rendered  of 
no  validity  by  a  fine  levied  after  the 
will,  and  perhaps  after  the  death  of  the 
devisor.  In  a  word,  no  person  can 
safely  dispose  of  a  reversion  in  fee  ex- 
pectant on  an  estate  for  life  by  will  or 
deed.  As  if  a  man  seised  in  fee  of  a 
remainder  expectant  on  an  estate  for 
life  devises  it,  or  grants  it  by  deed  on 
the  first  of  August,  for  instance,  and 
^dies ;  and  on  the  first  of  November  fol- 
lowing the  tenant  for  life  levies  a  fine 
with  proclamations  of  his  estate ;  this 
fine  has  relation  to  the  preceding  term, 
and  is  considered  as  a  fine  of  that  term ; 
and  therefore,  by  a  fiction  of  law  against 
the  truth  of  the  fact,  it  will  be  construed 
to  have  displaced  the  remainder  in  fee. 


and  left  only  a  right  of  entry  in  the 
devisor.  And  though  he  had  no  reason 
to  enter  in  his  life  time,  because  no  fine 
had  then  been  levied,  yet,  because  he 
did  not  enter  to  revest  the  estate  so 
supposed  to  have  been  devested,  the 
devise  or  grant  is  become  invalid  and  of 
no  effect 

A  fine  levied  by  tenant  for  life 
operates  as  a  forfeiture  of*  his  estate, 
because  it  is  an  attempt  to  convey  a 
greater  estate  th^in  he  can  lawfully 
make.  Co.  Litt  251.  b.  2.  Lev.  202. 
Smithe  v.  AheU,  So  that  the  person 
next  in  remainder  or  reversion  may 
enter  upon  the  tenant  for  life  at  any 
time  within  five  years  next  after  the 
fine  is  levied.  And  if  he  neglects  to 
do  so,  he  may  enter  at  any  time  within 
five  years  after  the  death  of  tenant  for 
life.  For  the  reversioner,  or  remainder, 
man,  has  in  such  case  two  titles^  one  by 
the  forfeiture,  and  the  other  by  the  de- 
termination of  the  estate  for  life.  And 
the  latter  title  is  held  to  be  a  new  right 
which  first  accrues  after  the  death  of 
tenant  for  life,  and  so  within  the  second 


devisor  must  have  made  it,  had  he  been 
living:  the  point  therefore  as  to  the 
validity  of  a  devise  of  a  right  of  entry 
'  was  not  determined ;  for  admitting  even 
that  a  right  of  entry  might  be  devbed, 
it  was  clear  that  the  right  had  not  been 
pursued  in  proper  time ;  and  the  judg- 
ment was  afiirmed  on  the  latter  ground. 

I  Taunt.  578.  [However,  subsequent 
decisions  must  be  regarded  as  having 
established,  in  accordance  with  the  de- 
cision of  Goodright  v.  Forester  in  K.  B., 
that  a  right  of  entry  was  not  devisable. 

II  A.  &  E.  1020.  3  Nev.  &  P.  552. 
8  Ves.  256.  282.  Ait- Gen.  y.  Vigor,  by 
Lord  Bldan.  But  in  order  to  bar  the 
power  of  devising  a  right  of  entry,  there 
must  have  been  an  actual  disseisin  of 


the  devisor,  or  devesting  of  the  free- 
hold ;  a  mere  adverse  possession  would 
not  suffice.  2  D.  &  R.  38.  JDoe  v.  Hull. 
11  A.  &  E.  1008.  CuUy  v.  Doe.  3  P. 
&  D.  539.  And  now  by  stat  1  Vic. 
c.  26.  (which  does  not  however  extend 
to  any  will  made  before  the  year  1838), 
the  power  of  devising  is  extended  to 
all  rights  of  entry  for  condition  broken, 
and  other  rights  of  entry.]  In  12  East, 
444.  Fe^n  v.  Smart,  it  was  determined, 
that  where  a  fine  was  levied  by  tenant 
for  years,  advantage  of  the  forfeiture 
must  be  taken  by  the  person  who  was 
reversioner  at  the  time  of  the  fine  levied, 
and  that  he  could  not  assign  his  right  of 
entry,  nor  enter  himself  after  having 
parted  with  his  reversion. 
Y  Y  2 


saving  of  the  statute  of  4  H.  7.  c.  24*. 
Dyer,  3.  b.  in  the  margin.  Cro.  Eliz. 
220.  Smy  V.June,  4th  matter.  Ibid.  254. 
Laund  v.  Tucker.  Moor,  71.  pL  192. 
2  Lev.  53.  Whaley  v.  Tankard.  1  Vent 
QA\.  S.C.  Jenk.  254.  pL  45.  3  Rep. 
78.  b.  79.  a.  Fermor%  case.  Cro. 
Car.  157.  Salvin  v.  Clerk.  1  Ves.  482. 
And  a  feoffment  by  tenant  for  life  is  a 
forfeiture  of  his  estate.  Willes's  Rep. 
383.  Grills  V.  MannelL  But  a  lease  and 
release  by  him  is  no  forfeiture^  because 


a  man  conveys  by  it  only  that  which  ke 
has  a  right  to  convey.  Ihid.(e)  So 
where  lessee  for  years  makes  a  feoff- 
ment and  levies  a  fine,  the  lessor  nay 
either  enter  within  five  years  after  the 
levying  of  the  fine>  or  within 'five  yean 
after  the  expiration  of  the  term.  2  Lev. 
.52.  Whaley  Y.  Tankard.  S.dVent 
241.  Sir  T.  Raym.  2ia  S.  P.  1  AtL 
571.  Brandlyn  v.  Ord.  Wilies*  Rep. 
341.  1  Ves.  481.  (/) 
But  where  tenant  for  life^  instead  of 


(e)  Neither  was  a  fine  sur  concessit, 
levied  by  tenant  for  life,  any  forfeiture 
of  his  estate.  2  Mod.  1 09.  Piggot  v.  Lord 
Salisbury.  2  Taunt.  84.  Ludlow  v. 
Drummond.  2  Taunt.  198.  Seymour  y. 
Barker.  By  the  two  last  cases  it  seems 
doubtful  whether  a  fine  sur  concessit 
could  be  used  to  pass  a  fee ;  but  it  was 
determined  at  all  events  that  it  could  not 
have  two  operations,  to  pass  both  a  life 
estate  and  also  a  reversion  in  fee,  and 
that  it  could  not  be  levied  of  a  dubious 
estate  by  the  words  <'  all  and  whatsoever 

"  the  said hath  in  the  tenements." 

[A  common  recovery  suffered  by  tenant 
for  life,  though  it  was  made  void  by  the 
Stat.  14  Eliz.  c.  8.,  was  a  forfeiture  of 
his  estate,  and  consequently  destroyed 
contingent  remainders  immediately  ex- 
pectant thereon.  5  Bing.  N.  C.  608. 
Doc  v.  Gaiacre.    7  Scott,  807.  S.  C] 

(/)  [And  as  the  person  entitled  after 
the  expiration  of  the  term  may  elect  to 
treat  the  term  as  subsisting  for  the  pur- 
pose of  entering  within  five  years  after 
the  expiration,  so  he  may  elect  to  treat  it 
as  still  subsisting  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining the  legal  interest  in  it,  and  setting 
it  up  for  his  own  benefit  in  an  ejectment, 
though  he  has  neglected  to  enter  within 
five  years  from  the  levying  of  the  fine. 
11  A.&E.  842.  Doc v.Pctt.  4P.&D.278. 
S.  C]  But  if  lessee  for  years  and  lessor 
were  hotk  dlsseisedi  and  a  fine  levied 


upon  such  newly  acquired  estate  by  AV- 
seisin ;  after  five  years  run  upon  the  fine 
from  the  time  it  was  levied,  it  seems 
the  lessee  and  lessor  were  both  utterly 
barred.  2  Sanders,  U.  &  T.  24-.  9  Co. 
105.  b.  The  Case  put  in  Margaret  Pod- 
ger's  case.  On  this  principle  it  was 
deemed  advisable  for  a  termor  for  a 
long  term  of  years,  M-ho  wished  to  ob« 
tain  the  freehold  and  inheritance  by  a 
feoffment  and  subsequent  fine,  to  assign 
the  term  before  the  feoffment  was  made. 
For  it  was  considered  that  even  grant- 
ing that  the  assignment  would  not  prc« 
vent  a  forfeiture,  the  feoffment  after 
the  assignment  would  create  a  disseisin 
both  against  the  reversioner  and  the  as- 
signee of  the  term  ;  and  consequently 
the  parties  would  be  in  the  same  situa- 
tion as  in  the  case  above,  and  the  rever- 
sioner must  enter,  if  at  all,  within  five 
years  after  the  levying  of  the  fine.  [But 
see  Doe  v.  Pett,  supra,  and  ant6,  p.Sl9a. 
note  (b).  By  the  new  Statute  of  Limit- 
ations as  to  real  property  (3  &  4  W.  4. 
c.  27.  s.  14.),  '*  when  any  right  to  make 
"  an  entry  or  distress,  or  to  bring  an 
'*  action  to  recover  any  land  or  rent 
''  by  reason  of  any  forfeiture,  or  breach 
<<  of  condition,  shall  have  first  accrued 
"  in  respect  of  any  estate  or  interest  in 
"  reversion  or  remainder,  and  the  land 
"  or  rent  shall  not  have  been  recovered 
<<  by  virtue  of  such  righti  the  right  to 
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being  active,  is  merely  passive ;  if,  in- 
stead of  levying  a  fine,  he  only  accepts 
one  as  cognisee  from  a  stranger,  the 
fine  has  not  any  operation,  and  the 
remainder«man,  or  reversioner,  need 
not  enter,  bnt  may  avoid  it  by  the 
plea  of  partes  finis  nihil  habuerunt 
For  thongh  the  acceptance  of  the  line 
by  the  tenant  for  life  does  for  feudal 
reasons  create  a  forfeiture  of  his  estate, 
Co.  Litt  252-  a.  1  Rol.  Abr.  852.  (G.) 
pL  1,  2  Lev.  202.  Smithe  v.  Ahelly 
yet  as  the  person  who  levied  the  fine 
had  not  any  estate  or  interest  what- 
ever in  the  lands  at  the  time  of  levying 
the  fine,  it  neither  alters  the  estate  of 
tenant  for  life,  nor  divests  the  remain- 
der or  reversion;  and  consequently  it 
is  absurd  to  make  an  entry  in  order 
to  revest  that  which  never  was  de- 
vested, but  always  remained  as  it  was. 
9  Rep.  106.  b.  Margaret  Podgers 
case.  1  Mod.  117.  per  Hale  C.J.  in 
Green  v.  Proude.  1  Vent.  257,  258. 
Nay,  it  b  held  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail 


accept  a  fine  from  a  stranger,  it  has  no 
operation  whatever.  It  neither  alters 
his  estate,  nor  discontinues  the  remain- 
ders or  reversion ;  but  after  his  death 
his  issue  may  enter  and  aver  a  continu- 
ance of  the  estate  tail  in  his  father, 
which  he  could  not  do  if  his  father  had 
levied  a  fine.  3  Rep.  89.  b.  90.  a.  The 
Case  of  Fines.  So  is  1  Mod.  117-  per 
Hale  C.  J.  This  iis  mentioned  to  shew 
the  difference  between  levying  a  fine  and 
accepting  it  from  a  stranger.  And  per- 
haps the  doubts  about  the  operation 
of  a  fine  levied  by  tenant  for  life  (if 
any  such  existed)  arose  from  a  want  of 
attention  to  this  distinction. 

But  a  fine  levied  by  tenant  for  life 
does  not  discontinue  the  remainders  or 
reversion,  (g)  A  discontinuance  is  ef- 
fected only  by  a  fine  which  is  levied  by 
one  who  has  the  inheritance,  such  as  a 
tenant  in  tail,  who  must  also  be  actually 
seised  at  the  time  by  force  of  the  entail. 
1  H.  Black.  269.  Driver  v.  Husseg,  and 
the  authorities  there  cited,  (h)    A  fine 


*<  make  an  entry  or  distress,  or  bring  an 
**  action  to  recover  such  land  or  rent, 
«  shall  be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued 
^  in  respect  of  such  estate  or  interest  at 
**  the  time  when  the  same  shall  have  be- 
<<  come  an  estate  or  interest  in  posses- 
**  sion,  as  if  no  such  forfeiture  or  breach 
*'  of  condition  had  happened.**] 

(g)  Neither  does  it  operate  as  a  dis- 
seisin of  the  remainder-man,  although 
the  tenant  for  life  devise  the  fee  to  a 
stranger,  who  after  his  death  enters^ 
and  is  in  receipt  of  the  rents  and  pro- 
fits. l2EeisUUl'  TVilliamsy.T/iomas. 
£See  post,  319  e,  note  (A).] 

(A)  [[It  is  sometimes  said  that  he  must 
be  tenant  in  tail  in  possession.  1  B.  &  C. 
238.  Doe  v.  Jones.  2  D.  &  R.  373.  S.  C. 
1  Cr.  &  J.  528.  But  the  word  **  pos- 
session," when  so  applied,  does  not  mean 
th^t  there  was  no  term  of  years  out- 


standing ;  but  that  the  party  was  tenant 
iu  tail  of  the  immediate  estate  of  free- 
hold, there  being  none  prior,  as  distin- 
guished from  a  tenant  in  tail  in  remain- 
der where  there  was  such  prior  estate  of 
freehold.  Therefore  a  tenant  in  tail 
was  not  precluded  by  a  prior  term,  of 
any  duration  whatever,  from  levying  a 
fine  which  would  discontinue  the  remain- 
der or  reversion,  and  thus  acquiring 
a  base  fee,  which  was  devisable  by 
him  like  a  fee  simple.  4  B.  &  Ad.  283. 
Doe  V.  Finch.  1  Nev.  &  M.  ISO.  S.  C. 
See  ant^,  p.  260.  The  ulterior  estate 
could  not  be  displaced  or  devested  by 
a  fine  levied  by  tenant  in  tail  in  re- 
mainder ;  2  N.  R.  1.  Bowe  v.  Power. 
5  M.  &  S.  326.  Doe  v.  Harris;  or  by 
a  reversioner.  1  B.  &  A.  85.  Roe  v. 
ElUott.^ 
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levied  by  him  takes  away  the  entry ;  and 
therefore,'  if  he  afterwards  die  without 
issue,  the  person  in  reversion  or  remain- 
der must  have  recourse  to  the  other  re- 
medy mentioned  in  the  statute  of  4>  H. 
7.)  namely  to  his  action,  which  is  held  to 
be  a  real  action,  a  farmedon ;  for  as 
he  cannot  enter,  he  cannot  bring  an 
ejectment.      1  Vern.  212.   Stapleton  v. 


Skerard.  1  Ch.  Cas.  268.  278.  &- 
liabury  v.  BagoL  2  Freem.  21.  S.  C. 
2Ch.  Rep.  126.  Bav^  y.  SmiOi.  2  Barr. 
704^  Doe  ex  dem,  Odiame  v.  WhUe* 
head.  See  antd,  p.  261  a.  note  (3).  (t) 
Therefore,  in  case  of  a  fine  levied,  an 
entry  can  only  be  either  where  a  fine  is 
levied  by  a  disseisor  (A),  who  neces- 
sarily has  a  tortious  fee,  or  by  a  tenant 


(t)  [By  Stat  3 &  4  W.  4.  c. 27.  s.  36. 
writs  oi  formedon^  and  all  other  real 
and  mixed  actions  (except  dower,  quare 
impediiy  and  ejectment)  were  abolished 
after  Dec.  31.  1834.  The  statute,  how- 
ever, preserved  (s.  37.)  to  any  person 
who  had  not,  at  that  period,  a  right  of 
entry  to  any  land,  the  liberty  to  main- 
tain any  such  action  up  to  June  lst» 
1835.  And  it  further  provides  (s.  38.) 
*^  That  when  on  the  said  Ist  of  «7une, 
"  1835,  any  person  whose  right  of  entry 
<<  to  any  land  shall  have  been  taken 
'*  away  by  any  descent  cast,  discon- 
^*  tinuancey  or  warranty,  might  main- 
<<  tain  any  such  writ  or  action  as  afore- 
<<  aforesaid,  in  respect  of  such  land, 
<'  such  writ  or  action  may  be  brought 
'<  after  the  said  1st  day  of  June^ 
"  1835,  but  only  within  the  period 
"  during  which,  by  virtue  of  the  pro- 
<'  visions  of  this  Act,  an  entry  might 
<<  have  been  made  upon  the  same  land 
"  by  the  person  bringing  such  writ  or 
"  action,  if  his  right  of  entry  had  not 
"  been  so  taken  away "  (i.  c.  within 
twenty  years  next  after  the  time  at  which 
the  right  first  accrued).  An  instance 
has  lately  occurred  of  this  preservation 
of  right  7  M.  &  W.  102.  Doe  v.  Ross. 
In  that  case  an  estate  had  been  devised 
to  one  Miller  for  life,  with  remainder  as 
he  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint^  and, 
in  default  of  appointment,  remainder  to 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  with  remainders 
over.  In  1790  he  levied  a  fine  to  the 
use  of  himself  in  fee,  and  died  in  1832 
without  issue,  and  without  having  made 


any  appointment.  And  it  was  held, 
that  he  being  tenant  in  tail  in  pos- 
session, his  fine  operated  as  a  discon- 
tinuance, and  turned  the  remainders 
over  into  mere  rights  of  action;  and 
that  the  estate  taken  by  him  under  the 
fine  was  not  a  base  fee,  or  determinable 
fee  on  failure  of  issue  inheritable  under 
the  original  estate  tail  (sec  ante,  p. 
260.),  but  strictly  and  property  a  fee 
simple^  defeasible  by  the  remsdnder- 
men  in  tail,  by  bringing  a  formedoDi 
under  the  right  preserved  by  the  S8th 
section.  —  The  statute  proceeds,  by 
sect  39.9  to  prevent  the  necessity  of 
resorting  to  a  formedon  from  arising 
for  the  future ;  for  it  enacts  that  no 
descent  cast,  discontinuance^  or  war- 
ranty, which  may  happen  or  be  made 
after  the  31st  Dec.  1833,  shall  toll  or 
defeat  any  right  of  entry,  or  action  for 
the  recovery  of  land.] 

(k)  Much  discussion  has  frequently 
taken  place  as  to  who  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  a  disseisor.  The  result  seems 
to  be,  that  to  constitute  a  dissebin, 
there  must  be  a  wrongful  enify^  and 
that  a  wrongful  continuance  in  posses- 
sion is  not  sufficient  See  12  East,  141. 
Williams  v.  ITumas.  In  that  case  it 
was  held,  that  the  mere  taking  of  rents 
and  profits  by  the  devisee  of  tenant  for 
life,  who  had  levied  a  fine  and  remained 
in  possession  till  his  death,  without 
some  other  evidence  of  intention  to  do 
an  act  adverse  to  the  rightful  owner, 
will  not  make  a  dissebin.  And  again,  in 
SM.&S.  Doe  y.Perkms,  it  was helA 


for  life.  See  note  (1)  to  Co.  Litt.  3S2. 
c  7.  FoT,  as  we  have  already  seen, 
there  can  be  no  entry  where  the  fine  is 
levied  by  tenant  in  tail. 

It  has  been  held  b^the  opinion  of  all 


the  judges  in  1703,  that  an  actual  entry 
into  lands  is  only  necessary  to  avoid 
a  fine,  and  so  the  practice  has  been 
ever  since;  2  Str.  1086.  Berrington 
V.  ParhhursU    S.  C.    4  Brown,  P.  C 


that  the  receipt  of  rents  and  profits  by 
the  defendant,  who  was  executor  of 
a  tenant  pur  autre  vie,  which  tenant 
had  held  over  after  the  death  of  cestui 
que  vie,  without  paying  any  rent,  was 
no  disseisin,  and  therefore  that  a  fine 
levied  by  the  defendant  had  no  opera- 
tion, and  that  an  ejectment  might  be 
maintained  more  than  five  years  after 
that  fine  without  any  actual  entry.  It 
is  difficult  to  see  upon  what  principle 
this  decision  is  grounded :  it  seems 
clear  that  the  defendant  had  not  a  law- 
ful title  at  the  time  he  entered  upon 
the  estate  and  took  the  rents ;  and  the 
only  circumstance  which  appears  to 
distinguish  this  case  from  the  ordinary 
cases  of  disseisin  is,  that  the  defendant 
came  into  possession  after  a  person  who 
was  not  a  disseisor,  and  pretended  to 
claim  from  him,  although  the  defend- 
ant's predecessor  being  tenant  by  suf- 
ferance only,  no  estate  could  by  pos- 
sibility be  acquired  through  him.  The 
want  of  express  evidence  of  an  inten- 
tion to  disseise  seems  to  have  been  re- 
lied on,  as  it  was  in  3  Price,  575.  Jer- 
ritt  V.  Weare  and  Others  :  but  it  should 
seem  that  if  disseisin  depended  by  law 
on  the  intention  of  the  parties,  nothing 
can  be  clearer  than  the  intention  to 
disseise  in  Doe  v.  Perkins,  Where  the 
mortgagor  continued  in  possession  more 
then  twenty  years  after  the  day  ap-' 
pointed  for  payment  of  the  money,  and 
levied  a  fine,  and  tlicre  was  no  evidence 
whether  interest  had  or  had  not  been 
paid,^'.  was  held  that  he  must  be  con- 
sidered to  have  been  in  possession  by 
the  permission  of  the  mortgagee,  and 
that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  was  no 


bar,  nor  was  any  actual  entry  necessary 
to  avoid  the  fine.  5  B.  &  A.  687.  Hall 
V.  Doe.  1  D.  &  R.  340.  S.  C.  [Not- 
withstanding that  the  authority  of 
Doe  V.  Perkins  has  been  often  assailed 
by  text-writers  and  in  argument,  yet  it 
appears  to  have  been  recognised  and 
acted  upon  by  the  court  on  several  oc- 
casions. 1  C.  &  P.  130.  Doe  V.  Davies. 
2  D.  &  R.38.  Doe  v.  Bull  2  A. & E.  14. 
Doe  V.  Gregory,  4  Nev.  &  M.  308.  S.  C. 
7  A.  &  E.  157.  Doe  v.  Skirrow.  2  Nev, 
&  P.  123.  S.  C.  However,  in  Davies  v, 
Zotrn(ife*,4Bing.N.C.478.  5  Scott,  835. 
S.  C,  the  court  of  Exchequer  Chamber 
approved  of  a  direction  which  had  been 
given  by  Tindal  C.  J.  to  the  Grand 
Assize,  on  a  trial  at  bar  in  C.P.,  in  a  writ 
of  right,  which  perhaps  may  be  re- 
garded as  somewhat  at  variance  with 
these  decisions,  viz.  that  if  they  found 
(it  being  a  question  of  fact  to  be  decided 
by  the  Assize)  that  the  conusor  was 
in  possession  at  the  date  of  the  fine, 
claiming  in  his  own  right,  and  as  abso- 
lute possessor,  against  all  the  world, 
there  was  a  sufficient  valid  seisin  of  the 
freehold  in  him  to  qualify  him  to  levy 
a  fine  available  at  law.  See  also  5  Bing. 
N.C.  161.  7Scott,21 — The  analogous 
(though^  according  at  least  to  some  of 
these  authorities,  not  altogether  similar) 
question,  as  to  what  shall  amount  to 
adverse  possession,  so  as  to  render  the 
lapse  of  time  a  bar  under  the  Statutes 
of  Limitations,  has  now  ceased  to  bf  of 
much  importance;  for  it  is  fully' esta- 
blished that  the  stat  3  &  4  W.  4.',^'^"^ 
ss.  2  &  3.  has  done  [awa: 
trine  of  non-adverse 
only  question  n^ 


m^' 


^%^I 


319g- 


Gierke  versw  Py  well. 


353.  (0  Doug.  485.  3d  ed.  Good^ 
right  v.  Calor.  Willes's  Rep.  182. ; 
though  before  that  time  an  actual  en- 
try was  thought  necessary  in  other 
cases.  2  Ld.  Raym.  750.  Little  v.  Hea- 
ton.  S.  C.  1  Sall^  259.  And  the  de« 
mise  Jn  the  declaration  in  ^ejectment 
must  be  laid  on  a  day  subsequent  to  the 
actual  entry.  2  Str.  1086.  3  Burr. 
1 897.  Oates  v.  Brydon.  (m)  And  if  the 
plaintiff  recovers  in  the  ejectment,  he 
will  not  be  entitled  to  the  mesne  pro* 
fits  antecedent  to  the  actual  entry,  as 
may  be  .collected  frqm  2  Str.  1086. 
4  Brown,  P.  C.  353.;  but  the  very 
point  has  been  since  decided  in  7  T.  R. 
727.  Compere  v.  Hicks;  though  a  re- 
medy seems  to  lie  in  equity.  3  Atk. 
124-.  Dormer  v.  Fortescue.  (n)  In 
1  Wils.  214.  Musgrave  v.  Shelley,  it  is 
said,  that  it  was  determined  by  the 
court  of  K.  B.  at  a  trial  at  bar  in  eject* 
ment,  that  where  one  had  made  an 
actual  entry  into  the  land  before  any 
line  was  levied,  and  brought  his  eject- 
ment afier^  and  laid  the  demise  in  the 
declaration  before  the  fine  was  levied, 
such  entry  was  sufficient.  But  this 
seems  to  contradict  the  whole  current  of 


authorities,  which  require  that  an  entry 
should  be  made  to  avoid  the  operatioa 
of  a  fine,  which  had  been  previons^ 
levied;  and  it  appears  unintdligible, 
that  an  entry  bejire  any  fine  is  kried 
should  prevent  the  operation  of  a  fine ; 
and  it  is  also  directly  contrary  to  the 
Stat  4  H.  7.  c  24.,  which  makes  an 
entry  necessary  within  five  years  c/lcr 
the  levying  of  the  fine.  The  ouly  way 
of  reconciling  this  case  is  by  supposiog 
that  the  fine  was  levied  in  the  vacation 
after  the  entry  was  made,  which  by  re- 
lation is  a  fine  of  the  preceding  term, 
and  therefore  in  consideration  of  law 
was  levied  btfore  the  entry,  and  all 
parties  are  estopped  from  saying  the 
contrary.  And  in  that  view,  it  is  only 
the  usual  and  ordinary  case  of  an  actual 
entry  made  to  avoid  an  existing  fine.(o) 
—  It  has  been  questioned  by  a  jadi- 
cious  and  accurate  observer  (Doug. 
485.  note  (1),  3d  ed.)  whether  an  actual 
entry*  be  not  also  necessary  in  order  to 
prevent  the  operation  of  the  Statute 
of  Limitations,  21  Jac  1.  c.  16.;  and 
the  law  of  Nisi  Prius,  ed.  1775,  p.  102. 
and  the  case  of  Ford  v.  Grey,  I  Sali. 
285.,  are  cited  as  authorities  to  shew 


years  have  elapsed  since  the  right  ac* 
crued^  whatever  be  the  nature  of  the 
possession.  2  M.  &  W.  894.  Nepean  v. 
Doe.  See  Smith's  Leading  Cases, 
vol.ii.  p.  400,  etseq.9  where  the  con- 
struction of  this  statute  is  very  fully  and 
ably  considered.] 
'  (/)  S.  C.  13  East,  489. 

(m)  1 3  East,  4!S9JSerrington  v.  Park- 
hurst,    S.  P. 

..  (n)  [But  it  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Leach 
V.  C.  in  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  206.  Reynolds  v. 
j^nesy  that  equity  must  follow  the  law 
111  fhisj'repjpect]  So  in  13  East,  474. 
j^tigfi^ei  y.f  homos,  it  was  held  that  no 


acUbii  Woi;la  fie  by  the  remainder-man, 
iher'  rebdvei^'  m   ibjectment,  for  the 


value  of  timber  cut  between  the  date 
of  the  fine  levied  by  tenant  for  life  and 
the  entry  of  the  remainder-man ;  Lord 
Ellenborough  expressly  saying,  that 
'<  by  levying  the  fine  the  tenant  for  life 
<<  acquired  a  base  fee,  and  had  de- 
"  vested  the  estate  of  the  reversioner; 
<<  and  during  the  continaance  of  that 
**  base  fee,  which  endured  till  the  entry 
"  of  the  reversioner,  she  was  unimpcach- 
"  able  for  that  act"  And  per  Bayky  J. 
« If  the  plaintiff  have  any  remedy  it 
"  must  be  in  equity."  . 

(p)  Upon  reference  to  the  case,  it 
will  be  seen  that  the  dates  do  not 
admit  of  this  supposition,  however  inge- 
nious. 


Mich.  21  Car.  n.  Regis. 
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that  an  actual  entry  is  "necessary.    The 
words  of  thte  law  of  Kis}  PHiis  are,  that 
«*  If  a  declaration  in  ejectment  be  deli- 
•*  vered  within  twentj-  years,  and  a  trial 
'*  had,  whereby  [there  is  lease,  entry, 
*<  and  ouster  confessed,  yet  if  the  plain- 
^  tiff  bci  nonsuited  in  that  action,  and 
"  brihg  another  aftef  twenty  years,  that 
**  wfll  ndt  be  proof  of  an  entry  to 
<*  bring  'it  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limit- 
^'sitibns;  for  that  must  be  an  actual 
•*  en&^,^  '  In  answer  to  which  ques- 
tion it  maybe  said,  that  in  no  case  does 
it  seem*  necessary  to  make  an  actual 
entry  to  prevent'  the  operation  of  the 
Statuteof  Limitations,  but  in  certain  cir- 
liumstances  it  will  be  prudent  and  wise 
to  do  so.    If  an  ejectment  be  brought 
within  twenty  years,  no  previous  actual 
e^try  seems  ever  necessary  in  prac- 
tice to  be  made  or  proved.    But  if 
twenty  years  are  near  expiring,  it  will  be 
a  proper  and  prudent  measure  to  make 
an  actual  entry  into  the  lands  which 
are  claimed.     For  in  case  of  an  actual 
entry  befcfre  the  expiration  of  twenty 
years,  it  seems  that  an  ejectment  may  be 
brought  after  ;  or  if  the  plaintiff  should 
fhW  in  the  Ijectment,  whether  brought 
within  twenty  years  or  after^  he  may 
bring  another,  provided  the  ejectment  in 
these  cases  b  commenced  within  a  year 
after  such  actual  entry  made,  accord- 
ing to  the  provision    of  the   statute 
4>  Ann.  <!.  16.  s.  16.  hereafter  mentioned. 
Whereas,  if  an  ejectment  be  brought 
mthout  an  actual  entry,  and  the  plaintiff 
should  fail  in  it,  and  the  twenty  years 
.  expire  before  another  ejectment  can 
be  brought,  he  will  be  barred  of  this 
remedy  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
because  the  entry  which  is  confessed 


by  the  defendant  in  the  former  ejectment 
is  only  a  fictitious  entry,  and  the  second 
ejectment,  being  a  new  action  and  not 
a  continuance  of  the  first,  amounts  to 
the  same  thing  as  if  an  ejectment  were 
brought  after  twenty^ears,  which  can- 
not be  by  the  Statute  6(  Limitations. 
And  this  seems  to  be  the  true  sense  and 
construction  of  the  passage  above  cited 
from  the  law  of  Nisi  Prius.  The  words 
of  the  other  case  cited,  1  Salk.  285.,  are, 
"  that  a  claim  or  entry  to  prevent  the 
"  Statute  of  Limitations  must  be  upon 
"  the  land,  unless  there  be  some  special 
«  reason  to  the  contrary."  There  seems 
to  be  no  doubt  of  the  law  of  this  case ; 
but  how  does  it  prove  that  an  actual 
entry  is  necessary  to  prevent  the  ope- 
ration of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  ?  It 
only  states,  that  if  an  actual  entry 
be  made,  it  must  be  upon  the  land. 
Upon  the^  whole  therefore  it  may  be 
safely  laid  down  as  a  settled  proposition, 
that  in  no  case  except  that  of  a  fine 
with  proclamations,  levied  either  by  a 
disseisor  or  tenant  for  life,  is  it  neces- 
sary to  make  an  actual  entry  in  order  to 
support  an  ejectment;  and  it  seems 
also  that  an  ejectment  may  be  brought 
c^ler  twenty  years,  notwithstanding  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  if  there  has  been 
an  actual  entry  into  the  lands  before^ 
and  within  a  year  before  the  ejectment 
is  brought  (jo) 

A  bare  entry  into  the  lands,  without 
more,  is  not  sufiicient  He  must  also, 
at  the  time  of  entry,  declare  quo  animo 
he  entered,  that  it  is  to  avoid  all  finesy 
otherwise  it  will  not  amount  to  a  suffi- 
cient entry  to  avoid  a  fine.  18  Vin. 
292.  pi.  23.  MSS.  6  Mod.  44.  Ford  v. 
Lord  Grey,  (q)  By  the  statute  4  H.  7. 


(p)  [Botbythe  new  Statute  of  Limit- 
ations (3  ft  4  W.  4;  c  27.)  ss.  2. 3.  and 
10.9  such  entry  has  been  rendered  wholly 
unavailing.] 


(q)  [This  position  was  denied  by  the 
court  in  5  B.  &  Ad.  783.  Doe  v.  WiL 
liams.  2Nev.&M.602.S.C.  And  the 
rule  was  laid  down^  that  if  a  party  enters 
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a  fine  was  avoided  by  an  entry  only  into 
the  lands,  where  an  entry  is  one  of  the 
ways  necessary  by  that  statute  to  avoid 
the  fine,  without  any  action  brought 
thereon.  So  by  continual  claim,  if  an 
actual  entry  were  impracticable.  And 
BO  it  was  at  the  common  law.  Plowd. 
366*  suSiawdv.  Lord  Zouch,  As  where 
an  infant  enters,  and  after  his  full  age 
permits  the  conn  usee  to  be  five  years 
in  possession  without  entry,  he  is  barred 
by  the  letter  of  the  Act,  which  ordains 
that  he  shall  take  his  lawful  entry  within 
five  years  after  his  /ullage  ;  but  inas- 
much as  within  age  he  took  his  lawful 
entry,  and  so  avoided  the  fine  for  ever, 
he  may,  by  the  intent  of  Uie  Act,  enter 
twenty  years  after  his  full  age.  Ibid,  (r) 
But  the  above-mentioned  statute,  4  Ann. 
c  16.  s.  16.,  enacts,  that  no  claim  or 
entry  to  be  made  upon  any  lands,  &c. 
shall  be  of  any  force  to  avoid  any  fine 
lemed  with  proclamations,  according  to 
the  statute,  or  shall  be  a  sufficient  entry 
or  claim  within  the  statute  21  Jac.  1. 
c.  16.  of  limitations,  unless  upon  such 
entry  or  claim  an  action  shall  be  com- 
menced witliin  one  year  after  the  making 
of  such  entiy  or  claim,  and  prosecuted 
with  efiect.  («)  So  a  fine  may,  by  the 
statute,  and  also  at  the  common  law, 
be  avoided  by  bringing  a  real  action. 
So,  at  common  law,  by  entering  the 
party's  claim  on  record  on  the  foot  of 
the  fine ;  but  this  is  taken  away  by  the 
statute  4  H.  7.  2  Inst  518.   2  Black. 


994.  GlumdakUtck  v.  Lemm.  It  should 
seem,  therefore,  that  if  an  actual  entry 
be  made  to  avoid  a  fine,  and  an  eject; 
ment  brought  within  a  year,  aoeording 
to  the  statute  [of  Ann^fy  and  the  plaintiff 
recover  in  the  ejectment,  and  have 
possession  of  the  lands  delivered  to  him 
by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  pofisession*  the 
fine  is  totally  avoided.  And  ooise- 
quently,  if  he  be  afterwards  turned  ont 
of  possession  on  a  judgment  recovered 
against  him  in  an  ejectment  brought  by 
the  wrong-doer  who  levied  the  fine,  and 
then  five  years  pass,  he  may  neverthe- 
less bring  another  ejectment,  witknA 
any  other  actual  entry,  at  any  time  with- 
in twenty  years  after  he  was  so  tnroed 
out  of  possession.  For  the  fine  being 
once  avoided,  it  shall  be  void  for  ever. 
Plowd.  366.  With  respect  to  the  man- 
ner of  making  an  entry  to  avoid  a  fine, 
the  law  is  strict.  It  requires  that  the 
entry  should  be  made  either  by  the 
claimant  himself,  or  by  some  person  by 
his  command  ;  or  if  the  entry  be  made 
by  another,  without  the  previous  com- 
mand of  the  claimant,  at  least  that  he 
should  assent  to  it  within  the  five  years. 
For  it  is  held,  that  the  saving  in  the 
Act  of  4  H.  7.  has  appropriated  the  par- 
suit  by  action  or  lawful  entry  to  him 
alone  who  has  right,  and  that  the  case 
in  Broke,  tit  Entre  congeable,  pi.  12S., 
is  not  law.  9  Rep.  106.  a.  Margaret 
Podger*s  case.  Poph.  108.  Pollard  v. 
LuUrelL      Cro.  Eliz.  561.  Lord  Amd- 


expressly  to  claim  the  lands  as  his  own, 
it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to  say  what 
particular  act,  adverse  to  his  interest,  he 
means  to  defeat  See  also  5  B.&  Ad.  765. 
Doe  V.  Pritchard.  2Nev.  &  M.489.  S.C. 
10  M.  &  W.  608.  Doe  v.  Woodroffe,^ 
(r)  So  by  the  stat.  4  H.  7.  a  married 
woman  may  enter  witliin  five  years  after 
the  determination  of  her  coverture ;  but 
if  her  husband  enter  daring  the  cover- 


ture to  avoid  the  fine,  he  must  do  so 
within  five  years  after  his  title  accrues. 

5  B  &  A.  474.  Doe  v.  Plumptre.  [11  A. 

6  E.  853.  Doe  v,  PeU.   4  P.  &  D.  285. 
S.  C.  Accord.2 

(*)  [10  B.  &  C.  846.  Rex  v.  Woobum. 
But  the  operation  of  the  new  Statute  of 
Limitations  (3  &  4  W.  4.  c  27.)  cannot 
be  affected  by  any  entry,  or  continual  or 
other  claim.    See  ss.  10  &  1 1.] 


ley  V.  Pollard.  Moor,  450.  Luttrets 
case.  Ibid.  457*  Awdeley's  case.  2  Str. 
1128.  Fitchet  v.  Adams.  However, 
a  little  will  amount  to  a  subsequent 
assent,  such  as  bringing  an  ejectment 
afterwards,  (t)  But  a  guardian  by 
nurture  or  in  socage  may  enter  in  the 
name  of  his  ward,  without  any  command 
or  assent,  and  such  entry  shall  save  his 
right  9  Rep.  106:  a.  So  the  remainder^^ 
'  man  or  reversioner,  or  lord  of  a  copy- 
hold, may  enter  in  the  name  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  years,  or  copyholder; 
or  these  particular  tenants  in  the  name 
of  the  reversioner  or  remainder-man,  or 
the  lord,  without  any  command  or 
assent,  on  account  of  the  privity  be- 
tween these  persons.  Ibid.  The  entry 
must  be  into  the  land  comprised  in  the 
fine ;  for  an  entry  into  other  land,  claim- 
ing that  which  is  comprised  in  the  fine, 
is  held  to  be  insufiicient  Hardr.  400. 
Focus  V.  Salisbury* 

But  an  actual  entry  is  not  necessary 
to  avoid  a  fine  at  common  law,  that  is, 
without  proclamations ;  2  Wils.  45. 47. 
Jenkinsv.Prichard*  S.V.Doev,  WaUSy 
9  East,  17.;  which  seems  to  be  the  better 
opinion,  although  the  case  of  Tapner  v. 
MorhU,  Willes's  Rep.  177.,  is  to  the 
contrary.  It  might  perhaps  have  been 
contended  in  Doe  r.  WaUs^  that  it  was 
to  be  considered  as  a  fine  with  procla- 
mations, notwithstanding  the  action  was 
brought  before  all  the  proclamations 
were  or  could  be  passed.  See  for  this 
3  Rep.  90.  b.  Purslow*s  case  cited  in 
ITie  case  of  Fines,    And  the  reason 


seems  to  be,  because  the  Statute  of  Non- 
claim,  34  £dw.  3.  c.  16.,  is  still  in  force 
with  respect  to  fines  which  are  levied 
without  proclamations.  By  this  statute 
it  is  enacted,  ''  that  the  plea  of  non- 
'<  claim  of  fines,  which  from  thenceforth 
<'  should  be  levied,  should  not  be  taken 
'<  nor  holden  for  any  bar  in  time  to 
*^  cotti^."  But  still  the  person  who  has 
right,  must,  by  the  statute  21  Jac.  1. 
e.  16.,  pursue  his  remedy  within  twenty 
years  after  the  right  accrues,  unless  he 
labours  under  any  of  the  disabilities 
specified  in  that  statute^  Thus,  where 
tenant  in  tail  in  possession  levies  such  a 
fine,  although  it  be  no  bar  to  the  issue, 
yet  it  operates  as  a  discontinuance,  and 
of  course  puts  the  remainder-man  or 
reversioner  to  his  formedon,  which  by 
the  hist-mentiotied  statute  must  be 
brought  within  twenty  years  after  his 
title  accrues,  (u) 

It  is  usual  in  practice,  when  it  is 
d(mbtful  whether  the  person  who  intends 
to  levy  a  fine  be  tenant  for  life,  or  in 
tail,  in  order  to  avoid  the  consequence 
of  a  forfeiture  in  case  he  should  be  only 
tenant  for  life,  to  make  a  lease  of  the 
lands  for  years,  determinable  on  his 
death,  to  a  trustee  previous  to  levying 
the  fine.  But  if  tenant  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  trustees  to  support  con- 
tingent remainders,  levies  a  fine,  there 
is  no  necessity  to  make  such  a  lease, 
because  by  the  forfeiture  the  estate  will 
vest  in  the  trustee  for  his  use  during  his 
life,  (ar) 


(i)  [11  A  &  E.  842.     Doe  v.  Pett,* 
per  Patteson  J.   Accord.^ 

(ti)  [See  aniiy  p.  319  e.  note  (»).]  * 
(of)  [Where  there  is  a  term  to  attend 
the  inheritance,  and  the  right  to  the  in- 
heritance has  been  lost  by  fine  and  non- 
claim,  equity  must  follow  the  law,  and 
cannot  consider  him  who  has  lost  the 
inheritance  as  entitled  in  equity  to  claim 


the  term  which  is  to  attend  it  2  S.  & 
Stu.  213.  And  even  where  a  trustee  of 
a  term  for  payment  of  debts  purchased 
the  inheritance  from  a  tenant  for  life, 
and  had  it  conveyed  to  him  by  fine  and 
feoffment,  it  was  held  that  the  remainder- 
man was  barred.  2  S.  &  Stu.  206. 
Reynolds  v.  Jones,^ 
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Case  54-.  Pordage  versus  Cole,- 

HiL  20  &  21  Car.  11.  Begis.    KoL  1607- 

S.C  1  Sid,  423.  TVEBT  upon  a  specialty   for   774/.  15«.     The  plaintiff 
T^Su^rJ.%8^  declares  that  the  defendant,  by  his  certain  writing  of 

2  Keb.  538.   ^    agreement  made  at,  &c.  by  the  plaintiff  by  the  name,  &c.  and 
beoow^b®-**  ^^  defendant  by  the  name,  &c  and  brings  the  deed  into 
tveen  A.  and     court,  &C,  it  was  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
piiy^i<.'asum     ^  manner  and  form  following,   (viz.)  that  the   defendant 
ofmoney/orhu  should  givc  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  775i  for  all  his  lands, 
particular  day,    with  a  housc  Called  AshmoMumst  thereunto  belonging,  with 
these  words        ^q  brewing  vessels  remaining  in  the  said  house,  and  with  the 
covenant  by  i4.  malt-mill  and  wheelbarrow;    and  that  in  pursuance  of  the 
lanS"^ftr*^*     siud  agreement,  the  defendant  had  given  to  the  plaintiff  5s.  as 
agreed  is  the      an  earnest ;  and  it  was  by  the  said  writing  further  .agreed  bc- 
b^t  tt  U  M^n.   tween  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  that  the  defendant  should 
depcndentcove-  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  residue  of  the  said  sum  of  775i  a  week 
mTy  brilfglk     «/?«•  *A«  fi^^  of  St.  John  the  BaptUt  then  next  foUawing  (aU 
action  for  tbe     other  moveables,  with  the  com  upon  the  ground,  except). 
wiy°canvey^ce  And  although  the  defendant  has  paid  five  shilllings,  pored,  &c 
bf  ±?  ?^  ^^    y^*  *^^  ^^^  defendant,  although  often  requested,  has  not  paid 
the  residue  to  the  damage,  &c.     The  defendant  prays  oyer  of 
the  specialty,  which  is  entered  in  hcsc  verba^  to  wit :  **  1 1  ilfc^, 
*^  1668.     It  is  agreed  between  Doctor  John  Pordage  and  Bca- 
*^sett,Cok,  esquire,  that  the  said  Bcusett  Cole  shall  give  unto 
<<  the  said  doctor  775/.  for  all  his  lands,  with  Ashmole-house^ 
[  320  ]      "  thereunto  belonging,  with  the  brewing-vessels  as  they  are 
'^  now  remaining  in  the  said  house,  and  with  the  malt-mill 
"  and  wheelbarrow.     In  witness  whereof  we  do  put  our  hands 
"  and  seals :  mutually  given  as  earnest  in  performance  of  this 
^*  58.;  the  money  to  be  paid  before  Midsummer^  1668 ;  all  other 
"  moveables,  with  the  com  upon  the  ground,  excepted.**    And 
u]X)n  oyer  thereof  the  defendant  demurs.     And  fFitMns,  of 
counsel  with  the  defendant,  took  several  exceptions  to  the  de- 
claration:   1.  That  the  demand   by  the  declaration  is  of 
774/.  158. ;  whereas  the  whole  sum  is  775/. ;  and  the  5s.  pijd 
for  earnest  shall  not  be  taken  as  part  of  the  sum  of  775iL 

(1)   S.  C.    cited     and     recognised,  perhaps  the  conveyance  cannot  be  made 

1  Salk.  171.      1  Lutw.  251.      12  Mod.  by  the  day  appointed  for  payment  of 

461, 462.  1  Ld.  Raym.  665.  8  Mod.  42.  the  money.     Sir  T.  Raym.  183. 
1  SalL  113.     2  H.  Black.  393.     For 
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Sed  nan  allocatur;  tor  per  curiam  it  shall  be  intended  as  part     For  d age 
of  the  sum.     2.  That  the  exception  of  the  residue  of  the     ^*  Cole. 
moveables  is  not  well  recited :  for  the  word  (except)  in  the  ' 

declaration  is  not  good  for  want  of  sense.     Sed  non  allocatur ; 
for  it  is  sensible  enough  in  the  declaration :  and  if  it  were  An  insensible 
not,  the  declaration  is  good;  for  an  insensible  clause  does  not  make  the  rest  of 
make  the  rest  of  the   deed  vitious  which  is  sensible  in  itself  thedeedvicioiw, 
3.  The  great  exception  was,  that  the  plaintiff  in  his  declara-l  in  itsel£  (2) 
tion  has  not  averred  that  he  had  conveyed  the  lands,  or  at  least  \ 
tendered  a  conveyance  of  them ;  for  the  defendant  has  no  re-  \ 
medy  to  obtain  the  lands,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  ought  to  I 
have  conveyed  them,  or  tendered  a  conveyance  of  them,  be-  I 
fore  he  brought  his  action  for  the  money.  And  it  was  argued  ' 
by  Withins^  that  if  by  one  single  deed  two  things  are  to  be  per- 
formed, namely,  one  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  other  by  the  de- 
fendant, if  there  be  no  mutual  remedy,  the  plaintiff  ought 
to  aver  performance  of  his  part:  Trin.   12  Jac.  1.  between 
Holder  v.  Tayloe  *,   UglUred^s  case  f,  and  Sir  Richard  PooFs  •  i  Rol.  Abr. 
case  there  cited,  and  Gray\  case  % :  and  that  the  word  (pro)  +^7 'uep!'*ia  ^ 
made  a  condition  in  things  executory.§      And  here  in  this  i5Rep.78,79. 
case  it  is  a  condition  precedent  which  ought  to  be  performed  405.' 
before  the  action  brought ;   wherefore  he  prayed  judgment  §  ^-  L***- 
for  the  defendant. 

But  it  was  adjudged  by  the  court,  that  the  action  was  well 
bix)ught  without  an  averment  of  the  conveyance  of  the  land ; 
because  it  shall  be  intended  that  both  parties  have  sealed  the 
specialty.  And  if  the  plaintiff  has  not  conveyed  the  land  toi 
the  defendant,  he  has  also  an  action  of  covenant  against  the! 
plaintiff  upon  the  agreement  contained  in  the  deed,  which] 
amounts  to  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  convey  I 
the  land ;  and  so  each  party  has  mutual  remedy  against  the 
other.  But  it  might  be  otherwise  if  the  specialty  had  been  the  ' 
words  of  the  defendant  only,  and  not  the  words  of  both  parties 
by  way  of  agreement  as  it  is  here.  And  by  the  conclusion  of 
the  deed  it  is  said,  that  both  parties  had  sealed  (3)  it ;  and  there- 


(2)  S.P.  Vaug.  176.  Crowley. Swhi'  ment,  they  do  not  appear  to  have  done 
dies*  1  Lutw.  493. 496.  Hilton  v.  Smitli,  so  here.    It  does  not  follow  because  the 

(3)  It  appears  indeed  from  the  pro-  '  words  *'  in  witness  i^'hereof  we  do  put 
fert,  that  the  defendant  had  sealed  the  '*  oar  hands  and  seals "  are  used  in  the 
agreement ;  but  if  it  were  at  all  material  conclusion  of  the  agreement,  that  there- 
to wards  the  support  of  this  case,  that  fore  it  was  sealed  by  them.  On  the 
bothparties  should  have  sealed  the  agree*  contrary,  it  has  been  decided,  that  these 


PORDAGE 

r.  Cole. 


fbre  judgment  was  giyen  for  the  plaintiff  (4),  which  was  afte^ 
wards  affirmed  in  the  Exchequer-chamber,  Trin.  22  of  king 
Charles  the  Second. 


words  do  not  amount  to  an  averment 
that  the  parties  sealed  the  instrument : 
see  a}i/^,  291.  Cabell  v.  Vaughafh  and 
jiote(l). 

(4)  Almost  all  the  old  cases,  and 
'  many  of  the  modem  ones  on  this  subject, 
are  decided  upon  distinctions  so  nice 
and  technical,  that  it  is  very  difficult,  if 
not  impracticable,  to  deduce  from  them 
any  certain  rule  or  principle  by  which 
it  can  be  ascertained,  what  covenants 
are  independent^  and  what  dejtcndent  ^ 
and  of  course,  when  it  is  necessary  to 
aver  performance  in  the  declaration, 
and  when  not.  Thus,  if  A.  corenant 
with  B*  to  starve  him  for  a  year,  and  S, 
covenant  with  A.  to  p^y  Wim  I  Oil,  it  is 
held  that  these  are  independent  oove- 
nanU,  and  A*  may  maintain  an  action 
ai^ainst  /f,  for  the  money  before  any 
service;  but 'if  B.  had  covenanted  to 
pay  him  lOL  for  the  sert^ice,  these  words 
make  the  service  a  condition  precedent, 
and  A.  cannot  enforce  payment  of  the 
money  until  he  has  performed  the  ser- 
vice. So  where  A,  covenants  w^ith  JL 
to  marry  his  daughter^  and  B.  covenants 
to  convey  an  estate  to  A,  and  the 
daughter  in  special  tail,  it  is  said  that 
tlioiigh  A.  marry  anotlier  woman,  or  the 
daughter  another  man,  still  A.  may 
have  an  action  against  S.  on  the  cove- 
nant ;  but  if  B.  had  covenanted  to  con- 
vey the  estate  for  t/te  cause  nforesaid, 
the  marriage  is  a  condition  precedent^ 
and  no  action  will  lie  until  it  be  solem- 
nised. 15  H.  7.  10.  pK  17-  Bro.  Cove- 
nant, 22,  12  Mod,  4fi0.  Thorpe  v. 
Thorpe,  Hob.  HKS.  Lnmpleujh  v.  Braili- 
tmiit^  Also  where  ^.^'11  consideration 
of  10/.,  promised  to  deliver  to  B,  all  tFie 
books  of  the  law,  it  has  been  said,  that 
B.  may  bring  an  action  against  A,  for 


the  books  before  any  payment ;  bot  if 

A,  in  consideration  that  B.  will  pay 
him  10/.,  wiU  deliver  to  him  all  the  hoob 
of  the  law,  B,  cannot  bring  an  action 
for  the  books  before  he  has  paid  the 
money.  1  Rol.  Rep.  125.  Everardv, 
Hopkins,  per  Coke  C.  J.  So  vbere  B. 
covenanted  with  C  his  copyholder,  to 
assure  to  him  and  his  heirs  the  freehold 
and  inheritance  of  his  copyhold,  and  C, 
in  consideration  of  tlie  same  ptiformed^ 
covenanted  to  pay  such  a  sunti  it  wad 
adjudged  that  this  was  a  condition  pre^ 
cedent,  and  B.  must  make  the  assurance 
before  he  is  entitled  to  the  money  ;  bat 
if  the  words  had  been^  in  consideration 
of  the  said  covenant  to  he  performed, 

B,  might  bring  an  action  for  thp  money 
before  he  made  the  assurance*  3  Leoj). 
219.  Brocas^H  case*  And  lastly,  where 
articles  of  agreement  were  made  be- 
tween A.  and  B.  and  a  cove u ant  bj  A., 
thatt  for  the  consideration  thereafter 
expressed,  he  should  convey  certain 
lands  to  ^.  in  fee*  and  B~f  on  his  \^tU 
for  the  considcratioa  aforesaid,  cove- 
nanted to  pay  a  sum  of  moneys  to  A^ ; 
it  was  held,  that  tiiese  were  indepeDdcDt 
covenants^  andjJ.  might  bring  an  action 
for  the  money  before  any  conveyance 
of  the  lands.  1  Rol.  Abr.  415.  pb  S. 
S,C.  cited  12  Mod,  463,  Thorite  v. 
Thorpe-  1  Ld.  Raym.  665, 666.  1  Lutw, 
251,  252.  There  ar«  many  other 
authorities  of  a  similar  nature  whrcb  I 
refer  the  reader  to.  1  Rol.  Rep.  336* 
Spanish  Amlmssador  v,  Gifffyrd^  Yelv, 
lfJ3>  \M'.  Bcilmmrih  v.  Campion.  Holi. 
88.  Nichols  V,  Baynbnd.  \  Lev.  293. 
Bean^  \\  Turfier.  Hard.  102,  103. 
Gibbons  wFrewd.  I  Sir.  5S5,  Blackweii 
V.  Nash.  Ibid*  712.  Damson  v*  My^r. 
I  Wib,  88.  MarHndak  r.  Fisher,  Hence 
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it  appears  that  the  judges  in  these  cases 
seem  to  have  fouDded  their  construc- 
tion of  the  independency  or  dependency 
of  covenants  or  agreements  on  artificial 
and  subtle  distinctions,  without  regard- 
ing the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  parties. 
For  the  rule  whieh  is  contained  in  them 
all  seems  clear  and  indisputable ;  that 
where  there  are  several  covenants,  pro- 
mises, or  agreements,  which  are  inde- 
pendent of  each  other,  one  party  may 
bring  an  action  against  the  other  for  a 
breach  of  his  covenants,  &c  without 
averring  a  performance  of  the  cove- 
nants, &C.  on  his,  the  plaintiffs  part; 
and  it  is  no  excuse  for  the  defendant  to 
allege  in  his  plea  a  breach  of  the  cove- 
nants, &c.  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff; 
according  to  Justinian's  rule  in  the  civil 
law^  "  Qui  actionem  habet  ad  rem  reau 
"  perandam^  ipsamrem  habere  videturJ* 
Justin,  de  Regulis  Juris^  361.  But 
where  the  covenants,  &c.  are  dependent^ 
it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  aver  and 
prove  a  performance  of  the  covenants, 
&C.  on  his  part,  to  entitle  himself  to  an 
action  for  the  breach  of  the  covenants 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant ;  and  so  are 
also  7  Rep.  10.  a,  b,  Ughered's  case. 
Doug.  690.  3d  ed.  Kingston  v.  Preston^ 
cited  in  J<mes  v.  BarMeg.  The  diffi- 
culty lies  in  the  application  of  this  rule 
to  the  particular  case.  It  is  justly  ob- 
served, that  covenants,  &c.  are  to  be 
construed  to  be  either  dependent  or 
independent  of  each  other,  according 
to  the  intention  and  meaning  of  the 
parties^  and  the  good  sense  of  the  case ; 
and  technical  words  should  give  way  to 
such  intention.  1  T.  R.  645.  Hotham 
V.  East  India  Company*    6  T.  R.  668. 


PcTier  y.'tShephard,  Ibid.  571.  Camp' 
beU  V.  Jones.  7  T.  R.  130.  Morton  v. 
Lamb.  In  order  therefore  to  discover 
that  intention,  and  thereby  to  learn, 
with  some  degree  of  certainty,  w^en 
performance  is  necessary  to  be  averred 
in  the  declaration,  and  when  not,  it  may 
not  be  imp  roper  to  lay  down  a  few  rules, 
which  will  perhaps  be  found  useful  for 
that  purpose. 

1.  If  a  day  be  appointed  for  payment 
of  money,  or  part  of  it,  or  for  doing  any 
other  act,  and  the  day  is  to  happen,  or 
Tnay  happen,  before  the  thing  which  is 
the  consideration  of  the  money,  or  other 
act,  is  to  be  performed,  an  action  may 
be  brought  for  the  money,  or  for  not 
doing  such  other  act  before  performance ; 
for  it  appears  that  the  party  relied  upon 
his  remedy^  and  did  not  intend  to  make 
^e  pefformance  a  condition  precedent : 
and  so  it  is  where  no  time  is  fixed  for  per- 
formance of  that,  which  is  the  consider- 
ation of  the  money  or  other  act  Dyer, 
76.  a.  in  margine.  1  Salk.  171.  Thorpe 
t.  Thorpe.  S.  C.  1  Ld.  Raym.  665. 
1  Lutw.  250.  12  Mod.  461.  1  Vent.  177. 
Peter  v.  Optp,  per  Hale  C.  J.  2  Saund. 
350.  S.  C.  1  Salk.  1 13.  Callonely.Briygs. 
2H.  Black.  389.  Terry  v.  Duntze.  6 
T.R.572.  Campbell y.Jones.{a)  This 
seems  to  be  the  ground  of  the  judgment 
in  this  case  of  Pordage  v.  Co/e,  the 
money  being  appointed  to  be  paid  on 
affixed  day,  which  might  happen  before 
the  lands  werei  or  could  be,  conveyed. 
And  upon  the  same  ground  is  48  £dw.  3. 
2,  3.  decided.  Lord  HoU,  in  TTtorpe  v. 
Thorpe,  12  Mod.  461. 1  Lutw.  25ft  251., 
observes,  that  the  report  of  48  £dw.'3., 
in  7  Rep.  10  b.,  Ughired^s  case,  is  in- 


(a)  [1  B.&  Ad.  124.  Ikiuv.Brook. 
4  C.  &  P.  309.  Irving  v.  King.  10  A. 
&E.SO.  Mattochy.Kinglake.  2P.& 
D.  343.  S.  C.  10  A.  *  E.  793.  Lord 
Howden  v.  Simpson.     2  P.  &  D.  714. 


S.C.  9M.&W.315.  Pistor  y.  Cater. 
lOM.  &W.355.  Wilksy.  Smith.  See 
also  1  Bing.  N.  C.  671.677.  Alexander 
V.  Gardner.    1  Scott,  630.  S.  C] 
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correct  It  is  thus  put  in  that  book* 
Sir  Richard  Pool  covenants  with  Sir 
Ralph  Tolceher  to  serve  him  with  three 
esquires  in  the  wars  of  France;  Sir 
Ralph  Tolcelser  covenants,  in  consider^ 
ation  of  those  services,  to  pay  him  so 
much  money;  and  it  is  said,  that  an 
action  will  lie  for  the  money  before  any 
service.  But  in  the  book  at  lai^e  the 
case  will  be  found  to  have  been  ad- 
judged upon  the  above«mentioBed  rule. 
The  report  is  this —  Sir  Richard  Pool 
covenants  with  Sir  Ralph  Tolcelser  to 
serve  him  with  three  esquires  in  the 
wars  of  France ;  and  Sir  Ralph  cove* 
nants  with  him  to  pay  so  much  money 
for  the  service;  and  it  was  further 
agreed  that  half  the  monei^  should  be 
paid  in  England  on  a  certain  day  before 
they  went  for  France  ;  and  the  rest  by 
quarterly  payments  (which  also  might 
incur  before  the  service) :  and  it  was 
held  that  an  action  might  be  brought 
for  the  money  before  the  service. 

But,  2.  when  a  day  is  appointed  for 
the  payment  of  money,  &c.  and  the  day 
is  to  happen  after  the  thing  which  is  the 
consideration  of  the  money,  &c.  is  to 
be  performed,  no  action  can  be  main- 
tained for  the  money,  &c.  before  per- 
formance. 1  Salk.  17L  Thorpe,  v. 
Tliorpey  2d  Resolution.    12  Mod.  462. 


1  Ld.  Raym.  eSS.    1  Lutw.  251.  Dyer, 


7&^pL30.W 
^.>Wh 


Where  a  covenant  goes  only  to 
pait^iiS  the  consideration  on  both  «des, 
and  a  breach  of  such  covenant  may  be 
paid  for  in  damages^  it  is  an  iDdepen- 
dent  covenant*  and  an  action  may  be 
maintained  for  a  breach  of  theooveDaat 
on  the  part  o(  the  defeBdant*.  without 
averring  performance  in  the  dedaratioD. 
As  where  A*  by  -deed  conveyed  to  B. 
tlie  equity  of  redemption  of  a  plantatioD 
in  the  West  Indies^  together. with  the 
stock  of  negroes  upon  it,  in  consider- 
ation of  500/1  and  an  annuity  of  160/. 
fqr  life,  and  covenanted  thai  he  had  a 
good,  title  to  the  plantation,  was  law- 
fully ppwessed  pf  the  n^roes,  and  B* 
should  quietly  enjoy :  and,  B.  cove- 
nanted  thatt  A,  well  and  truly  perform- 
ing  all  aikd  every  tlung  therein  contained 
on  his  part  to  ba  performed,  he  would 
pay  the  annuity:  in  an  action  by  A. 
against  B.  on  this  covenant^  the  hreacii 
asftigned  waS|  the  non-payment  of  the 
annuity :  plea,  that  A.  was  not  at  the 
time  legally  possessed  of  the  negraa  on 
the  plantation,  and  so  had  not  a  good 
title  to  convey.  The  court  of  K.B.  od 
demurrer  held  the  plea  to  be  ill,  and 
added,  that  if  such  plea  were  allowed, 
any  one  negro>  not  being  the  property 


(ft)  Therefore,  where  a  ship  was  let 
to  freight  at  a  certain  sum  per  month, 
to  be  paid  on  her  final  dischai'ge  at  the 
end  of  the  voyage,  and  she  was  lost  in 
the  middle  of  the  voyage,  it  was  held 
that  no  action  could  be  maintained  for 
any  freight.  Byrne  v.  Pattinson^  Abbot 
on  Shipping,  S47.  8  East,  473.  Smith 
\.  Wilson.  [2  Bing.N.C.  555.  Mitchell 
v.7)arf/ie2.  2Scott,771.S.C.]  Sowhere 
freight  was  to  be  paid  on  the  »hip*s  ar- 
rival at  her  first  destined  port,  and  she 
was  lost  before  her  arrival.    2  B  &  A. 


17.  Gibbon  v.  Mendez.  But  where  s 
day  is  specified  for  the  performance  of 
certain  works,  and  money  is  to  be  paid 
on  performance,  although  the  worb  be 
not  performed  on  the  day  specified,  yet 
an  action  may  be  maintained  for  the 
money  when  they  are  performed,  and 
the  party  who  is  to  pay  the  money  most 
have  recourse  to  a  cross  action  for  any 
damages  occasioned  by  the  delay.  CoA 
V.  Curioysj  K.B.ilf.  T.  2Qeo.  4.  M.S. 
[3  Bing.  N.  C.  737.  Lucas  v,  Godwin 
4  Scott»  502.  S.  C] 
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of  A^  would  bar  the  action.  E.  T. 
17  Geo.  3.  K.  B.  Boon  v.  Eyre.  1  H. 
Black.  273.  note  (a).  2  Black.  Rep. 
1312.  S.  C.  Tfafe  whole  consideration 
of  the  covenant  on  the  part  of  B.  the 
^purchaser  to  pay  the  money,  was  the 
conveyance  by  A,  the  seller  to  him  of 
the  equUy  of  redemption  of  the  plant- 
ation, and  also  the  stock  of  negroes  upon 
it  The  excuse  for  non-payment  of  the 
money  was,  that  A.  had  broke  his  cove- 
nant as  to  part  of  the  consideration, 
namely,  the  stock  of  negroes.  But  as 
it  appeared  that  A.  had  conveyed  the 
equity  of  redemption  to  B.t  and  so  had 
in  part  executed  his  covenant,  it  would 
be  unreasonable  that  B.  should  keep 
the  plantation,  and  yet  refuse  payment, 
because  A.  had  not  a  good  title  to  the 
negroes.  6  T.  R.  573.  per  Ashhvrst  J. 
Besides,  the  damages  sustained  by  the 
parties  would  be  unequal,  if  A*%  cove- 
nant were  held  to  be  a  condition  pre- 
cedent 1  H.  Black.  279.  Duke  of 
St.  Alban's  v.  Shore.  For  A.  on  the 
one  side  would  lose  the  consideration 
money  of  the  sale,  but  j&.'s  damage  on 
the  other  might  consist  perhaps  in  the 
loss  only  of  a  few  negroes.  So  where  it 
was  agreed  between  C  and  D,  that,  in 
consideration  of  500/.,  C.  should  teach 
D.  the  art  of  bleaching  materials  for 
making  paper,  and  permit  him,  during 
the  continuance  of  a  patent  which  C 
had  obtained  for  that  purpose,  to  bleach 


such  materials  according  to  the  specifi- 
cation ;  and  C,  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  250/.  paid,  and  of  the  further 
sum  of  250/.  to  be  paid  by  2).  to  him, 
covenanted  that  he  would  with  all  pos- 
sible expedition  teach  2).  the  method 
of  bleaching  such  materials,  and  2). 
covenanted  that  he  would,  on  or  before 
the  24th  oi  February  1794,  or  sooner, 
in  case  C.  should  before  that  time  have 
taught  him  the  bleaching  of  such  mate- 
rials, pay  to  C.  the  further  sum  of  250/. ; 
in  covenant  by  C.  against  2).  the  breach 
assigned  was  the  non-payment  of  the 
250/.  Demurrer,  that  it  was  not  averred 
that  C.  had  taught  2).  the  method  of 
bleaching  such  materials.  But  it  was 
held  by  the  court  that  the  whole  consi- 
deration of  the  agreement  being,  that 
C.  should  permit  2).  to  bleach  materials 
as  well  as  teach  him  the  method  of 
doing  it,  the  covenant  by  C.  to  teach 
formed  but  part  of  the  consideration, 
for  a  breach  of  which  2).  might  recover 
a  recompence  in  damages.  And  C, 
having  in  part  executed  his  agreement 
by  transferring  to  2).  a  right  to  exercise 
the  patent  he  ought  not  to  keep  that 
right  without  paying  the  remainder  of 
the  consideration,  because  he  may  have 
sustained  some  damage  by  2>.'s  not  hav- 
ing instructed  him;  and  the  demurrer 
was  overruled.  6  T.  R.  570.  Camp- 
bell V.  Jones,  (c)  Hence  it  appears 
that  the  reason  of  the  decision  in  these 


(c)  See  10  East  295.  Ritchie  v.  At- 
kinson^  which  was  decided  upon  the 
same  grounds.  Also  10  East  555. 
Harelock  v.  Geddes.  12  East,  389. 
Davidson  v.  Crwynne.  3  M.  &  S.  308. 
St&rer  v.  Gordon.  8  Taunt576.  Pother- 
gill  V.  WalUm.  2  B.  Moore,  630.  S.  C. 
[4  Doug.  356.  Ohlsen  y.  Drummond. 
4Bing.  409.  Carpenter  v.  Cresswell.  1 
Moo.  &  P.  66.  S.  C.  2  B.  &  Ad.  822. 829. 
831.  Bose  V.  PouUon.     4  A.  &  E.  599. 

VOL.  I. 


Franklin  v.  Miller.  3  Bing.  N.  C.  355. 
Stavers  v.  Curling.  3  Scott,  740.  S.C. 
3  Bing.  N.C.  737.  Lucas  y.  Godwin.  4 
Scott,  502.  S.C.  2  M.  &  Cr.  192.  Lloyd 
v.  Loyd.  4  Bing.  N.  C.  105.  Dallman 
V.King.    5 Scott, 382.  S. C.    4M.&W. 

734. 747.  CorraU  v.  CattelL  1  Mann.  & 
Gr.  841. 851.  Clark  v.  Morrell.  2  Scott 
17.  S.  C.    But  see  also  5  B.  &  C.  269. 

Whitcher  v.  Hall.  Post,  Vol.  II.  352,  et 
seq.  notes  to  Peeters  v.  Opie.  Where  the 
Z  Z 
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and  other  similar  cases,  besides  the 
inequality  of  the  damages,  seems  to 
be,  that  where  a  person  has  received  a 
part  of  the  consideration  for  which  he 
entered  into  the  agreement,  it  would  be 
unjust  that  because  he  has  not  had  the 
whole,  he  should  therefore  be  permitted 
to  enjoy  that  part  without  either  paying 
or  doing  any  thing  for  it  Therefore 
the  law  obliges  him  to  perform  the 
agreement  on  his  part,  and  leaves  him 
to  his  remedy  to  recover  any  damage 
he  may  have  sustained  in  not  having 
received  the  whole  consideration.  And 
hence,  too,  it  seems  it  must  appear  upon 
the  record  that  the  consideration  was 
executed  in  part :  As  in  Boon  v.  JE^yret 
above-mentioned,  the  action  was  on  a 
deed,  whereby  the  plaintiff  had  con- 
veyed to  the  defendant  the  equity  of 
redemption  of  the  plantation;  for  the 
defendant  did  not  deny  the  plaintiff's 
title  to  convey  it :  So  in  CampbeU  v. 
Jones,  the  plaintiff  had  transferred  to 
the  defendant  a  right  to  exercise  the 
patent  Therefore,  if  an  action  be 
brought  on  a  covenant  or  agreement 
contained  in  articles  of  agreement  or 
other  executory  contract  where  the 
whole  is  future,  it  seems  necessary  to 
aver  performance  in  the  declaration  of 
the  whole,  or  at  least  of  part  of  that 
which  the  plaintiff  has  covenanted  to 
do ;  or  at  least  it  must  be  admitted  by 


the  plea  that  he  has  performed  part 
As  where  A^  by  articles  of  agieemeot, 
in  consideration  of  a  sum  of  money  to 
be  paid  to  him  by  J9.  on  a  certain  day, 
covenants  to  convey  to  B,  on  the  same 
day  a  house  together  with  the  fixturei 
and  furniture  therein,  and  that  he  was 
lawfully  seised  of  the  house,  and  pos- 
sessed of  the  fixtures  and  furniture;  ia 
an  action  against  B.  for  the  money,  A. 
must  aver  that  he  conveyed  either  the 
whole  of  the  premises,  or  at  least  the 
house,  to  B.,  or  it  must  be  admitted  by 
B.  in  his  plea  that  A.  did  convey  the 
house,  but  was  not  lawfully  possessed  of 
the  furniture  or  fixtures,  (d) 

(^But  where  the  mutual  covenants 
go  to  the  whole  consideration  on  both 
sides,  they  are  mutual  conditions,  and 
performance  must  be  averred.  1  Vent 
147.  Large  V.  Cheshire.  1  H.Bhick. 
270.  Duke  of  Sl  Albans  v.  Shore. 

5.  Where  two  acts  are  to  be  dcme  at 
the  same  time,  as  where  A»  covenants  to 
convey  an  estate  to  B.  on  such  a  day, 
and  in  consideration  thereof  B.  cove- 
nants to  pay  A,  a  sum  of  money  on  the 
same  day,  neither  can  maintain  an  action 
without  shewing  performance  of,  or  an 
offer  to  perform,  his  part,  though  it  is 
not  certain  which  of  Uiem  is  obliged  to 
do  the  first  act:  and  this  particolariy 
applies  td  all  cases  of  sale.  1  Salk.  1 YL 
113.    CaXUmd  v.  Briggs.    Ibid.  171. 


consideration  for  the  payment  of  money 
is  entire  and  indivisible,  as  where  the 
benefit  expected  by  the  defendant  under 
the  agreement  is  to  result  from  the  en- 
joyment of  every  part  of  the  considera- 
tion jointly,  so  that  the  money  payable 
is  neither  apportioned  by  the  contract, 
nor  capable  of  being  apportioned  by  a 
jury,  no  action  is  maintainable,  if  any 
part  of  the  consideration  has  failed ;  for, 
being  entire,  by  failing  partially,  it  fails 
altogether.    4M&W.  295.  Chanter  v. 


Leese.  5  M.  &  W.  698.  S.  C.  in  Cam. 
Scacc.  Where  the  plaintiff  has  been 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  contract  on  his 
part,  which  goes  only  to  part  of  the  con- 
sideration, the  defendant  may  give  evi- 
dence of  such  breach  in  mitigation  of 
damages.  1  Cr.  h  M.  832.  AUeR  v. 
Cameron.    ?  Tyrw.  907.  S.C] 

{d)  [4  M.  «rW.  295.  Chtmteri^ 
Leese.  5  M.  &  W.-698.  S.C.  in  Cam. 
Scacc.^ 
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note  (3)   to   Peeters  v. 


Pomfret  versus  Ricroft. 

HiL  20  &  21  Car.  IL  Regis.  RoL  369. 

I^OVENANT:  the  plaintiff  declares  that,  by  indenture 
^^  made  between  them,  the  defendant  had  demised  and 
granted  to  the  plaintiff  a  messuage  and  piece  of  land  contain- 
ing so  many  feet,  save  and  except  a  small  piece  of  land  lying 
on  the  south-west  comer  thereof,  upon  which  a  pump  was 
standing,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Leonard  Shoreditch  in  Middlesex, 
and  all  ways,  passages,  &c.  together  with  the  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  the  pump  in  common  with  the  otter  tenants  of  the 
defendant  there;  to  liave  for  31  years.     And  the  plaintiff 
assigns  the  breach,  that  the  defendant  during  the  said  term 
did  not  repair  the  pump ;  but  the  defendant  afterwards,  and 
before  the  end  of  the  term,  to  witj  on  the  29th  day  of  Septem- 
ber in  the  16th  year  of  the  now  king,  did  permit  the  pump  to 
be  in  decay,  broken,  ruinous,  prostrate  and  totally  spoiled, 
and  did  also  permit  the  fountain  and  water  of  the  pump  to  be 
filled,  choaked,  and  spoiled  with  earth,  mud,  and  rubbish, 
for  want  of  repairing  thereof  by  the  defendant,  and  did  suffer 
the  pump  to  remain  so  in  decay,  broken,  ruinous,  prostrate, 
and  spoiled,  and  the  fountain  and  water  of  the  pump  so  filled, 
choaked,  and  spoiled,  from  the  sfdd  29th  day  of  September  in 
the  said  16th  year  of  the  now  king  hitherto,  and  the  same  are 
not  repaired,  maintained,  or  amended,  whereby  the  plaintiff, 
could  not,  nor  yet  can,  have  the  use  and  occupation  of  the 
pump,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  indenture ; 
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44.  1  Sid  429. 
2  Keb.  505. 
543.  569.  &  C. 
cited  Doug. 
745.  3d  edit, 
and  in  Bush  ▼. 
Calis,  1  Show. 
388.     ]f  a  lease 
be  made  of  a 
house  and 
piece  of  land, 
except  the  land 
on  which  a 
pump  stands, 
with  the  use  of 
the  pump,  the 
lessee  may  re- 
pair the  pump, 
but  no  action 
of  covenant  lies 
against  the 
lessor  for  not 
repairing  it. 


POMPRET  V. 
RlCROFT. 


[  322  ] 


If  one  grant  by 
deed  a  water- 
course, and  stop 
it,  the  grantee 
shall  have  an 
action  of  cove- 
nant    So  if  a 
lease  be  made 
of  a  house  and 
estoversyand  the 
lessor  destroy 
all  the  wood, 
lessee  shall  have 
an  action  of 
covenant. 


but  the  plaintiff  by  reason  thereof  hath^  during  the  whole 
time  aforesaid,  totally  lost  and  been  deprived  of  the  whole  use, 
benefit  and  advantage  of  the  pump ;  and  so  the  phdntiff  said 
that  the  defendant  had  broken  his  covenant,  to  the  damage, 
&c  ;  on  which  declaration  the  defendant  demurred  in  law. 

And  after  argument  by  Simpson  for  the  defendant,  and  Jam 
for  the  pliuntiff,  Kelynge  chief  justice,  Rainsford  and  Morton 
justices,  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  action  well 
lay  on  this  ground,  namely,  that  when  the  use  of  a  thing  is 
demised,  and  the  thing  falls  to  decay,  so  that  the  lessee  cannot 
have  the  use  and  benefit  of  it,  he  shall  have  his  action  of  cove- 
nant therefore  on  the  word  demisity  which  raises  a  covenant  in 
law.  And  their  reasons  were,  because  the  lessee  himself  can- 
not repair  it,  not  having  any  interest  either  in  the  pump,  or  in 
the  land  upon  which  it  stands ;  for  it  appears  that  the  land 
where  the  pump  stands  was  specially  excepted  out  of  the  lease, 
so  that  no  interest  therein  passed  to  the  lessee  who  is  the  plain- 
tiff. If  then  the  lessor  will  not  repair  it,  he  not  only  avoids 
his  own  grant,  but  the  lessee  will  also  be  deprived  of  the  be- 
nefit which  he  ought  to  have,  and  which  perhaps  induced  him 
to  give  a  greater  fine  or  rent  for  a  lease  of  his  house ;  and  yet 
he  cannot  help  himself,  but  will  be  wholly  without  remedy 
unless  this  action  of  covenant  lies.  And  they  put  the  case, 
that  if  a  man  grants  by  deed  a  watercourse,  now  if  the  grantor 
stops  it,  the  grantee  shall  have  an  action  of  covenant  agsdnst 
him.  So  if  a  lease  be  made  of  a  house  and  estovers,  and  the 
lessor  destroy  all  the  wood  out  of  which  the  estovers  were  to 
be  taken,  the  lessee  shall  have  an  action  of  covenant  against 
the  lessor.  So,  by  Rainsford,  if  a  man  demise  by  deed  a  mid- 
dle room  in  a  house,  and  afterwards  will  not  repair  the  roof, 
whereby  the  lessee  cannot  enjoy  the  middle  room,  an  action 
of  covenant  lies  for  him  against  his  lessor.  (1)  Wherefore 
they  held  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  judgment. 


(1)  It  should  seem  from  the  principle 
of  this  case,  that  the  lessor  is  not  bound 
to  repair  the  roof,  nor  subject  to  an 
action  for  not  doing  so,  without  an 
agreement  by  him  for  that  purpose. 
Neither  does  it  follow  that  this  non- 
feasance wiU  prevent  the  lessee  from 
occupying  the  room ;  for  he  may  repair 
the  roof  himself  as  incident  to  the  de- 


mise. In  all  probability,  Rainrford  J. 
had,  in  his  mind  a  case  in  Keilw.  98.  b., 
which  is  reported  as  a  doubtful  one, 
but  said  to  have  been  the  opinion  of 
Fairfax  C.  J.  and  Brudneli  J.  in  K.  R, 
that  if  a  man  who  has  the  upper  chamber 
of  a  house,  neglect  to  repair  the  roof  to 
the  damage  of  him  who  has  the  under 
chamber,  an  action  upon  the  case  will 
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Twysden  justice  contra  totis  viribtiSy  and  that  the  action  here  Pompret  v. 
does  not  lie.    But  he  agreed  to  the  cases  above  put,  that  where     ^  icroft. 
a  man  grants  a  watercourse  and  afterwards  stops  it,  or  demises  ' 

a  house   and  estovers  and   afterwards   destroys  the  wood,  foramisfea- 
in  such  cases  the  party  grieved  shall  have  his  remedy  by  action  ■*^»  •>"*  ^^  * 
of  covenant ;  for  these  are  toilful  BctR  of  the  lessor  or  grantor, 
and  it  is  a  misfeasance  in  him  to  annul  or  avoid  his  own 


Ke  :  so  if  he  who  has  the  under  chamber 
does  Dot  underpin  and  support  it.  And 
the  same  thing  is  mentioned  doubtfully 
in  11  Mod.  7,  8.  Anon.  In  F.  N.  B. 
127*  b.  there  is  a  writ  commanding  the 
mayor  and  sheriff  of  a  town  to  summon 
one  before  them  for  not  repairing  the 
lower  room  of  a  house  to  the  damage 
of  him  who  has  the  upper  room,  which 
b^  the  custom  of  the  said  town  he  was 
bound  to  repair.  It  is  difficult  to  say, 
upon  what  other  ground  than  custom, 


such  an  action  can  be  supported.  It 
does  not  seem  to  fall  within  the  maxim, 
of  *'  sic  utere  tuo  ut  ne  alienum  kedas  ;" 
for  that  maxim  almost  always  applies  to 
some  act  which  is  done  by  one  man  to 
the  prejudice  of  another,  (b)  And  in 
Tenant  V.  Goldwin,  6  Mod.  314.  1  Salk. 
361.  the  court  of  K.  B.  doubted  the 
case  in  Eeilway,  and  said  that  the  writ 
in  F.  N.  B.  127«  b.  is  grounded  upon 
the  custom,  (c) 


(a)  See  7  East,  116.  Rhodes  v.  But- 
lardf  where  the  defendant  demised  to 
the  plaintiff  a  messuage  and  the  use  of 
a  pump  in  the  yard  jointly  with  the  de- 
fendant whilst  the  same  should  remain 
there^  plaintiff  paying  half  the  repairs. 
It  was  held  that  the  words  in  italics 
gave  the  defendant  a  power  of  remov- 
ing the  pump  without  incurring  a  breach 
of  covenant. 

(6)  [Accordingly,  if  the  owner  of 
a  house  granted  an  upper  room,  with 
a  reservation  of  the  lower  room,  he 
would  be  liable  in  an  action  of  cove- 
nant, if  he  were  to  remove  the  supports 
of  the  upper  room ;  for  he  is  not  entitled 
to  defeat  his  own  act  by  taking  away 
the  underpinnings  from  the  upper 
room.  5  M.  &W.  71.  per  Parhe  B. 
And  he  would,  it  should  seem,  be  liable 
also  to  an  action  on  the  case ;  for  it  has 
been  held,  that  if  a  man  grants  land, 
reserving  the  mines  below  it,  and  also 
the  power  of  entering  upon  the  surface 


of  the  land  in  order  to  do  such  acts  as 
may  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of 
getting  the  mines,  he  is  liable  to  an 
action  on  the  case  for  damage  occa- 
sioned to  the  surface  by  working  the 
mines  to  such  an  extent,  as  not  ta  leave 
a  sufficient  support  for  it  in  the  state  it 
was  at  the  time  of  the  grant.  5  M.  & 
W.  60.  Harris  v.  Ryding.  —  See  fur* 
ther  as  to  the  application  of  the  maxim 
"  sic  utere  tuoy'  &c.  Post,  Vol.  IL 
401  a.  note  to  Smith  v.  MartinJ\ 

(c)  An  action  on  the  case  will  lie  for 
not  repairing  a  fence,  whereby  the  plain- 
tiff is  injured.  [I  B.  &  A.  59.  Rooth  v. 
WHsimr\  But  such  action  must  be 
brought  against  the  occupier  of  the 
land,  not  against  the  owner.  4  T.  R. 
319.  Cheeiham  v.  Hampson.  [S2  H. 
Bl.  349.  Payne  v.  Rogers.  Where  the 
per  quod  declared  upon  was,  that  the 
plaintiff's  horses  escaped  into  the  de«- 
fendant*8  close,  and  were  there  killed 
by  the  falling  of  a  haystack;  it  was  held 
zz  3 
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The  grmntor  of 
a  w&j  is  not 
bound  to  re- 
pair it 


grant.  (2)  Bat  in  this  case  there  is  no  misfeasanoe,  biit(mly 
a  nonfeasance,  for  which  no  action  lies.  As  in  the  case  where 
I  grant  a  way  over  my  land,  I  shall  not  be  bound  to  repair  it, 
but  if  I  voluntarily  stop  it,  an  action  lies  against  me  for  the 
misfeasance ;  but  for  the  bare  nonfeasance,  viz.  in  not  repair^ 


(2)  For  this  is  equivalent  to  an  evic- 
tion in  other  cases  of  a  demise.  As 
where  a  lessee  is  ousted  either  By  the 
lessor  himself,  or  another  person  who  has 
a  prior  title  (d),  an  action  of  covenant 
lies  against  the  lessor  on  the  implied 


covenant  in  law  upon  the  word  demise. 
4  Rep.  80.  b.  Nokes^s  case.  S.  C.  Cro. 
Eliz.  674.  ^Dyer,  257.  a.  pL  13.  1  Rol 
Abr.  519.  F.  pL  1.  2  Leon.  104.  An- 
drew's case.  Cro.  Jac  7S.  Style  v. 
Hearing*  {e)    But  it  is  not  neoessarji 


that  the  damage  was  not  too  remote, 
and  that  the  action  was  maintainable. 
2  Y.&  J.  391.  Powell  v.  Salisbury. 
But  it  must  be  observed,  that  the 
general  rule  of  law  is,  that  I  am  bound 
to  take  care  that  my  beasts  do  not 
trespass  on  the  land  of  my  neighbour, 
and  he  is  only  bound  to  take  care  that 
his  cattle  do  not  wander  from  his  land, 
and  trespass  on  mine;  6  Mod.  314. 
Tenant  v.  Goldwin.  1  Taunt  529. 
Churchill  v.  Bvans.  6  B.  &  C.  337. 
Bottle  v.  Tamlyn.  9  D.  &  R.  430.  S.  C. ; 
and  therefore,  this  kind  of  action  will 
only  lie  against  a  person  who  can  be 
shewn  to  be  bound  by  prescription  or 
special  obligation  to  repair  the  fence  in 
question  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner 
or  occupier  of  the  adjoining  land.  And 
no  man  can  be  bound  to  repair  for  the 
benefit  of  those  who  have  no  right 
Therefore  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover 
for  the  damage  occasioned  to  his  cattle 
by  their  escape  from  the  adjoining 
close,  through  the  defect  of  the  de- 
fendant's fences,  unless  the  plaintiff  had 
an  interest  in  that  close,  or  a  license 
from  the  ow;ner  to  put  them  there  ;  or, 
if  they  escaped  from  an  adjoining  high- 
way, unless  they  were  lawfully  using 
the  highway,  that  is,  passing  and  re- 
passing there.  2  H.  Bl.  527.  Dovaston 
V.  Payne, — The  ancient  remedy  was  by 


the  writ  de  curid  daudendd,  which  lay 
for  the  tenant  of  the  freehold  against 
another  tenant  of  land  adjoining  to 
compel  him  to  make  a  fence  or  wall, 
which  he  ought,  by  prescription,  to  make 
between  his  land  and  the  plaintiff's. 
This  writ  was  abolished  by  stat  3  &  4 
W.4.  c27.  s.  36.] 

(d)  Unless  the  lease  contain  a  cove- 
nant for  quiet  enjoyment  against  the 
lessor  and  those  who  claim  under  him ; 
in  which  case  no  action  will  lie  for  an 
eviction  by  a  person  who  has  a  prior 
title :  for  the  express  covenant  does  not 
extend  to  it,  and  the  implied  covenaat 
does  not  arise ;  since  expressum  faeU 
cessare  taciturn.  4  Taunt  329.  Merrill 
V.  Frame.  [4  Bing.  N.  C.  678.  Line 
V.  Stephenson.  6  Scott,  447.  S.  C.  5 
Bing.  N.  C.  183.  7  Scott,.  69.  S.  C.  in 
error.  See  also  post.  Vol.  II.  p.  178,  d 
seq.  notes  to  Wotton  v.  ffek.'] 

(e)  [So  where  a  lessee  assigns  and 
grants  over  his  lease  by  deed,  not  contain- 
ing a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  or  for 
indemnity  against  demands  of  rent  doe 
to  the  superior  landlord  before  assign- 
ment, the  assignee,  if  distrained  upon 
for  such  rent,  may  bring  covenant 
against  the  assignor  founded  on  the  word 
"  grant"  in  the  deed ;  and  consequently, 
if  upon  such  distress  he  has  paid  the 
rent  to  release  his  own  goods^  he  cannot 
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ing  it  when  it  is  out  of  "tepair^  no  action  at  all  lies.  (3)  But 
if  any  action  had  been  maintainable  (4),  he  said^  that  it  would 
be  rather  an  action  upon  the  case  than  action  of  covenant.  As 
if  the  lessor  enter  upon  the  lands  leased^  and  cut  down  the 
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in  order  to  support  this  action,  that  the 
lessee  should  be  actually  evicted.  For 
the  word  demise  implies  9i  power  to  lease. 


Therefore,  where  a  man  demises  lands  to 
which  he  has  not  any  title,  an  action  of 
covenant  will  lie  against  him,  although 


sue  the  assignor  in  tusumpsit  for  the 
amount  paid,  upon  an  implied  promise 
to  indenwify ;  because  he  has  a  remedy 
of  a  higher  nature,  viz.  the  action  on 
the  covenant  9  A.  &  £•  532.  Baber  v. 
HarriB.  1  P.  &  D.  S6a  S.  C  On  the 
other  hand,  where  a  lessee  assigns  the 
lease  merely  by  deed  poUy  subject  to  the 
payment  of  the  rent  and  performance 
of  the  covenants,  and  the  assignee  fails 
to  keep  the  covenants,  whereupon  the 
lessor  sues  the  lessee  and  recovers 
against  him  for  the  breaches,  he  must 
not,  it  should  seem,  seek  his  remedy  by 
way  of  action  of  covenant  against  the 
assignee  (because  that  action  will  not 
lie  unless  against  a  person  who  by  him- 
self or  some  other  person  acting  on  his 
behalf  has  executed  a  deed  under  seal, 
or  who»  under  some  very  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances, such  as  those  mentioned  in 
Co.  Litt  231.  a.,  has  agreed  by  deed  to 
do  a  certain  thing).  5  B.  &  C.  602.  per 
AhboU  C.  J.  Ibid.  609.  S.  C.  per  Zt^ 
iledaleJ.  But  he  may  maintain  an 
action  on  the  case ;  5  B.  &  C.  589. 
Sumett  V.  Linch ;  or,  it  is  conceived, 
astumpeii.  Ibid.  602.  609.  1  B.  &  Ad. 
424.  Marzeiti  v.  Williams,  by  Lord  Ten- 
ierden.  The  ground  of  this  liability  of 
the  assignee  is,  that  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  his  interest  as  assignee, 
there  is  a  duty  on  his  part  which  arises 
from  the  mere  relation  between  the 
parties,  to  pay  the  rent  and  perform  the 
covenants ;  for  the  effect  of  the  assign- 
ment is,  that  the  lessee  becomes  a 
surety  to  the  lessor  for  the  assignee 


who,  as  between  himself  and  the  lessor, 
is  the  principal,  bound,  whilst  he  b 
assignee,  to  pay  the  rent,  and  perform 
the  covenants  running  with  the  estate ; 
and  the  surety,  after  paying  the  debt,  or 
discharging  the  obligation  to  which  he 
is  liable,  has  his  remedy  over  against 
the  principal  1  Cr.  &  M.  660. 
Woheridge  v.  Steward.  7  Mees.  &  W. 
530.  Humble  v.  Langston.  Hence  it 
follows,  that  this  liability  in  the  assignee 
continues  no  longer  than  his  interest  as 
such.  But  it  would  probably  be  held 
that  the  lesSee  has  the  same  remedy 
over  against  each  subsequent  assignee, 
in  respect  of  breaches  committed  during 
the  continuance  of  the  interest  of  each. 
1  Cr.  &  M.  660.  It  may  be  here 
mentioned,  that  even  where  the  lessee 
assigns  the  lease  by  an  indenture  inier 
partes  executed  by  the  assignee,  **  sub- 
^'ject  nevertheless  to  the  payment  of 
*<  the  rent  and  the  performance  of  the 
*<  covenants  and  agreements  reserved 
*<  and  contained  in  the  said  lease,"  these 
latter  words  do  not  amount  to  a  cove- 
nant by  the  assignee  to  pay  the  rent 
and  keep  the  covenants  during  the 
whole  residue  of  the  unexpired  term, 
and  therefore  his  liability  ceases  when 
he  assigns  over.  1  Cr.  &  M.  644.,  re- 
versing the  judgment  in  C.  P.  9  Bing. 
60.  Steward  v.  Wolveridge,  3  Moo.  & 
Sc.56].  S.C.  4M.&Cr.  540.  i2^f^ 
v.  Adams,  Secus,  where  he  covenants 
to  pay  the  rent  at  the  days  and  times 
mentioned  in  the  lease.  2  Jones'  Rep. 
Irish  Exch.  294.  PameU  v.  SUwart.^ 
z  z  4 
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i£  the  lessor  enter  upon  the  lands  leased,  and  cut  down  the 


in  order  to  support  this  action,  that  the 
lessee  should  be  actually  evicted.  For 
the  \rord  demise  implies  di power  to  lease. 


Therefore,  where  a  man  demises  lands  to 
which  he  has  not  any  title,  an  action  of 
covenant  will  lie  against  him,  although 


sue  the  assignor  in  assumpni  for  the 
amouDt  paid,  upon  an  implied  promise 
to  iodemnify ;  because  he  has  a  remedy 
of  a  higher  nature,  viz.  the  action  on 
the  covenant    9  A.  &'£.  532.  Baber  v. 
Harris.    1  P.  ^c  D.  S6a  S.  C.     On  the 
other  hand,  where  a  lessee  assigns  the 
lease  merely  by  deed  poUj  subject  to  the 
payment  of  the  rent  and  performance 
of  the  covenants,  and  the  assignee  fails 
to  keep  the  covenants,  whereupon  the 
lessor    sues    the    lessee    and  recovers 
against  him  for  the  breaches,  he  must 
not,  it  should  seem,  seek  his  remedy  by 
way  of  action  of  covenant  against  the 
assignee  (because  that  action  will  not 
lie  unless  against  a  person  who  by  him- 
self or  some  other  person  acting  on  his 
behalf  has  executed  a  deed  under  seal, 
or  who,   under  some  very  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances, such  as  those  mentioned  in 
Co.  LitL  231.  a.,  has  agreed  by  deed  to 
do  a  certain  thing).    5  B.  &  C.  602.  per 
Abbott  C.  J.     Ibid.  609.  S.  C.  per  Zt^ 
Uedale  J.      But  he  may  raaintdn   an 
action    on    the    case ;    5  B.  &  C.  589. 
Burnett  v.  Linch  ;  or,  it  is  conceived, 
assumpsit.    Ibid.  602.  609.     1  B.  &  Ad. 
424.  Marzetd  v.  Williams^  by  Lord  Ten- 
terden.     The  ground  of  this  liability  of 
the  assignee  is,  that  during  the  con- 
tinuance of   his    interest  as  assignee, 
there  is  a  duty  on  his  part  which  arises 
from  the  mere    relation   between  the 
parUes,  to  pay  the  rent  and  perform  the 
covenants ;  for  the  effect  of  the  assign- 
ment   is,  that    the    lessee  becomes  a 
surety  to  the   lessor  for  the  assignee^ 


who,  as  between  himself  and  the  lessor, 
is  the  principal,  bound,  whilst  he  is 
assignee,  to  pay  the  rent,  and  perform 
the  covenants  running  with  the  estate ; 
and  the  surety,  after  paying  the  debt,  or 
discharging  the  obligation  to  which  he 
is  liable,  has  his  remedy  over  against 
the  principal.  1  Cr.  &  M.  660. 
Wolveridge  v.  Steward.  7  Mees.  &  W. 
530.  Humble  v.  Langston.  Hence  it 
follows,  that  this  liability  in  the  assignee 
continues  no  longer  than  his  interest  as 
such.  But  it  would  probably  be  held 
that  the  lessee  has  the  same  remedy 
over  against  each  subsequent  assignee, 
in  respect  of  breaches  committed  during 
the  continuance  of  the  interest  of  each. 
1  Cr.  &  M.  660.  It  may  be  here 
mentioned,  that  even  where  the  lessee 
assigns  the  lease  by  an  indenture  inter 
partes  executed  by  the  assignee,  *^  sub- 
^  ject  nevertheless  to  the  payment  of 
"  the  rent  and  the  performance  of  the 
"  covenants  and  agreements  reserved 
*^  and  contained  in  the  said  lease,''  these 
latter  words  do  not  amount  to  a  cove- 
nant by  the  assignee  to  pay  the  rent 
and  keep  the  covenants  during  the 
whole  residue  of  the  unexpired  term, 
and  therefore  his  liability  ceases  when 
he  assigns  over.  1  Cr.  &  M.  644.,  re- 
versing the  judgment  in  C.  P.  9  Bing. 
60.  Steward  v.  Wolneridge.  3  Moo.  & 
Sc561.  S.C.  ^U.&Ct.S\0.  Rowley 
V.  Adams.  Secus,  where  he  covenants 
to  pay  the  rent  at  the  days  and  times 
mentioned  in  the  lease.  2  Jones'  Rep. 
Irish  Exch.  294.  PameU  v.  SUwart.2 
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tiinber  trees  and  carry  them  away,  whereby  the  lessee  will 
lose  the  loppings  and  shade  of  them,  he  cannot  have  oovenaat, 
though  he  may  have  an  action  of  trespass,  or  upon  the  case, 
for  \ns  special  damage.  (5)     And  he  further  said,  that  cove- 


the  lessee  never  entered ;  for  he  is  not 
Dound  to  commit  a  trespass.  Hob.  12. 
Holder  y.  Taylor,  (f) 

(3)  This  priDciple  is  recognised  in 
Doug.  745.  74«.  Sd  ed.  Taylor  v. 
Whitehead,  where  it  is  held  that  a  per- 
son who  has  a  private  ivay  canDot  jus- 
tify going  upon  the  adjoining  land, 
because  the  way  was  impassable,  (g) 
For  by  the  common  law  he  who  has  the 
use  of  a  thing,  as  in  this  case  the  grantee 
of  a  way^  ought  to  repair  it,  although 
Bladutone  J.  in  his  Commentaries, 
2  Black.36.  ed.  1765,  and  Comyne  C.B. 
in  his  Digest,  Chemin  (D.  6.),  seem  to 
express  an  opinion  that  the  right  of 
going  on  the  adjoining  land,  when  a 
road  is  out  of  repair,  extends  to  private 


as  well  as  public  ways.  But  on  looking 
into  the  authorities  cited  in  support  of 
this  opinion,  viz.  Sir  W.  Jones,  296, 
297-  by  Comyns,  and  1  Ld.  Raym.  725. 
1  BrownL  212-  2  Show.  28.  by  Black- 
stone,  it  will  be  found  that  they  do  not 
warrant  it,  for  they  all  seem  to  reUte 
to  public  ways  only.  However,  the 
grantor  of  a  private  way  may  be  bound 
either  by  express  stipulation  or  pr^ 
scription  to  repair  it.  But  in  an  action 
upon  the  case  against  him  for  neglecting 
to  do  so,  it  is  sufficient  to  all^e  gener- 
ally in  the  declaration,  that  he,  by  reoMim 
of  his  possession  of  the  close,  in  which 
the  way  is,  ought  to  repair  it ;  and  the 
special  matter  of  the  obligation  shall  be 
given  in  evidence  on  the  general  issue. 


(/)  [It  has  been  held,  in  the  case  of 
a  parol  lease,  that  he  who  lets  agrees 
to  give  possession,  and  not  merely  the 
chance  of  a  lawsuit ;  and  therefore,  that 
an  action  of  assumpsit  will  lie  against 
him,  assigning  as  a  breach  that  he  did 
not  give  possession.  5  Bing.  440.  Coe  v. 
Clay.  3  Moo.  &  P.  57.  S.  C.  Where  the 
lessee's  ground  of  complaint  is,  that  the 
lessor  continues  in  possession,  and  will 
not  allow  him  to  enter  pursuant  to  the 
lease,  whether  it  be  by  deed  or  parol, 
the  breach  assigned  in  the  action  by  the 
lessee  must  be  not  for  expelling  him, 
but  for  not  letting  him  in.  5  A.  &  £.  367* 
Hawhesv.Orton.  6  Nev.  &  M.  842.  S.C. 
It  must  be  observed,  that  if  the  lessee 
enters,  and  the  lessor  has  title  in  the 
first  instance,  the  covenant  by  him  in 
law  implied  from  the  word  <*  demise  " 
determines  with  his  estate.  Therefore, 
if  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  over. 


demises  for  a  term  of  years  without  any 
express  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment, 
and  the  lessee  is  evicted  by  the  re- 
mainder-man after  the  death  of  te- 
nant for  life,  but  before  the  expiration 
of  the  term,  the  lessee  cannot  maintain 
covenant  against  the  executor  of  the 
tenant  for  life  in  respect  of  such  evic- 
tion. 6  Bing.  656.  Adams  v.  Gibmjf. 
4  Moo.  &  P.  491.  S.  C.  Again,  when  it 
appears  on  the  face  of  a  lease  by  two 
lessors,  that  one  of  them  is  mortgagee, 
and  the  other  entitled  only  to  an  equity 
of  redemption  as  mortgagor,  a  covenant 
by  the  latter  cannot  be  implied ;  for  he 
is  a  stranger  in  law  to  the  estate,  and 
could  make  no  legal  demise,  and  there- 
fore a  covenant  by  him  cannot  be 
implied.  1  Cr.  &  J.  445.  Smithy. 
Pochlington.2 

(g)  S.  P.  4  M.  &  S.  387.  BuUard  v. 
Harrison, 
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nant  does  not  lie  but  for  an  actual  ouster  of  the  land  demised^ 
and  in  such  action  the  possession  shall  be  recovered  as  in  an 
ejectment.  Fitz.  Covenant^  23.  Judgment,  177.  And  he 
further  held  that  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  himself  being  the 
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3  T.  R.  766.     Eider  v.  Smith.      See 
2  Saund.  113  a,  note(l). 

(4)  But  it  seems  certain  that  no 
action  whatever  will  lie. 

(5)  This  must  be  understood  of  a 
lease  for  life  or  years  in  which  there  is  not 
any  exception  of  the  trees.  4  Rep.  62.  b. 
Herlahenden's  case.  For  in  that  case 
the  lessee  has  by  his  lease  a  particular 
interest  in  the  trees,  such  as  the  mast  and 
fruit  of  them  and  shade  for  his  cattle^ 
and  may  lop  them  if  the  body  of  the 
trees  receive  no  injury  by  it ;  therefore 
if  the  lessor  fells  them,  the  lessee  may 
maintain  an  action  of  trespass  against 
him^  and  will  be  entitled  to  recover  da- 
mages adequate  to  the  loss  of  his  parti- 
cular interest,  and  also  for  the  entry  into 


his  land.  But  the  interest  of  the  body  of 
the  trees  remains  in  the  lessor  (A)  as  par- 
cel of  his  inheritance,  who  may  punish 
the  lessee  in  an  action  of  waste,  if  he  fells 
or  damages  any  of  them.  So  that  both 
the  lessor  and  lessee  have  an  interest  in 
the  trees.  Therefore,  if  a  stranger  cuts 
them  down,  each  of  them  shall  have  an 
action  against  him  to  recover  his  re- 
spective loss.  Harg.  &  Butl.  Co.  Litt 
57.  a.  note  (2).  3Ley.909.  Biddlerford 
V.  Onslow.  But  where  the  trees  are 
excepted  in  the  lease,  the  lessee  has  no 
manner  of  interest  whatever  in  them, 
and  the  lessor  may  have  an  action  of 
trespass  against  him,  if  he  either  fells 
or  damages  them.  1  Ld.  Raym.  552. 
Ashmead  v.  Banger,  (i)  In  many  cases 


(h)  [It  must  not,  however,  be  under- 
stood, that  the  trees  themselves  are  not 
demised ;  for  it  was  expressly  held  in 
Doe  V.  Lock,  2  A.  &  E.  705.  Doe  v. 
Locky  4  Nev.  &  M.  807.  S.C.,  that  they  . 
are  demised  as  well  as  the  lands ;  and 
the  court  in  that  case  relied  on  the  very 
dictum  of  Twysden  J.  in  the  principal 
case,  to  which  the  note  above  is  ap- 
pended, as  reported  in  1  Vent  44.,  that 
"  he  conceived  that  if  the  lessor  cuts 
<^  down  trees  growing  on  the  land  de- 
<*  mised,  no  covenant  lies,  yet  the  trees 
are  demised  with  die  rest"  And  ac- 
cordingly, where  there  was  a  power  for 
a  tenant  for  life  to  grant  leases,  so  that 
the  ancient  rents  were  reserved,  and  the 
ancient  lease  excepted  from  the  demise 
all  timber  trees  and  trees  likely  to  prove 
timber  now  standing  &c.,  and  a  lease 
made  under  the  power  excepted  all 
timber  treesj  bodies  of  pollard  and  other 


trees  whatever,  standing,  &c.,  (leaving 
therefore  the  upper  part  of  the  latter 
class  of  trees,  from  which  lops,  tops,  and 
boughs  might  be  taken,  unexcepted,)  it 
was  held  that  the  latter  lease  was  not 
good ;  the  difference  in  the  exception 
varying  the  subject-matter  of  the  demise, 
and  therefore  the  rent  not  being  the 
ancient  rent  2  A  &  £.  705.  4  Nev.  & 
M.807.  S.C] 

(t)  [The  soil  on  which  timber  trees 
grow  is  not  excepted  by  the  words  <<  all 
*<  timber  trees,"  but  only  nutriment  out 
of  the  land  sufficient  to  sustain  the  ve- 
getative life  of  the  trees.  1 1  Rep.  49.  b. 
Liford^  case.  Where,  however,  there 
was  a  lease  of  the  site  and  demesne  of  a 
manor,  **exceptis  et  semper  reservatis 
<*  omnibus  boscis,  suhboscisy  &c.,".it  was 
held  that  the  soil  itself  was  excepted. 
Cro.  Jac.  487.  Whistler  v.  Paslow. 
Hence  it  appears  that  there  is  a  dis- 
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lessee  might  have  repaired  the  pump ;  for  although  neither  the 
soil  itself  nor  the  pump  be  granted  to  him,  yet  by  the  grantof 
*  the  uMof  the  pump  thehiw  has  given  to  him  this  liberty  ;yor 
when  the  use  of  a  thing  U  granted^  every  thing  is  granUd  by 


the  reversioner  may  bring  an  action  as 
well  as  the  tenant  As  in  Jeffer  v.  Gif- 
fordi  4  Burr.  2141.,  an  action  by  the  re- 
versioner, for  erecting  a  wall,  whereby 
his  light  was  obstructed,  was  held  main- 
tainable.   The  question  in  all  cases  of 


this  kind  seems  to  be>  whether  the  in- 
jury complained  of  is  not  a  damage  to 
the  inheritance  as  well  as  to  the  lessee, 
BO  that,  if  the  reversioner  wanted  to 
seU  the  reversion,  the  injury  would 
lessen  the  value  of  it  (k)  The  lessor  has 


tinction  between  an  exception  of  tooods 
and  underwoods^  and  an  exception  of 
all  timber  trees;  for,  by  the  former,  the 
soil  itself  on  which  the  woods  and  un- 
derwoods grow  is  excepted.  But  it  has 
been  held  otherwise  where  the  words 
*<  woods  and  underwoods "  follow  the 
words  **  timber  and  other  trees,"  in  the 
same  clause  of  exception.  1  B.  &  Ad. 
622.  Legh  v.  Heald.] 

(k)  U  East,  489.  Queen*s  College  v. 
Hallett.  And  it  must  be  expressly  stated 
in  the  declaration,  or  appear  by  neces- 
sary inference,  that  the  thing  com- 
plained of  is  of  a  permanent  nature 
injurious  to  the  reversion.  1  M.  &  S. 
234.  Jackson  v.  Pesked.  [A  simple 
trespass,  even  accompanied  by  a  claim 
of  right  (as  an  entry  on  land  made  in 
exercise  of  an  alleged  right  of  way)  is 
not  sufficient  to  maintain  such  an  action. 
4  B.  &  Ad.  72.  Baxter  v.  Taghr.  1  Nev. 
&  M.  11.  S.C.  Nor  the  mere  obstruction 
of  a  way  belonging  to  the  estate ;  2  M.  & 
Rob.  34.  Hopwoodv.Schqfield;  though 
it  might  be  otherwise  if  Such  obstruction 
operated  as  a  denial  of  the  right ;  for  it 
has  been  held  that  a  reversioner  may 
maintain  an  action  for  a  nuisance,  which 
produces  no  present  injury  to  his  rever- 
sion beyond  that  to  the  right,  and  which 
may  be  removed  before  the  reversion 
comes  into  possession;  as  in  the  in- 
stance above  put,  in  the  principal 
note,  of  obstructing  an  ancient  win- 


dow. See  alsok  1  Bing.  N.C.  555- 
Bower  v.Hia,y&tTindalC.3.  1  Scott, 
526.  S.C.  M.  h  Malk.  S50.  Shad- 
well  v.  Hutchinson*  So  he  may  bring 
a  fresh  action,  and  recover  substantial 
damages  if  the  nuisance  be  continued. 
2  B.  &  Ad.  97.  And  it  has  been  laid  down, 
that  the  removal  of  any  portion  of  the 
soil  must,  in  general,  be  esteemed  such  an 
injury,  because  it  tends  to  alter  the  evi- 
dence of  title.  ^l^\ng.S.AlstonY.S€aUs. 
2  M.  &  Sc  5.  S.  C.  Building  a  roof  with 
eaves  which  discharge  rain-water  by  a 
spout  into  adjoining  premises  is  an  in- 
jury for  which  the  reversioner  may  sue, 
if  the  jury  think  there  is  a  damage  to 
the  reversion.  11  A.  &  E.  4a  Tudur 
y.  Newman.  8  P.  &D.  14.  S.C.  If  the 
land  is  in  the  possession  of  a  tenant  under 
a  contract  from  a  eestm^fue  tmstj  to 
whom  he  has  also  paid  the  rent,  the 
action  may,  nevertheless,  be  brought  by 
the  trustee  as  reversioner ;  for  the  cestui» 
que  trust  may  be  regarded  as  his  agent. 
7  Bing.  595.  Vallance  v.  Savage.  5  M. 
&  P.  576.  S.  C.  —  It  is  no  answer  to  an 
action  of  this  kind,  that  the  injury  was 
caused  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  tenant 
in  possession ;  at  all  events,  unless  the 
wrongful  act  consists  in  the  n^lect  of 
some  legal  duty  in  the  owner  and  oc- 
cupier of  the  estate.  M.  8t  Malk.  40lw 
Lord  Egremont  v.  Pulman.  1  Q.  B. 
766.  Bell  v,  Twentgman.  1  G.  *  D. 
223.  S.C] 
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which  the  grantee  may  have  and  enjoy  such  use.  Ab  if  a  man 
gives  me  a  license  to  lay  pipes  of  lead  in  his  land  to  con- 
vey water  to  my  cistern,  I  may  afterwards  enter  and  dig  the 
land  to  mend  the  pipes,  though  the  soil  belongs  to  another 
and  not  to  me.  (6) 

But  notwithstanding  his  opinion,  which  was  much  the 
better  one,  as  I  thought,  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff 
as  above,  &c.    And  afterwards,  namely,  HiL  22  &  23  Car.  2., 
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Where  the  use 
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also  a  power  by  law,  as  incident  to  the 
exception,  to  enter  into  the  land  in  order 
to  fell  and  take  away  the  trees,  though 
this  power  for  the  greater  caution  is 
often  expressly  reserved  to  him.  1 1  Rep. 
48.  a.  b.  Lifords  case.  Cro.  Eliz.  1 8. 
Foster  v.  Spooner.  2  Lutw.  1480.  Sir 
John  Talbot yiWoodhouse.  1  Ld.  Raym. 
552.  Ashmead  v.  Ranger. 

(6)  S.  P.  9  Edw.  4.  35.  a.  Bro.  In- 
cidents, 8.  Nusans,  14.  Fitz.  Action 
sur  le  Case,  18.  Moor,  644.  Guy  v. 
Browne.     Perk.  Graunts,  s.  110,  111. 


1 1  Rep.  52.  a.  Lifords  case.  Hob.  234. 
Lord  Darcy  v.  Askwith;  the  maxim 
being  ^^quafuio  aliquis  aliquid  cancedit, 
"  concedere  videtur  et  id^  sine  quo  res  uti 
"  non  potest."  (I)  As  in  the  instance 
just  mentioned,  where  the  trees  are  ex- 
cepted. So  where  a  man  leases  his 
land  and  all  mines,  where  there  are  no 
open  ones,  the  lessee  may  dig  for  them. 
5  Rep.  12.  a.  Saunders  case.  Co.  Litt 
54.  b.  2  Rol.  Abr.  816.pl.  32.  (m)  So 
whei*e  a  man,  having  a  close  surrounded, 
with  his  own  land,  grants  the  close  to 


(/)  [5  Ring-  N.C.  24.  Hinchcliffe  v. 
LordKinnauL  6 ScotU650.S.C.  Accord. 
So  it  is  a  principle  of  law  that  **  no  myi 
**  shall  derogate  from  his  own  grant" 
Therefore,  if  I  have  a  house,  with  certain 
lights  in  it,  and  land  adjoining,  and  I 
sell  the  house  but  keep  the  land,  neither 
I,  nor  any  one  claiming  under  me,  can 
obstruct  any  of  the  lights  by  building 
on  the  land;  for  by  selling  thehouse  I  seA 
the  easement  in  the  lights  also.  1  Lev. 
122.  Paimerv.  Fletcher.  2  Cr.  &  J.  128. 
Canham  v.  Fish,  ^evBayley  B.  1  Price. 
27.  Compton  v.  Richards.  M.  &  Malk. 
397.  CouUs  v.  Gorham.  9  Ring.  305. 
Suransborough  v.  Coventry.  2  M.  & 
Sc.  632.  S.  C.  So,  semble,  if  I  sell  the 
land  and  keep  the  house,  my  vendee 
cannot  obstruct  the  lights  by  building 
on  the  land.  1  Lev.  122.  per  Twysden  J. 
R.  &  Moo.  24.  Riviere  v.  Rower.  Gale 
and  Whatley  on  Easements,  52,    But 


see  contra,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1093.  Tenant  v. 
Goodwin,  and  post,  323  c.  note  («).] 

(m)  [So  where  mines  were  excepted 
out  of  the  grant  of  land,  with  liberty  of 
sinking  pits,  the  right  of  erecting  a 
steam  engine  and  other  machinery  ne- 
cessary for  draining  them  was  held  to  be 
incident  to  the  exception.  6  M.  &  W. 
174.  Bajid  y.Kingscote. — It  is  assumed 
by  Lord  Abinger,  in  his  judgment  in 
Harris  v.  Rgding,  5  M.  &  W.  66.,  that 
if  a  man  grants  to  another  land,  ex- 
cepting the  mines,  without  more,  he 
cannot  enter  upon  the  surface  to  get 
them  without  the  consent  of  the  grantee. 
But  it  was  laid  down  by  Tindal  C.  J.,  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  in  the  Durham  Rail-^ 
way  V.  Walker,  2  G.  &  D.  348.,  that 
where  a  lessor  excepts  the  mines>  with 
power  to  dig,  win,  get,  and  carry  them 
away,  the  power  thus  expressly  reserved 
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'  Archer,  Wyld  and  Littleton^  una  voce,  for  the  matter  in  law 

only,  for  the  reasons  of  Twysden  abovementioned.  (7)    And 


another  in  fee,  for  life  or  years,  the 
grantee  shall  have  a  way  to  the  close 
over  the  grantor's  land 'as  incident  to  the 
grant ;  for  without  it  he  cannot  derive 
any  benefit  from  the  grant.  So  it  is 
where  he  grants  the  lands  and  reserves  the 
close  to  himself.  2  Rol.  Abr.  60.  pi.  17, 
18.  S.C.  CT0.39LC.no.  Clarke y^.Cogge. 
Owen,  122.  Jordeny.Atwood.  6  Mod.S. 
Staple  V.  Heydon.  8  T.  R.  5(>.  Hmcton 
V.  Pearson.  WiUes's  Rep.  72,  73.  note 
(6).  This  principle  seems  to  be  the 
foundation  of  that  species  of  way,  which 
is  usually  called  a  way  of  necessity.  It  is 
so  in  a  partial  sense,  because  the  way  is 
a  necessary  incident  to  the  grant  But 
it  appears  to  be  a  term  rather  too  com- 
prehensive. For  it  is  not  at  all  impro- 
bable, that  the  general  signification  of 
this  word  it  is,  which  has  thrown  some 
degree  of  confusion  upon  this  subject, 
and  been  the  occasion  of  an  erroneous 
notion,  which,  for  the  want  of  attention 
sometimes  prevails,  that  in  all  cases, 
whenever  a  man  has  a  close  surrounded 
by  the  land  of  another,  he  is  therefore 
entitled  to  a  way  over  the  land  for  ne- 
cessity. Thus,  in  practice,  it  is  not  an 
uncommon  thing  to  plead  a  way  of  ne- 
cessity in  general  terms,  without  specify- 
ing the  manner,  whereby  the  land,  over 


which  the  way  is  claimed,  became 
charged  with  the  burden,  (n)  So  in 
6  Mod.  3.  Staple  v.  Heydon,  it  is  said, 
that  MA.  have  a  close  surrounded  by  the 
land  of  another,  A.  for  necessity  has  a 
way  over  a  convenient  part  of  the  land 
to  his  own  close,  as  a  necessary  incident 
to  his  close.  As  if  a  self-created  neces- 
sity could  be,  either  in  law  or  reason, 
any  justification  of  a  trespass  committed 
on  another's  land.  But  not  to  mention 
that  in  the  report  of  this  case  in  2  Ld. 
Raym.  923.  there  is  nothing  of  the  sort 
noticed,  and  on  the  contrary,  Holt  C.J. 
expressly  says,  that  the  defendant  ought 
to  have  pleaded  the  way  of  necessity 
in  a  manner  which  precisely  corre- 
sponds with  the  definition  of  it  now  at- 
tempted to  be  given,  a  little  consider- 
ation will  satisfy  us  of  the  error  of  this 
opinion.  It  is  said  that  there  are  three 
sorts  of  private  ways :  I .  by  grant ; 
2.  prescription ;  and  3.  of  necessity. 
There  seems  to  be  no  doubt,  that  who- 
ever justifies  under  either  of  the  two 
former  titles,  must  set  forth  the  parti- 
cular ground  of  his  title  ;  as  if  it  be  by 
grants  he  must  shew  it.  Now  a  way  of 
necessity,  when  the  nature  of  it  is  consi- 
dered, will  be  found  to  be  Dothing  else 
but  a  way  by  grant,  (o)    It  derives  its 


is  no  more  than  what  the  law  would,  if 
necessary,  have  given  as  incident  to  the 
exception,  together  with  a  right  of 
passing  to  and  fro,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  exception  available.] 

(n)  But  this  practice  is  reprobated 
by  the  court  in  4  M.  &  S.  387-  Bullard 
V.  Harrison  ;  and  it  is  there  expressly 
held,  that  a  gejieral  way  of  necessity 
does  not  exist  in  point  of  law. 


(o)  [This  doctrine  was  fully  recog- 
nised in  Holmes  \.  Goring,  2  Bing.  76. 
9  Moo.  166.  S.  C. ;  in  which  it  was  held, 
that  the  grant  arising  out  of  the  impli- 
cation of  necessity  cannot  be  carried 
farther  than  the  necessity  of  the  case 
requires;  and,  consequently,  that  the 
way  of  necessity  ceased,  if,  at  any  sub> 
sequent  period,  the  party  entitled  to  it 
could  ^approach  the  place  to  which  it 


Hale  said;  that  if  I  lend  a  piece  of  plate,  and  covenant  by  Pomfret  v\ 

dee<l  that  the  party  to  whom  it  is  lent  shall  have  the  use  of  it,  Ricroft. 

yet    if  the  plate  be  worn  out  by  ordinary  use  and  wearing  " 
-witliout  my  fault,  no  action  of  covenant  lies  against  me. 


origin  from*a  grant.  For  there  seems  to 
be  no  difference  where  a  thing  is  granted 
by  express  words,  and  where  by  operation 
cf  iato  it  pass  as  incident  to  the  grant 
In  the  latter  case,  it  would  be  a  super- 
fluous   and   inoperative   clause  in   the 
deed,  to  convey  the  incident  by  express 
words    of  grant,  being  only  expressio 
eorufn  guts  tacite  insunt     Therefore  in 
both  cases  the  gncnt  is  the  foundation 
of  the  title.    And  of  course  it  is  as  ne- 
cessary to  set  forth  the  title  to  a  way 
of  necessity,  as  it  is  to  a  way  by  grant. 
2  Lutw.  14>87.  Button  v.  Taylor,  It  seems 
to  follow,  therefore,  that  there  cannot 
exist  in  point  of  law  such  a  general  way 
of  necessity  as  is  above  stated,  and  is 
often  supposed  to  exist    S.P.  per  Lord 
Kenyan,  in  Large  v.  Pitt,  Gloucester 
Summer  Assize,  1797-     If  the  origin  of 
a  way  of  necessity  cannot  any  longer 
be  traced,  but  the  way  has  been  used 
without   interruption,  it  must  then  be 
clumed   as  a  way  either  by  grant  or 
prescription,  according  to  the  circum- 


stances of  the  case.  Where  the  fact  is, 
that  there  existed  at  one  period  an  unity 
of  possession,  it  must  then  be  claimed  as 
a  way  by  grant  And  the  uninterrupted 
use  of  it  for  a  long  time  is  evidence 
from  which  the  jury  may  presume  a 
grant  {p)  In  which  case,  in  order  to 
dispense  with  the  necessity  of  pleading 
the  grant  with  a  profert,  which  is  ge- 
nerally required,  it  must  be  pleaded  as  a 
non-existing  grant  Otherwise,  the  case 
would  be  attended  with  an  insurmount- 
able difficulty  where  the  claimant  is  to 
set  out  his  right  in  a  plea  to  an  action 
of  trespass.  Antd,  9  a.  note.  2  Saund. 
175  b-lq)  But  where  there  has  not  been 
an  unity  of  possession,  and  the  way  has 
been  used  immemorially,  it  must  then  be 
claimed  as  a  way  by  prescription.  Bull. 
N.  P.  74.  Keymer  v.  Summers,  S.  C. 
cited  in  3  T.  R.  157.  Read  y.  Brook- 
man,  These  observations  may  also 
serve  to  explain  the  rule,  that  a  way  of 
necessity  is  not  extinguished  by  unity 
of  possession,  (r)    For  unity  of  posses- 


led  by  passing  over  his  own  land.  See 
further,  as  to  the  doctrine  of  ways  of 
necessity,  I  Cr.  &  M.  449.  Barlow  v. 
Bhodes,  per  Bayley  B.  5  B.  &  Ad. 
795.  Plant  v.  James.  7  C.  &  P.  761. 
Osborne  v.  Wise,'} 

(p)  3  East,  294s  Campbell  v.  Wilson, 
Unity  of  possession  extinguishes  9^  pre- 
scriptive right  of  way.  1  East,  377. 
Wright  v.  Rattray.  [Or  rather,  unity 
of  seisin  ;  for,  in  order  to  extinguish  a 
right  of  way,  or  other  easement  it  is 
requisite  that  there  should  be  one  and 
the  same  owner  seised  of  an  estate  in 
the  lands  a  qud,  and  lands  in  qud,  equal 


in  duration,  quality,  and  all  other  cir- 
cumstances of  right  Otherwise  the 
right  is  only  suspended  during  the  unity 
of  possession,  and  will  revive  again  when 
the  lands  are  separated.  2  Cr.  M.  &  R. 
34.  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  Ibid.  41.  note 
(a)  by  the  learned  reporters.  4  A.  &  £. 
749.  761.  James  v.  Plant.  6  Nev.  k  M. 
282.  S.  C.  5  Bing.  N.  C.  1.  Hinchcliffe 
V.  Lord  Kinnoul    6  Scott,  650,  S.  C] 

((q)  [As  to  the  effect  of  Lord  Tenter- 
den's  Act  on  these  points,  see  2  Saund. 
175.  notes  to  Wotton  v.  Hale.'] 

(r)  A  point  of  this  sort  seems  to  have 
been  raised  in  5  Taunt  311.  BuMy  v. 
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Pomfret  versus  Ricroft. 


sion  appears  to  be  the  foundation  of  the 
right  It  must  be  stated,  that  the  same 
person  was  seised  in  fee  of  both  closes 
simul  et  semeit  and  being  so  seised,  he 
granted  one  of  theoL  (*) 

There  are  other  ways  of  necessity, 
which  depend  upon  the  same  principle ; 
as  where  the  law  gives  any  thing,  it 
also  gives  every  thing  which  is  neces- 
sary to  the  enjoyment  of  it  As  a  rector, 
for  instance,  may  enter  into  a  close  to 
carry  away  the  tithes  over  the  usual 
way,  as  incident  to  his  right  to  the  tithes, 
and  the  like.  See  2  N.  R.  (t)  See 
the  form  of  the  plea  in  Heme,  80S. 
Winch,  1103.  2Lutw.  1314.  — But  the 
maxim  is  to  be  understood  of  things 
incident  and  directly  necessary,  (u)  As 
if  a  man  grants  to  another  the  fish  in  his 
ponds,  the  grantee  cannot  cut  the  banks 
to  lay  the  water  dry;  for  he  may  take 


the  fish  with  nets  or  other  engines. 
Perk.  Graunts,  s.  110.  Hob.  234.  Lard 
Darcy  v.  Askwith, 

(7)  For  the  same  reason  the  law  is, 
that  if  a  man  leases  a  house  to  another 
for  life  or  years,  either  by  deed  or  by 
parol,  the  lessor  is  not  bound  to  rep^ 
it  without  an  agreement  for  that  pur- 
pose :  but  the  lessee,  who  had  the  use  of 
it,  ought  to  do  so ;  though  he  was  not 
subject  to  an  action  at  the  common 
law  for  not  repairing  it  5  Rep.  13.  b. 
Countess  of  Shrewsbury'^  cSiA%.  But  now 
by  the  statute  of  Gloucester,  6  Edw.  1. 
c  5.  the  lessor  may  have  an  action  of 
waste,  or  upon  the  case  in  the  nature  of 
waste,  against  the  lessee,  if  he  permits 
the  house  to  be  out  of  repair,  unless  it 
was  ruinous  at  the  time  of  the  lease. 
Co.  Litt  54.  b.  For  that  statute  ex- 
tends U)  permissive  as  well  as  vobmkffy 


Coles;  but  the  case  is  not  very  intelli- 
gible, and  the  way  of  necessity  was 
pleaded  in  a  general  form,  which  has 
since  been  held  to  be  bad. 

(«)  [There  is  some  difficulty  in  apply- 
ing the  doctrines  above  stated  to  the 
instance  of  a  way  of  necessity,  where  a 
man,  having  a  close  surrounded  with 
his  own  land,  grants  the  surrounding 
land,  keeping  the  close,  and  the  grantee 
does  not  execute  the  conveyance :  for, 
in  such  a  case,  there  cannot  possibly  be 
an  implied  grant  of  the  way  from  him ; 
nor  can  there,  according  to  modem  au- 
thorities, be  any  implied  exception  or 
reservation  of  it  by  the  grantor ;  for  it 
has  been  laid  down  that  a  right  of  way 
cannot  be  made  the  subject  either  of  the 
one  or  the  other,  inasmuch  as  it  is  neither 
parcel  of  the  thing  granted,  nor  is  it  is- 
suing out  of  the  thing  granted,  the  former 
being  essential  to  an  exception,  and  the 
latter  to  a  reservation ;  and  thus  a  right 
of  way  reserved  (using  that  word  in  a 
somewhat  popular  sense)  to  a  grantor 


or  lessor,  is,  in  strictness  of  law,  an 
easement  newly  created  by  way  of  grant 
from  the  grantee  or  lessee,  in  the  same 
manner  as  a  right  of  sporting  or  fishing. 
2  A.  &  E.  705.  Doe  v.Lock.  4  Nev. & 
M.  807.  S.  C.  7M.&  W.  63.  WiMam 
V.  Hawker.  2  G.  &  D.  344.  Durham 
Railway  v.  Walker.  In  a  case^  there- 
fore,  where  the  deed  of  grant  is  not 
executed  by  the  grantee,  it  should  seem 
that  the  way  can  exist  only  as  an  inci- 
dent given  by  the  law.  —  As  to  the 
effect  of  Lord  Tenterdens  Act,  sec 
2  Saund.  175.  notes  to  Woifon  v.  Ede.] 

(t)  Cobb  V.  Selby,  in  which  it  was 
held  that  the  rector  must  carry  awaj 
the  tithe  by  the  usual  road,  by  which 
the  other  nine  parts  are  carried  awaf. 
QAnd  the  farmer,  acting  bona./de,  has 
a  right  to  alter  the  line  of  road  for  hb 
own  convenience,  and  the  tithe-owner 
must  use  the  road  thus  substituted.  2 
Cr.  &  M.  266.  James  r.Dods.'] 

(«)  [6  M.  &  W.  189.  Dand  v.  Kh^Sfs- 
cote,  per  Pearke  B.  Accord.} 


Case  5B.  Veale  versus  Warner* 

Pasck  21  Car.  IL  Regie,  Kol  514. 

Memonwiiimn.  /^mdbii\TjE  H  remembered  that  on  Wedmsdajf  UGJi  after 
-'-'  fifteen  days  of  Easter  in  the  said  term,  bcfute 
our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster  cume  Utomas  Fm^  esquire  by 
Dutton  Seaman  his  attorney^  and  brought  here  into  thecoort 
of  our  said  lord  the  king  then  there  liis  certmn  bill  agdufit 
William  Mamer,  otherwise  called  WilUtim  Warner  of  Paknt 
hill  in  the  county  of  Gloucester  gent  in  the  ciistoJy  of  tbe 
marskd,  &c.  of  a  plea  of  debt ;  and  there  are  pledge*  of  ptxh 
eecution,  to  witj  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe ;  which  said  Mil 
DeclaMtJon  in  foUowB  in  these  wordi",  to  wit ;  London ^  to  wit,  Thomas  leak 
acUt  upon  bond  ^^^^^^^  complains  of  fJllIiam  Warner,  otherwise  called  TiBm 
Warner  of  Pakenhill  in  the  county  of  Gloucester  gentleamn, 
being  in  tbe  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  marrihal:?^  of  our 
lord  the  king  before  the  king  himselfj  of  a  plea  that  he  rentier 
to  him  2000/.,  of  law^ful  money  of  En^iand^  which  he  owe^ 
to,  and  unjustly  detains  from  him ;  for  that  whereas  the  mi 
William,  on  the  I6tb  day  of  April  in  the  20th  y^  of  tbe 
reign  of  our  said  Lord  Charles  the  Second  now  kmgof  Jsy- 
land^  at  London  aforesaid j  to  wit,  in  the  Parish  of  St*  Mary-le- 
Bow  in  the  ward  of  Cheap^  by  his  certain  writing  obligat)n', 
sealed  with  the  seal  of  him  tl^e  said  William  Warner^  and  to 
the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  ehewnj  the  date 
whereof  ib  the  same  day  and  year,  acknowledged  himself  to  be 
held  and  firmly  bound  to  the  said  Thomas  Veak  in  the  mid 
2000/.  to  be  piud  to  the  eaid  Thomas  w-hcn  he  ehould  be  tlicrt^ 
unto  requested.  Nevertheless,  the  said  HllUam  (although  olten 
requested)  hath  not  yet  paid  the  said  2000/.  to  the  said  Thomas, 
but  to  pay  the  same  to  him  hath  hitherto  altogether  refused, 
and  yet  refuses,  to  the  damage  of  him  the  said  Thomas  of  100/*: 
and  therefore  he  brings  suit,  &Cp 

And  the  said  William  Warner,  by  Walter  Sloperln^&ttwnitjt 
comes  and  defends  the  wrong  ajid  injury  when,  &c.  and  pmy^ 
oyer  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  it  is  read  to  biiHt 
&c.  (1)  He  also  prays  oyer  of  the  condition  of  the  said 
writing,  &c.  and  it  is  read  to  him  in  these  word^,  toflit: 


Pfofirt  in 


Breach/ 
[  324  ] 


Pl(?a. 


Oyer  of  the 
condilLOD. 


( 1 )  See  ante,  p,  9  b,   Jevms  v,  Hurrtdge^  note  ( I ), 


VEALE  V. 

Warner. 

' » ^ 

The  arbitrator! 
made  their 
award  on  the 
premises, 

[  825  ] 
and  awarded 
the  defendant 
to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  31692. 
16«.  3d 

and  to  give  him 
a  general  re- 
lease; 


and  arers  that 
he  paid  the 
money  to  the 
plaintiff, 


and  executed  a 
general  release 
to  him. 


uic  ctnunaun  ufurcsuia  ;   suiu  iiy  luc  imuu  awtuiiy  uuc  oiuu  vvna 

Caggs  aad  John  Foxwdl  did  award  that  on  Wednesday  the  13th 
day  of  the  then  instant  May  the  said  WilUam  Warner^  his 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  should  salisfy,  content, 
and  pay  to  the  said  Thomas  VeaUy  his  executors  or  asfflgns, 
the  full  sum  of  3169/.  16«.  and  Zd.  of  lawful  money  of  England. 
And  they  further  awarded  that  he  the  said  William  Warner, 
his  executors,  or  administrators,  on  the  said  13th  day  of  May, 
should  seal,  and  as  his  deed  deliver  to  the  said  Thomas  Veale, 
his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  a  full  and  general  re- 
lease and  discharge  of  all  and  all  manner  of  actions,  and  causes 
of  actions,  suits,  bills,  bonds,  specialties,  judgments,  execu- 
tions, extents,  quarrels,  controversies,  trespasses,  damages,  and 
demands  whatsoever,  at  any  time  before  the  date  of  the  bond 
brought  here  into  court  had,  made,  moved,  commenced, 
sued,  prosecuted,  committed,  or  depending  by  or  between  the 
said  parties.  And  the  said  William  Warner  further  saith,  that 
he  the  said  William,  on  the  said  13th  day  of  May^  in  the  20th 
year  aforesaid,  at  London  aforesaid,  in  the  parish  and  ward 
aforesaid,  pfdd  to  the  said  Thomas  Veale  the  said  sum  of 
316921  16«.  and  Zd,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the 
said  award,  and  also,  then  and  there  did'  seal,  and  as  his  deed 
deliver  to  the  said  Thomas  Veale  the  said  full  release  of  all  and 
all  manner  of  actions,  and  causes  of  action,  suits,  bills,  bonds, 
specialties,  judgments,  executions,  extents,  quarrels,  contro- 
versies, trespasses,  and  demands  aforesdd ;  and  this  he  is  ready 
to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  said  Thomas 
ought  to  have  or  maintain  his  said  action  thereof  against  him 
&c.  (3) 


mission ;  and  3.  by  intendment  of  the 
court,  as,  in  the  case  last  put,  the  court 
will  intend  that  there  was  no  cause  of 
action  subsequent  to  the  submission, 
unless  shewn.  Cro.  Car.  216.  Ward 
V.  Uncorn,  1  Salk.  74,  75.  Simon  v. 
GaviL  I  Burr.  278.  Perry  \.  Nichol- 
son, But  it  is  said,  that  alleging  ^e 
award  to  be  made  de  et  super  premissis 


supplies  all  averments.     1  Ld.  Raym. 
533.  in  Dogleg  v.  Burton,  (b) 

(3)  This  plea  states  a  performance 
by  the  defendant  of  the  whole  of  the 
award  on  his  part.  If  the  plea  had  not 
done  so,  it  seems  it  would  have  been 
bad  in  point  of  law.  As  where  in  debt 
on  bond,  conditioned  that  the  defend- 
ant and  two  others  should  perform  an 


(b)  As  to  the  necessity  of  the  award    as  to  this  and  other  points  respecting 
comprehending  all    things    submitted,     awards,  see  2  Saund.  61  /  passim, 
and  no  more,  see  ante,  32*  note  (a):  and 


Veale  V, 
Warner. 


therefore  de- 
fendunt  prays 
judgment  if  the 
plaintifT,  against 
hisownacknow- 
ledgment, 

[  326  ] 
ought  to  be  ad- 
mitted to  deny 
payment  of  the 
money. 
Demurrer. 


he  the  said  William  had  paid  the  said  sum  to  the  said  Thtmai 
on  the  said  13th  day  of  May^  in  the  20th  year  aforesaid;  and 
this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he  pniys  judgment  if  the 
said  Thomas  ought  to  be  admitted^  against  his  own  acknow- 
ledgement^ to  say,  that  he  the  said  William  hath  not  paid  the 
said  sum  of  money,  &c.  (4) 

Demurrer  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  is  not 
yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  premises, 
a  day  thereof  is  pven  to  the  said  parties,  before  our  lord  the 


(4)  This  rejoinder,  though  a  fri- 
volous one,  and  pleaded  with  a  view  to 
entrap  the  plaintiff,  is  however  in 
the  nature  of  an  estoppel  in  pais  ;  viz. 
that  the  plaintiff,  after  acknowledging 
in  writing  that  the  defendant  had  paid 
him  the  money,  ought  not  to  be  ad- 
mitted to  deny  the  payment  of  it ;  like 
the  case  of  an  estoppel  by  accept- 
ance of  rent  in  Co.  Litt.  352.  a. ;  and 
therefore  properly  concludes  with  rely- 
ing upon  the  estoppel,  according  to  the 
rule  of  pleading,  that  every  plea  ought 
to  have  its  proper  conclusion,  as  a  plea 
to  the  writ  to  conclude  to  the  writ,  a 
plea  in  bar  to  conclude  to  the  action, 
an  estoppel  to  rely  upon  the  estoppel. 
Co.  Litt  303.  b.  Doc.  Plac.  158. 
4  Rep.  53.  a.  JRawlin's  case.  Hob,  206, 
207.  Speake  v.  Richards.  See  the 
form.  Lib.  Plac,  175,  176.  pi.  129.]  Clift. 
17.  pi.  4f5.  18.  pi.  46. — It  is  not  merely 


matter  of  farm  to  conclude  an  estoppel 
with  relying  upon  it.  For  by  not  doing 
so  the  party  may  often  lose  that  advan- 
vantage  of  the  estoppel  which  the  law 
gives  him :  vide  Hob.  ubi  supra.  As 
where  in  debt  for  rent  on  a  demise 
by  indenture  by  one  who  has  nothing 
in  the  land^  the  defendant  pleads  m7 
habuit  in  tenementisy  if  the  plaintiff  re- 
plies that  he  had  a  sufficient  estate  to 
make  the  demise,  he  loses  the  benefit  of 
the  estoppel ;  but  if  he  replies  that  the 
lease  was  made  by  indenture^  and  coo- 
cludes  unde  petit  judicium  if  the  defend- 
ant shall  be  admitted  to  plead  the  plea 
against  his  own  acceptance  of  the  lease 
by  indenture,  the  defendant  shall  be 
estopped.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1051.  TVwi- 
bane  v.  Lawrence,  S.  C.  1  Salk.  277- 
6  Mod.  258.  S.  P.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1054. 
Davenant  v.  Rafter.  6  T.  R.  62.  Wil 
kins  V.   Wingate,(d)     But   where  the 


Rogers.  [11  M.  &  W.  84.  Phillips  v. 
ClageU,^  A  party  paying  money  is  in 
no  case  obliged  to  take  a  receipt:  he 
may  prove  the  payment  by  other  evi- 
dence, as  he  may  even  where  a  receipt 
has  been  taken ;  for  it  is  not  like  the 
case  of  a  contract,  which,  if  reduced 
into  writing,  can  be  proved  only  by 
production  of  the  writing.  And  where 
a  receipt  is  void  for  want  of  a  stamp,  it 
may  be  shewn  to  a  witness  to  refresh 
his  memory.    Phillipps  on  Evidence, 


p.  539.  4th  ed.  citing  4  Esp.  215. 
Rambert  v.  Cohen.  1  East,  4<69.  Jacob 
V.  Lindsay. 

(c/)  [4Bing.N.C.782.797.  Magrath 
V.  Hardy.  6  Scott,  627-  S.  C.  The 
rule  appears  to  be  general,  with  respect 
to  estoppels  by  deed,  that  the  estoppel 
must  be  pleaded,  if  there  be  an  oppor- 
tunity ;  otherwise  the  party  omitting  to 
plead  it  waives  the  estoppel,  and  the 
jury  must  find  the  truth.  2  Smith, 
L.  C.  457.     2  A.  &  E.  295.    Bowman 


5  T.  R.  4.  Cooke  v.  Loxley,  1  B.  &  A. 
50.  Phipps  V.  ScuUhorpe.  4  M.  &  S. 
3*7.  i>oe  V.  Ladi/  Smith.  [4  Bing.  2. 
Dancer  v.  Hastings.  1 2  Moore,  84.  S.  C. 
10  Bing.  549.  Fleming  v.  Gooding, 
4  M.  &  Sc.  455.  S.  C.  4  M.  &  W.  331. 
Francis  v.  Z)oe.  And  a  mere  licensee 
is  in  this  respect  on  the  same  footing  as 
a  tenant  3  A  &  E.  188.  Doe  v.  Baylup. 
4  Nev.  &  M.  873.  S.  C.  See  also  9  A. 
h  E.  662.  Doe  v.  BirchmoreJ^  An  as- 
signee of  the  lessee  is  equally  estopped 
with  the  lessee  himself.  2  Taunt  278. 
Taylor  v.  Needham.  [2  A.  &  E.  17. 
Doe  V.  Mills.  4  Nev.  &  M.  25.  S.  C. 
And  so  is  a  party  defending  an  ejectment 
ns  landlord.  2  M.  &  Rob.  56.  Doe  v. 
Mizem.  9  A.  &  E.  662.  Doe  v.  Birch- 
more.  1  P.  &  D.  448.  S.  C]  In  like 
manner,  the  lessee  is  not  permitted  to 
impeach  the  title  of  the  assignee  of  the 
lessor  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  use 
and  occupation.  1  Bing.  147.  JRennie 
V.  Bohinspn.  [Nor  can  the  lessee  con- 
test the  title  of  the  assignee  of  the  les- 
sor, by  shewing  that  the  lessor  had  no 
title  at  all.  11  M.  &  W.  337.  Gotdds- 
worth  V.  Knights.  But  see  post,  Vol.  II. 
418.  notes.]  So  a  copyholder,  who 
has  been  admitted  and  done  fealty 
to  the  plaintiff  as  lord  of  the  manor,  is 
estopped  from  disputing  the  plaintiff's 
title  to  the  manor  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment for  a  forfeiture.    5  B.  &  A.  626. 


Doe  V.  Budden.  A  party  is  not  pre- 
vented from  disputing  the  title  of  one 
claiming  to  be  landlord  by  the  mere  fact 
of  having  paid  rent  to  him,  if  he  can 
shew  that  such  rent  was  paid  under  cir- 
cumstances of  mistake  or  misrepre- 
sentation, unless,  indeed,  he  were  origi- 
nally let  into  possession  by  the  person 
claiming  the  rent  6  Taunt.  202.  Rogers 
V.  Pitcher.  1  Marsh.  541.  S.  C.  [8  B. 
&  C.  471.  Cornish  v.  SearelL  3  Bing. 
474.  Gregory  y.Doidge.  11  Moore,  394, 
S.  C.  7  A.  &  E.  447.  Doe  v.  Broum, 
2  Nev.  &  P.  592.  S.  C.  2  Moo-  A  R, 
57.  Doe  V.  Francis.  ^  Bing.  N.  C.  572. 
Brook  y.  Biggs.  2  Scott,  803.  S.  C.  4 
Mann.  &  Gr.  143.  Claridge  v.  Madu 
enzie.  4  Scott,  N.  R.  796.  S.  C.  11  A. 
&  E.  307.  Doe  v.  Barton.  1  Cr.  &  P. 
185.  194,  195.  Jew  v.  Wood.  But  it 
should  seem,  that  if  the  tenant  cannot 
shew  some  special  reason  to  the  con- 
trary, he  will  be  concluded  by  payment 
of  rent  2  Smith,  L.  C.  459.  citing  1  ■ 
Bing.  N.  C.  45.  Cooper  v.  Blandy.  1 
M.  &  Sc.  562.  S.  C.  9  Bing.  41.  Doe 
V.  Plrnner.  See  also  6  A.  &  E.  675, 
Doe  V.  Boulter.  1  Nev.  &  P.  650.  S.  C. 
10  A  &E.  204.  Hall  Y.  Butler.2  As 
to  the  tenant's  right  to  shew  that  his 
landlord's  title  has  expired,  and  to  dis- 
pute the  derivative  title  of  a  person 
claiming  through  his  landlord,  see  2 
Saund.418n.  (1) 


Case  56. 

S.C.2Keb.568. 
An  award  is 
void  where 
every  thing  is 
to  be  performed 
of  the  one  part, 
and  nothing  of 
the  otiier.     If 
the  defendant 
shews  an  award 
imperfectly  in 
his  plea,  the 
plaintiff  in  bis 
replication 
mus^  9bew  S9 


Veale  versus  Warner. 


DEBT  on  bond  by  Veale  against  Warner^  conditioned  for 
the  performance  of  an  award.  On  oyer  of  the  condi- 
tion, the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  arbitrators  made  an 
award,  by  which  they  awarded  the  defendant  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  316921  16^.  3rf.,  and  to  give  a  general  release  to  the 
plaintiff;  but  he  did  not  shew  any  thing  which  was  to  be  done 
by  the  plaintiff,  although  in  truth  they  had  awarded  him  to 
give  a  general  release  to  the  defendant.  And  so  the  award, 
as  it  was  shewn  by  the  defendant,  was  bad,  being  all  to  be 
performed  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  nothing  on  tb« 


Veale  r. 
Warner. 


And  now  in  this  term  the  plaintiff  moved  to  have  judgmait 
And  Saunders  for  the  defendant  objected  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  have  judgment,  because  it  appeared  by  the  record 
that  the  award  was  void,  being  all  to  be  performed  by  the 
defendant  and  nothing  by  the  plaintiff:  and  therefore,  if  the 
award  is  void,  it  is  not  material  whether  the  defendant  has 
performed  it  or  not,  although  he  has  pleaded  a  performance 
of  it  And  now  he  has  acknowledged  the  contrary  by  his 
waiver  of  the  issue  offered  by  the  plaintiff,  and  pleading  a 
bad  rejoinder.  And  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  have  both 
agreed,  that  the  award  pleaded  by  the  defendant  was  the  true 
award  made  by  the  arbitrators,  which  is  altogether  vicious. 
But  if  the  plaintiff"  would  have  helped  himself,  he  ought  to 
have  shewn  the  other  part  of  the  award  before  he  assigned  the 
breach,  which  he  has  not  done  here ;  and  therefore  he  cannot 
have  judgment. 

And  of  such  opinion  was  the  whole  court  clearly.  (2)    But 


(2)  However,  it  does  not  seem  90 
clear,  that  the  award,  as  here  pleaded, 
is  a  bad  one.  On  the  contrary,  it  would, 
in  all  probability,  be  held  to  be  suffici- 
ently  mutual  and  final,  and  therefore  a 
good  award,  at  this  day.  It  is  averred 
in  the  plea,  that  the  arbitrators  made 
their  award  '*  of  and  upon  the  said  pre^ 
"  mists  specijiedin  the  said  condition  ;  " 
therefore  it  must  necessarily  be  intended 
that  the  money  was  awarded  to  be  paid 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  in  sa- 
tisfaction, or  on  account  of  the  premises, 
that  is,  of  all  the  matters  which  had 
been  submitted  by  them  to  the  arbitra. 
tors :  and  if  so,  the  award  itself,  without 
directing  a  release  to  the  defendant, 
appears  to  be  as  much  a  bar  to  another 
action,  which  might  be  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  for  any  of  the  causes  of  action 
submitted  by  the  parties  to  the  arbitra- 
tors, as  if  a  release  had  been  expressly 


awarded.  Comyn's  Rep.  380.  Tom- 
linson  v.  Arrishin,  2  Black«  Rep.  1117. 
Pickering  v.  fVatson.  1  Wils.  28.  58. 
CayhillY.  Fitzgerald.  2  WiUs.  267.  Fox 
v.  Smith.  1  Burr.  274.  277, 278.  Hauh 
kins  v.  Colclough.  1  Ld.  Raym.  24?. 
Bacon,  v.  Duharry.  There  are  also  some 
old  cases  to  this  effect  1  Rol.  Abr. 
253.  (K.)  pi.  6.  seems  to  be  precisely  io 
point.  See  8  Rep.  98.  a.  Baspole's^CMse. 
Cro.  Jac.  354.  Ormeladev.  Coke.  Where 
the  money  is  expressed  to  be  in  saOsfaC' 
Hon  of  all  matters,  it  is  held  to  be  suffi- 
ciently mutual,  without  awarding  a  re- 
lease. 1  Rol.  Abr.  253.  (X.)  pi.  4.  a 
Here  it  seems  to  be  necessarily  implied. 
Hob.  49.  Nicholls  v.  Grutmum.  So 
where  it  is  awarded  that  all  contro- 
versies shall  cease,  it  has  been  held  good 
without  a  release.  1  Lev.  58.  Harris 
V.  Knipe.{i) 


(t)  And  even  further,  where  the 
award  recited  that  all  matters  in  differ- 
ence had  been  referred,  and  then  ordered 
a  general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  a 
certain   sum,  it   was   held   sufficiently 


mutual  and  certain,  although  it  was  not 
expressed  to  be  made  ''  of  and  upon  the 
"  premises."  1  B.  &  A.  106.  Graif  r. 
Gwennap.  [See  also  9  A.  &  £.  522.  In 
re  Brown.    1  P.&D.  391.  S.C    9  M. 


Veale  r. ' 
Warner. 


matter  was  at  rest,  Winnington  and  Sympson  were  of  conBsel 
with  the  plaintiff;  but  they  did  not  see  the  defect  of  the 
pleading  of  their  part  until  it  was  objected  in  court  by  the 
other  side. 


bond  is  <<  so  as  such  award  be  made 
«  and  set  down  in  writing  under  their 
<<  hands  and  seals,  ready  to  be  delivered 
"  to  the  said  parties  in  difference,  or 
<<  such  of  them  as  shall  require  the 
<'  same,  on  or  before  such  a  day ; "  if 
the  award  be  actually  made  on  the  day, 
it  is  then  ready  to  be  delivered,  and  it 
is  not  necessary  to  aver  in  the  repUca- 
tion  that  the  award  was  ready  to  be  de- 
livered, because  it  states  that  the  arbi- 
trators made  their  award  on  or  before 


the  time,  which,  as  has  been  already 
observed,  implies  it  was  ready  to  be  de- 
livered. Cro.  Car.  54-1.  Bradsey  v. 
ClysUm.  6  Mod.  82.  Robinson  v.  Cal- 
wood.  2  Ld.  Raym.  989.  lLutw.524. 
Markes  v.  MarryoU^  !2d  Exception. 
S.  C.  1  Ld.  Raym.  114.  3  Mod.  331. 
JRowsby  V.  Manning,  (m)  However,  if 
either  of  the  parties  do  on  the  last  day 
request  the  arbitrators  to  deliver  the 
award  to  him,  and  they  neglect  or  refuse 
to  do  so,  the  bond  is  void :  and  the  de- 


issue  ofnul  tiel  agard,  the  defendant  may 
shew  that  the  award  is  void  in  point  of 
law  :  but  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be, 
as  here  stated,  that  he  cannot.  If  the 
replication  [to  a  plea  of  nul  Hel  agard 
pleaded  to  debt  on  bond]  set  out  the 
whole  award,  and  it  be  void  in  law,  the 
defendant  should  demur :  if  it  set  out 
only  a  part,  omitting  that  which  makes 
the  award  void,  the  defeftadant  should  set 
out  the  whole  in  his  rejoinder  and  de- 
mur. 11  East,  188.  Fisher  v.  Pimbky. 
[Where,  in  an  action  upon  an  award, 
the  declaration  stated  that  the  ori- 
ginal action  was  referred  by  a  rule  of 
court  to  an  arbitrator,  who  duly  made 
and  published  his  award  of  and  con- 
cerning the  premises  so  referred  to  him, 
and  did  thereby  find  &c ;  and  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  that  the  arbitrator  did 
not  duly  make  and  publish  his  award  of 
and  concerning  the  premises  referred 
modo  et  formd^  the  court  appeared  to 
entertain  some  doubt  whether  the  plea 
put  in  issue  the  validity  of  the  award,  as 
well  as  the  fact  that  an  award  had  been 
made  concerning  the  premises  in  dis- 
pute; but  held  that,  at  all  events,  the 


production  of  the  award  and  role  of 
court  was  SMf^cientprirndfaeie  evidence 
in  support  of  the  issue  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  until  the  validity  of  the 
award  was  impeached  by  evidence  dthon 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  5  M.  & 
W.  50.  Gisbome  v.  Hat^] 

(m)  [So  where  the  order  of  refereoee 
requires  that  the  arbitrator  shall  makt 
and  publish  his  award  in  writing  ready 
to  be  delivered  to  the  parties,  or  such 
of  them  as  require  the  same,  on  or  before 
a  certain  day,  the  award  is  <<  published  ** 
and  ^  ready  to  be  delivered  **  within  the 
meaning  of  the  order,  when  it  is  exe- 
cuted by  the  arbitrator  in  the  preteoee 
of,  and  attested  by,  a  witness,  or  when 
the  arbitrator  has  done  any  other  act 
whereby  he  heQome» functus  officio^  and 
has  declared  his  final  mind.  6  Mees.  & 
W.  473.  Brooke  v.  Mitchell.  But  the 
meaning  of  the  word  <'  published  "  io 
the  rule  which  regulates  the  time  for  an 
application  to  set  aside  the  award  is, 
publication  to  the  parties  ;  u  e.,  it  should 
seem,  when  they  have  (or  may  have,  if 
they  please  it)  notice  of  the  content?, 
See  post,  p.  327  y-  not§  (/).] 


however  the  conduct  of  the  arbitrators 
was  not,  or  could  not^  be  successfully 
impeached,  the  court  of  K.  B.  in  the 
reign  of  Charles  the  Second,  *  when 
Kdynge  was  chief  justice,  began  to  com- 
pel a  performance  of  the  award  by  at* 
tachmenty  as  for  a  contempt  of  a  rule  of 
court  1  Salk  88.  Forster  v.  BruneUL 
1  Sid.  54.  Stiles  v.  Triste.  It  after- 
wards became  the  common  practice  to 
issue  out  an  attachment  for  not  perform- 
ing an  award.  And  it  was  found  by 
experience,  as  the  preamble  of  the 
above-mentioned  statute  recites,  that 
the  enforcing  of  the  performance  of 
awards  by  attachment  had  contributed 
much  to  the  ease  of  the  subject.  There- 
fore the  first  section  of  the  statute 
enables  parties  to  make  a  submission  to 


arbitration  by  bond,  or  other  writing,  a 
rule  of  court,  and  thereby  puts  such 
submission  on  the  same  footing  with 
those  by  rule  of  court,  {q)  This  Act  is 
held  to  be  only  declaratory  of  what  the 
law  was  before  in  cases  where  there  was 
a  cause  depending.  2  Burr.  701.  Lucat 
V.  Wilson.  And  by  the  second  clause  of 
the  statute  an  award  may  be  set  aside 
for  the  corruption  of  the  arbitrators,  if 
an  application  be  made  to  tbe  court  for 
that  purpose,  on  the  last  day  of  the  next 
term,  after  making  the  award.(r)  Upon 
this  clause  the  court  cannot  set  aside  an 
award  made  in  pursuance  of  the  statute, 
on  any  other  ground  but  fraud  or  cor- 
ruption in  the  arbitrators.  1  Str.  301. 
Anderson  v.  Coxeter,  (s)  But  though 
the  court  cannot  set  aside  the  award 


M.235.  Paullv.PauU.  2A.&E.52. 
Macarihur  v.  CampbelL  4>  Nev.  &  M. 
208.  S.  C.  See,  however,  2  Burr.  702. 
per  Lord  Mansfield,  and  the  statute  9  & 
10  W.  8.  c.  15.  s.  1.  adfinemJ] 

(q)  Under  this  statute,  the  sub- 
mission may  be  made  a  rule  of  court 
in  Vacation.  5  B.  &  A.  217.  In  re 
Taylor. 

(r)  [By  the  terms  of  the  statute, 
the  motion  must  be  made  <*  before 
"  the  last  day  of  the  next  term." 
Therefore  the  motion  must  be  made,  at 
latest,  on  the  last  day  but  one  of 
the  term.  5  Scott,  N.  R.  240.  In  re 
JSvans."} 

(s)  This  restriction  has  been  subse- 
quently disregarded,  and  the  courts  will 
listen  to  applications  to  set  aside  awards 
on  other  grounds,  as  well  in  cases  where 
the  submission  has  been  made  a  rule  of 
court  pursuant  to  the  statute,  as  where 
the  submission  was  originally  by  rule  of 
court  Thus  in  the  case  of  Lotandes 
V.  Lotondesy  cited  in  a  subsequent  part 
of  the  learned  Serjeant's  note,  (where 
the  submission  had  been  made  a  rule 
under  the  statute,)  no  question  was  made 


as  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  set  aside 
the  award  for  other  causes  than  fraud 
or  corruption  in  the  arbitrators.      So  in 
2  T.  R.  781.  Zachary  v.  ^SA^pAmt  where 
the  grounds  for  the  application  were, 
that  the  arbitrator  had  not  sufficient 
materials  laid  before  him.     Wherever 
the  submission  is  originally  by  rule  of 
court,  the  above  restriction,  if  admitted, 
cannot  apply;  for  it  is  held,  that,  in 
such  a  case,  the  power  of  the  court  to 
set  aside  the  award  is  independent  of 
the  statute.     6  Taunt  114.    Rogers  y* 
Dallimore.     1  Marsh.  471.  S.  C.    The 
grounds,  besides  fraud  and  corruption  in 
the  arbitrators,  on  which  the  court  will 
set  aside  an  award,  are,  that  there  is 
some  objection  to  its  legality  appearing 
on  the  face  of  the  award  itself;  Tidd*8 
Practice,   873.;    or  from  the  reasons 
given  by  the  arbitrators  in  support  of  it 
[in  some  cotemporaneous  paper  which 
may  be  considered  as  part  of  it].  3  East, 
18.  Kent  v.  Elstob.     [5  Mann.  &  R-  ^ 
WiUiams  v.  Jones.  10  A.  &E.  197.  Do^ 
V.  Cropper.  2  Mann. &  Gr. 851,852.  In 
re  Hall.     3  Scott,    N.  R.  250.  S.  C 
See  however  5  Bing.  N.  C.  187.  Jo^^' 


party  to  an  action  on  the  bond,  or  on 
the  award  itself.  Andr.  297.  Hutchins 
V.  Hutchins.  For  it  is  discretionary  in 
the  court,  whether  they  will  enforce  the 
award  by  process  of  contempt  or  not 
1  Str.  695.  Holes  v.  Taylor.  S.  P. 
7  T.  K.  73.  Pedley  v.  Goddard.    It  is 


held  that  the  statute  does  not  apply  to 
submissions  by  rule  of  court;  therefore 
it  b  not  necessary  in  such  case  to  apply 
to  set  aside  the  award  within  the  time 
limited  by  the  statute.  Ibid.  2  Bur. 
701.  Lucas  V.  fVilson.  (t)  So,  where 
the  submission  to  arbitration  is  made  a 


Potts  V.  Ward.  See  post,  Vol.  II.  133  c. 
n.  (d).  Another  ground  for  setting 
aside  an  award  is,  the  revocation  of  the 
submission  by  one  of  the  parties  before 
award  made.  1  Bing.  87.  Clapham  y. 
Higham.  But  see  post,  Vol.  II.  133  a. 
n.  ((/)•  For  other  cases  where  the  courts 
have  consented  or  refused  to  set  aside 
awards,  see  Tidd's  Prac.  873,  et  seq.^^ 
By  a  Reg.  Gen.  of  K.  B.  E.  T.  1821, 
where  a  rule  to  shew  cause  is  obtained 
to  set  aside  an  award,  the  several  ob- 
jections thereto  intended  to  be  insisted 
upon  at  the  time  of  making  such  rule 
absolute  must  be  stated  in  the  rule  to 
shew  cause.  4  B.  &  A.  539.  [There 
is  a  similar  rule  in  C.  P.;  6  Bing.  348. ; 
and  it  has  been  adopted  in  the  Exche- 
quer. 11  Price,  57.  Smith  v.  Briscoe. 
I  M'Clel.  &  Y.  394.  2  Cr.  &  M. 
'  347.  Whatley  v.  Morland.  In  Q.  B. 
this  rule  has  been  strictly  construed ; 
and  it  has  been  held  insufficient  to  state 
the  head  of  objection  generally,  as  that 
the  award  is  not  final,  without  speci- 
fying in  what  respect  it  is  not  final. 
3  A.&E.  200.  Boodle  v.Davies,  4  Nev. 
&  M.  788.  S.  C.  8  Dowl.  654.  GVay 
v.  Leaf.  In  the  Exchequer  an  objec- 
tion, "  that  the  arbitrator  has  not  award- 
**  ed  on  a  matter  in  difierence  submitted 
"  to  him,"  was  held  sufficiently  spe- 
cific. 9  M.  &  W.  293.  Dunn  v.  Warliers. 
And  in  one  case  it  was  held  that  the 
rule  might  be  amended.  2  Cr.  &  M. 
347-  And  in  C.  P.  it  was  decided  that 
the  rule  was  not  imperative ;  5  Bing. 
281.  Dicas  v.  Jay.  2  Moo.  &  P.  448. 
S.  C. ;  but  this  wbS|  it  should  seem>  be- 


fore that  court  had  made  any  rule  of 
their  own  on  the  subject.] 

(t)  The  same  is  held  where  the 
award  is  made  under  an  order  of  refer- 
ence at  Nisi  Prius ;  6  East,  465.  Syngt^^ 
Jervoise;  or  under  an  order  of  a  judge 
at  chambers,  and  in  short  in  any  case 
of  an  award  made  under  the  aathority 
of  the  court  in  an  action  pendiDg; 
6  Taunt  1 14.  Rogers  v.  DaUmm, 
2  Marsh.  471-  S.C.;  [though  where 
the  parties  refer  by  a  mere  agreement^ 
containing  a  clause  that  the  submissioQ 
may  be  made  a  rule  of  court,  the  re- 
ference is  within  the  statute^  notwith- 
standing an  action  is  pending.  3  Dowl 
317.  Rushworth  v.  Barron.  5  DowL 
682.  Reynolds  v.  Askew.  HoweTcr, 
even  in  cases  not  within  the  Act,  the 
court,  in  their  discretion,  will,  in  ge- 
neral, adopt  the  limitation  of  time 
prescribed  by  the  statute :  6  Taunt  IH. 
2  Marsh.  471.  5  B.  &  Ad.  518.  Mae- 
arthur  v.  CampbelL  2  Nev-  &  M.  444. 
.  S.  C.  4  Mees.  &  W.  470.  Anderson  y- 
Fuller:  and  though  it  is  not  impe- 
rative on  the  court  so  to  do,  a  very 
strong  case  of  excuse  for  the  delay 
must  be  made  out  to  justify  a  de- 
viation from  the  usual  course.  6  B. 
&  C.  629.  Rawsthom  y.  Arnold.  9 
D.  &  R.  556.  S.  C.  3  Dowl.  849. 
Sherry  v.  Oke.  Where^  indeed,  the 
arbitrator  is  merely  substituted  for  a 
jury,  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
entered  up  iinder  the  award  most  be 
made,  like  a  motion  for  a  new  trial; 
within  the  first  four  days  of  the  term 
next  following  the  publication  of  the 


whether  the  submission  be  origioally 
by  rule  of  court,  or  by  bond,  or  other 
writing,  and  afterwards  made  such,  will 
the  court  enter  into  the  merits  of  the 
award,  and  examine  into  the  reasonable- 


ness and  justice  of  it ;  2  Burr.  701. 
Lucas  V.  Wilson;  unless  it  appears 
manifestly  from  the  .merits  that  the 
arbitrators  have  acted  dishonestly  and 
corruptly,  (a;) 


worthy  1  Dowl.  489.  No  attachment,  it 
should  seem,  can  be  granted,  unless  the 
award  be  made  in  pursuance  of  the  rule 
of  court:  Therefore,  where  the  time  for 
making  the  award  is  enlarged,  but  not 
in  accordance  with  the  submission,  the 
award  cannot  be  enforced  by  attach- 
ment, notwithstanding  there  may  have 
been  such  a  waiver  of  the  objection  as 
will  amount  to  a  new  submission  by 
parol,  so  as  to  make  the  award  binding 
and  enforceable  by  action.  2  Mees.  & 
W.  69.  Reade  v.  DutUm.  Interest  on 
the  sum  awarded  cannot  be  recovered 
by  attachment.  2  B.  &  Ad.  777.  In 
re  Churcher.  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  327.  Doe 
v.  Squire,  —  In  addition  to  the  remedy 
by    attachment,    the    court   has   now 


authority,  under  the  stat  1  &  2  Vict 
c  110.  s.  18  and  19.,  to  order  a  party 
by  rule  to  pay  a  specific  sum  awarded 
by  an  arbitrator  to  be  paid  to  him ;  and 
on  such  rule  being  made  absolute, 
execution  may  issue  against  the  party 
for  the  amount  so  specified  in  the  rule. 
8  Mees.  &  W.  565.  Doe  v.  Amof.  5 
Scott, N.R. 76, 77.  ffodgsonvJPaUerson, 
The  court  will  not,  it  should  seem,  make 
such  an  order,  where  it  is  doubtful  whe- 
ther the  award  is  good.  1  Dowl.  N.  S. 
837.  Spencev.  Clarkson*  See  also  Ibid. 
340.  Kerr  V.  •/wtom] 

(x)  For  other  recent  decisions  re- 
specting awards,  see  2  Saund.  133  a. 
n.  (b)  (c)  (cO. 


[  328  ] 
Case  57. 


Hancocke  Vic.  &c.  versus  Prowd,  Administrator 
of  Yope. 

Pasch,  21  Car.  11.  Regis.  KolL  440,  441. 

^^^P*  \  T>E  it  remembered  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the 
-*-*  term  of  Easter  last  past,  before  our  lord  the 
king  at  Westminster  came  Thomas  Hancocke  ^ni.  being  one  of 
the  attomies  of  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  before  the  king 
himself,  according  to  the  liberties  and  privileges  for  such  attor- 
nies  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  con- 
trary used  and  approved  of  in  the  same,  present  here  in  court  in 
his  proper  person,  and  brought  here  into  the  court  of  our  said 
lord  the  king  then  there  his  certain  bill  against  Richard  JPrawd 
administrator  of  all  and  singular  the  goods  and  chattels^ 
rights  and  credits,  which  were  of  William  Vope  ot  Atchanifin 
the  county  of  Salop  gent  lately  deoeasedj  who  died  intestate, 


Hancocke 
V,  Prowd. 

' — » — ' 

One  Wood  re* 
coTered  a  judg- 
ment in  C.B. 
against  the  said 
Yope  for  20L 
debt  and  30*. 
costs. 


One  Clevely  re- 
covered a  judg- 
ment in  C.  B. 
against  the  said 
Yope  100/. 
debt  and  50f. 
costs. 


John  Wood,  one  of  the  attomies  of  the  court  of  our  lord 
the  king  of  the  bench^  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the  tenn  of 
St.  Hilary,  in  the  19th  and  20th  years  (1)  of  the  reign  of  our 
said  lord  the  now  king,  before  Sir  Orlando  Bridgman  knight 
and  baronet,  and  his  companions,  then  justices  of  our  sidd  lord 
the  king  of  the  bench  at  Westminster,  by  the  consideration  of 
the  same  court  recovered  (2)  against  the  said  WHtiam  Yope 
in  his  lifetime,  by  the  name  of  WUKam  Yope,  late  of  Atcham, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  gent.,  otherwise  called  fFUliam  Yope 
of  Atcham,  in  the  county  of  Salop,  gent,  as  well  a  certain  debt 
of  20/.  as  SOs.  which  were  adjudged  to  the  same  John  in  the 
same  court  for  his  damages  which  he  had  on  occasion  of  the 
detention  of  that  debt  whereof  he  was  convicted,  as  by  the 
record  and  process  thereof,  remaining  in  the  9aid  court  of  our 
said  lord  the  king  of  the  bench  aforesaid,  at  Westminster  ^ore- 
sidd,  more  fully  appears.  And  the  said  Richard  further  sfuth 
that  one  Thomas  Clevely,  gent,  heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the  said 
term  of  St  Hilary,  in  the  said  19th  and  20th  years  dP  the 
reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  before  the  said  Sir  Or- 
lando Bridgman  knight  and  baronet,  and  his  companions,  then 
justices  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  bench  aforesdd,  at 
Westminster  aforesaid,  by  the  consideration  of  the  same  court 
recovered  against  the  said  William  Yope  in  his  lifetime,  by  the 
name  of  William  Yope  late  of  Atcham,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
gent.,  otherwise  called  William  Yope,  of  Atcham,  in  the  county 
of  Salop,  gent,  as  well  a  certain  debt  of  100/1  as  50«.  which 
were  adjudged  to  the  said  Thomas  Clevely  in  the  same  court 
for  his  damages  whic}}  he  had  on  occasion  of  the  detention  of 
that  debt  whereof  he  was  convicted,  as  by  the  record  and  pro- 
cess thereof,  remaining  in  the  said  court  of  our  said  lord  the 


(1)  The  plea  is  bad,  unless  it  states 
in  what  term  and  year  of  the  reign,  or 
at  least  of  our  lord,  and  in  what  court 
the  judgment  was  obtained.  1  Mod.  50. 
Jordan  v.  FawceU.  S.  C.  1  Sid.  449. 
1  Vent.  76.    2  Keb.  632.  (a) 

(2)  This  seems  to  be  the  general 


form  of  pleading  a  judgment  obtained 
against  the  testator  or  intestate  in  his 
lifetime.  Winch.  Ent  336.  Clift  Ent 
162.  pi.  23*  170.  pL  28.  Lib.  Plac  157. 
pi.  102.  Lill.  Ent  117.  See  1  Wis, 
318.  Murray  v.  Wilson.  Arg. 


(a)   [By  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  4  W.  i.  when  signed.     Therefore,  a  plea  of  a 

Pleading,  No.  3.,  all  judgments  shall  be  judgment    recovered    since   this   rule 

enteredof  record  of  the  day  of  the  month  should  state  on  what  day  and  year  it 

and  year,  whether  in  term  or  vacation,  was  obtained.] 


Hancocke 
V.  Prowd. 


Declaration 
thereon. 


[331  ] 


Yape,  of  Atcham,  in  the  county  of  Salop,  yeoman,  of  a  plea 
of  debt  on  demand  of  the  said  160/.,  to  the  then  sheriff  of 
Salop  directed ;  by  which  said  writ  our  said  lord  the  now  king 
commanded  the  said  then  sheriff  of  Salop  that  he  should  com- 
mand the  said  Richard  that  justly  and  without  delay  he  should 
render  to  the  said  Mary  the  said  160^  which  he  then  detained 
from  her,  as  she  said ;  and  unless  he  did  so,  and  the  said  Mary 
should  make  the  said  sheriff  secure  of  prosecuting  her  claim, 
then  the  said  sheriff  should  siunmon  by  good  smnmoners  him 
the  said  Richard  that  he  should  be  before  the  justices  of  our 
said  lord  the  king  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  from  the  day  of 
Easter  in  one  month  then  next  following,  to  shew  wherefore  he 
had  not  done  it,  and  that  he  should  have  then  there  the  sum- 
monses and  that  writ,  &c.     At  which  day,  to   wit,  in  one 
month  from  the  day  of  Uaster,  before  the  said  Sir  Orlando 
Bridgman  knight  and  baronet,  and  his  companions,  then  jus- 
tices of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  bench  afores^d,  at  West- 
minster aforesaid,  came  as  well  the  said  Mary  by  James  Robins 
then  her  attorney,  as  the  said  Richard  by  Thomas  Mansfieldy 
then  his  attorney ;  and  the  then  sheriff  of  Salop,  to  wit,  Rd>ert 
Owen  esquire,  then  and  there  returned  to  the  said  justices  that 
the  said  Mary  had  found  to  him  the  said  sheriff  pledges  of 
prosecuting  her  writ  aforesaid,  to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard 
Roe,  and  that  he  the  said  Richard  had  not  any  thing  in  his 
bailiwick  whereby  he  could  be  summoned :  whereupon  the  said 
Mary,  declaring  against  Imn  the  Bsld  Richard  upon  her  said 
writ,  by  her  said  attorney  said,  that  whereas  the  said  ffiUiam 
in  his  lifetime,  to  wit,  on  the  said  8th  day  of  December  in  the 
said  15  th  year  of  the  reign  of  Charles  the  Second  now  king  of 
England,  &c.,  at  the  town  of  Salop  aforesaid,  by  his  said  writ- 
ing obligatory  had  acknowledged  himself  to  be  held  to  the 
said  Mary  in  the  said  160/.,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Mary  when 
he  should  be  thereunto  requested ;  yet  the  said  ff 7//iajw  in  his 
lifetime,  and  the  said  Richard  after  the  death  of  him  the  said 
William,  (to  which  said  Richard  administration  of  aU  and  sin- 
gular the  goods  and  chattels  which  were  of  the  s^d  William 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  after  the  death  of  him  the  said  WJ- 
Ham,  at  the  town  of  Salop  aforesaid,  was  in  due  manner  com- 
mitted,) although  often  required,  had  not  rendered  the  said 
160/,  to  the  said  Mary,  but  had  refused  to  i;ender  the  same  to 
her ;  and  the  said  Richard  did  then  refuse  to  render  the  same 
to  her ;  and  unjustly  detained  the  same ;  w^herefore  she  then 
said  that  she  was  worse,  and  had  damage  to  the  value  of  20L 


Hancocke 
V.  Prowd. 


to  Orton  by 
bond  in  lOOf. 


Orton  sued  the 
defendant  by 
bill  in  K.B.  to 
recoTer  the  said 
debt. 


Declaration  set 
out 


[  332  ] 


said  Richard  further  eaith,  that  the  said  WWiam  JPbpe  in  his 
lifetime,  to  wit,  on  the  28th  day  of  June  in  the  19th  year  of 
the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  Wellington  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  by  his  certain  writing  obligatory  sealed  with 
his  seal  bearing  date  the  same  day  and  year,  became  held  and 
bound  to  one  Jane  Orton  spinster  in  \QOh  to  be  paid  to  the 
said  Jane  when  he  should  be  thereunto  required ;  which  said 
lOOZ.  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  fFilliam  was  a  true 
and  just  debt  of  him  the  said  William  and  was  due  and  unpaid 
to  the  said  Jane  ;  whereupon  the  said  Jane^  affcer  the  death  of 
the  said  William^  to  wit,  in  the  term  of  Easter  in  the  20th  year 
of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  came  into  the  court 
of  our  said  lord  the  king  before  the  king  himself  here,  to  wit^ 
at  Westminster  aforesaid,  by  Thomas  Jones  then  her  attorney,  and 
brought  into  the  said  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  then  here 
her  certain  biU  against  him  the  said  Richard^  aja  administrator 
of  the  goods  and  chattels  which'were  of  the  said  William  Yope^ 
by  the  name  of  Richard  Prowd  administrator  of  all  and  angu- 
lar the  goods  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits,  which  were  of 
William  Yope  deceased,  lately  called  William  Yope  of  Atcham 
in  the  county  of  Salop  gent,  deceased,  in  the  custody  of  the 
marshal)  &c.  and  then  and  there  found  pledges  of  prosecuting 
her  said  bill,  to  wit,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe  ;  by  which  said 
bill  the  said  Jane  complained  of  the  said  Richard  Prowd,  as 
administrator  of  the  goods  and  chattels,  which  were  of  the  swd 
William  Yope^  by  the  name  of  Richard  Prowd  administrator 
of  all  and  singular  the  goods  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits, 
which  were  of  William  Yope  deceased,  lately  called  William 
Yope  of  Atcham  in  the  county  of  Salop,  gent,  deceased^  then 
being  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  marshalsea  of  oor 
lord  the  king  before  the  king  himself,  of  a  plea  that  he  should 
render  to  her  lOOZ.  of  lawful  money  of  England  which  he  then 
unjustly  detained  from  her,  for  this,  to  wit,  that  whereas  the 
said  William  Yope  in  his  lifetime,  to  wit,  on  the  said  28th  day 
of  June,  in  the  said  19th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  Charles 
the  Second  now  king  of  England,  &c.  at  Wellington  in  the  said 
coimty,  by  his  certain  writing  "obligatory  sealed  with  the  seal 
of  him  the  said  William  in  his  lifetime,  and  to  the  court  of  our 
said  lord  the  now  king  then  here  shewn,  the  date  whereof  is 
the  same  day  and  year,  had  acknowledged  himself  to  be  held 
and  firmly  bound  to  the  said  Jane  Orton  in  the  said  10021  to  be 
paid  to  the  said  Jane  when  he  should  be  thereunto  required; 


Hancocke 
V,  Prowd. 

T 

that  defendant 
has  no  goods 
except  727. 
which  be  re- 
tains; 

See  2  Saund. 
216.  note  (1). 


and  except 
goods  to  the 
value  of  1007. 


William.  (6)  And  the  said  Richard  farther  eiuth  that  he  hath 
fully  a(£niiiistered  all  the  goods  and  chattek  which  were  of  the 
said  William  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  he  has 
no  goods  or  chattels  which  were  of  the  said  WilUam  at 
the  time  of  his  death  in  his  hands  to  be  admims- 
tered,  nor  had  on  the  day  of  exhibiting  the  said  bill 
of  the  said  Thomas  nor  ever  since,  except  goods  and  chat- 
tels to  the  value  of  72L  which  he  the  said  Richard  retains 
in  his  own  hands  towards  satisfying  lumself  the  said  152/.  Ss. 
due  and  owing  as  aforesaid  to  the  said  Richard  from  the 
said  William  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  except  other 
goods  and  chattels  to  the  value  of  one  hundred  pounds  (7) 


(6)  It  is  held  to  be  optional  in  an 
executor  either  to  plead  a  retainer  of  a 
debt  due  to  him,  (which,  it  is  to  be 
observed,  must  be  a  debt  of  an  equal 
degree  with  the  debt  for  which  the  ac- 
tion is  brought,  in  order  to  entitle  the 
executor  to  retain,  it  all,)  or  give  it  in  evi- 
dence on  the  plea  of  plene  odministraviL 

1  Brown.  75.  Bond  v.  Green.  3  Burr. 
1380—1385.     Plumer     v.   Marchant. 

2  Black.  Rep.  965.  Loane  v.  Casty.  (c) 
But  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  executor 
to  aver  that  the  bond  was  given  to  him 

for  a  just  and  true  debtj  any  more  than 
in  the  case  of  a  bond  to  a  third  person : 
ant^,  330.  note  (4-).  (d) 

(7)  It  seems  to  be  necessary  to  state 
some  certain  sum  in  the  plea,  or,  at 
least,  to  say  to  the  value  of  the  debts 
aforesaid :  for  to  plead  generall}',  **  ex- 
'<  cept  goods  and  chattels  which  do  not 
"  amount  to,  or  which  are  not  sufficient 
"  to  satisfy  the  debts  aforesaid,"  or  "not 
"  ultra  what  will  satisfy,"  or  to  the  like 
effect,  is  held  to  be  insufficient  for  the 
uncertainty.  9  Rep.  109,  110.  Tre- 
shames  case.  I  Rol.  Abr.  922.  (K.) 
pi.  2,  3.     Vaugh.  104.  Edgcomh  v.  Dee, 


Doc.  Plac.  61.  170,  171.  1  Sid.  210. 
Davage  v.  Davage.  The  form  of  the 
plea  on  this  point  may  be  seen,  Lib. 
Plac.  140.  pi.  54.  150.  pi.  78.  180. 
pi.  1S5.,  in  which  last  entry  it  is  alleged 
to  be  to  the  value  of  the  debt,  &c  LiU. 
£nt  1 12.  But  the  omission  of  stating 
a  certain  sum  is  mere.^form,  neither 
material  nor  traversable*  1  Salk.  312. 
Parker  v.  Atfield.  For  if  the  executor 
plead  a  judgment  obtained  against  him 
for  100/.  and  that  he  has  not  goods, 
except  to  the  value  of  5/.  and  the  plain- 
tiff proves  that  he  has  lOOil,  yet  be 
gains  nothing ;  for  the  substance  of  the 
plea  \^,  that  the  executor  has  not  above 
what  will  satisfy  the  judgment;  and 
consequently  the  omission  is  but  form, 
and  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of  upon 
a  general  demurrer.  Hob.  133.  Moon  v. 
Andrewes.  If  the  truth  be,  that  the 
executor  has  not  sufficient  to  satisfj 
the  debts  of  record  pleaded  by  him,  be 
ought  to  state  truly  what  goods  he  has, 
namely,  to  the  value  of  a  certain  sum 
which  is  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  these 
debts.  1  Rol.  Abr.  922.  (K.)  pi.  4. 
9  Rep.  109.  b.  Tresham's  case.  In  1  Vent 


(c)  So  on  a  plea  of  plene  admini- 
stravit  he  may  shew  that  he  retains  a 
sum  of  money  for  the  expenses  of  ad- 
ministration to  which    he    had  made 


himself  liable.    2  Stark.  528.  Gillies  v. 
Smither. 

(d)  6  T.  R.  550.    Picard  v.  BrowHt 
S.P. 


Hancocks 
V,  Prowd. 


Replieatioo. 


Prowd  paid 
Wood  12/.  lOt. 
in  full  satis- 
tion  of  the  judg- 
ment obtained 
bj  him ; 
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which  Wood 
receiyed  in  full 
satis&otion 
thereof,  and 
offered  to  re- 
lease the  de- 
fendant from 
the  said  debt 
and  costs,  or 
to  acknowledge 
satisfaction 
thereof  in  the 
said  court ;  but 
defendant  de- 
ferred pro- 
curing acknow- 


said  bill  of  the  said  Thomas  above  named  intestate^  and 
the- said  William  Yope  in  the  records  of  the  said  serenl 
judgments  above  pleaded  named  intestate,  were  one  and  the 
same  person,  and  not  another  or  different,  and  that  he  the 
said  Richard  Prowd  above  in  the  stud  jdea  named  adminb- 
trator,  and  the  said  Richard  Prowd  in  the  two  judg- 
ments last  pleaded  named  administrator,  are  one  and  the 
same  person,  and  not  another  or  different,  &c. 

And  the  said  Thomas  Hancocke  saith,  that  he,  by  anything 
by  the  said  Richard  Prowd  above  in  pleading  alleged,  ong^ 
not  to  be  barred  from  having  his  said  action  thereof  against 
him,  because,  as  to  the  said  judgment  against  the  said  WUUam 
Yope  in  his  lifetime  at  the  suit  of  the  said  John  Wood  abore 
pleaded,  he  the  said  ThomcLs  Hancocke  ssljb  that  the  said  iZtd^- 
ard  Prowd,  after  the  death  of  the  said  Wiliam  Yope,  and  after 
administration  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  committed  to  the 
said  Richard,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  of  October  in  the  20th 
year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  at  BerringUm 
aforesaid  in  the  county  aforesaid,  paid  to  the  said  John  W&od 
12/.  10^.  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said  debt 
and  damages  by  the  said  John  Wood  so  as  aforesaid  recovered 
against  the  said  William,  and  of  the  said  judgment  so  as  afore- 
said had  and  obtained  for  the  same;  which. said  12L  lOs.  the 
said  John  Wood  then  and  there  had  and  received  from  the  said 
Richard  Prowd  in  full  ^tisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said 
debt  and  damages  by  him  the  said  John  Wood  so  as  aforesaid 
recovered,  and  of  the  same  judgment  had  and  obtained  as 
aforesaid  for  the  same ;  and  then  and  there  and  often  after- 
wards was  ready,  and  offered  to  release  the  said  Ridutrd  from 
the  said  debt  and  damages,  or  to  acknowledge  satisfSftction 
thereof  in  the  said  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  bend 
aforesaid,  at  the  charges  of  the  sidd  Richard;  but  the  said 
Richard  deceitfully,  and  with  the  intention  to  (9)  defraud  and 


seems  very  properly  so,  that  if  an  exe- 
cutor pleads  j9/efte  administravit,  except 
a  certain  sum  which  he  specifies,  and 
another  action  is  brought  against  him 
before  the  plaintiff  in  the  former  action 
has  had  judgment  of  the  assets  con- 
fessed, the  executor  may  plead  to  the 
last  action  plene  admimstravU  except 


the  same  suib,  and  as  to  that  sum  that 
he  had  confessed  it  in  the  other  action ; 
for  he  has  done  every  thing  which  is  in 
his  power  to  do,  and  thejud^meni  is  the 
act  of  the  court  Doug.  452.  3d  ed. 
Waters  v.  Ogden, 

(9)  These  words,   « that  defendant 
^*  defers  procuring  acknowledgment  o( 


rein  continuance.   5  Taunt.  665.  Prince 
V.  Nicholson.  1  Marsh.  280.  S.  C.  [3  B. 


&C.3\7,Lyttletony.  Cross.  5D.ftB. 
175,  S,C.  5DowL  16.  ^/Arv.Pflr*.] 


deceiye  him  the  said  TTiomas  Haneoche  of  his  said  true  and 
just  debt,  hath  hitherto  deferred,  and  still  defers,  procuring 
acknowledgment  of  satisfaction  to  be  entered  of  the  said  debt 
and  damages  by  the  said  John  Wood  as  aforesaid  recovered 
against  him  the  said  Richardy  or  to  be  released  therefrom,  and 
still  permits  the  said  judgment  thereon  to  remain  in  force  and 
vigour  to  the  intent  afores^d ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify. 
And  as  to  the  said  judgment  so  as  aforesaid  obtained  by  the 
said  Thomas  Clevely  against  the  said  William  Yope  in  his  life- 
time, he  the  said  Thomas^  protesting  th&t  the  said  last-men- 
tioned judgment  was  unduly  obtained,  and  not  for  any  true  or 


Hakcocke 
V.  Prowd. 

^ . ' 

ledgment  of 
satisfiictioa  to 
be  entered, 
with  an  intent 
to  defraud 
plaintiff. 


'<  satisfaction,  with  the  intention  to  de- 
^  fraud/'  are  the  material  part  of  the 
replication ;  and  it  seems]  the  payment 
of  the  money  in  satisfaction  is  only  in- 
ducement and  not  traversable.  Sir 
W.  Jones,  92.  5th  Resolution.  Veale  v. 
Gatesdon,  Latch.  111.  Beamonfs case. 
Hard.  70.  Arg.  (g)  And  the  defendant 
is  bound  to  traverse  the  fraud ;  1  Ld. 
Raym.  678.  Parker  x.  Aifield ;  but  he 
is  at  liberty  either  to  traverse  that  each 
particular  judgment  pleaded  was  kept 
on  foot  by  fraud,  or  to  include  all  the 
judgments  pleaded  in  one  general  tra- 
verse. Carth.  195.  Beake  v.  KenL  S.  C. 
4-  Mod.  64.  Where  a  judgment  is  ob- 
tained against  an  executor  by  covin, 
hut  for  a  just  debt,  the  creditor  cannot 
avoid  the  judgment  by  alleging  that  it 
was  obtained  by  covin  to  defraud  him ; 
Sir  W.  Jones,  92.  3d  Resolution.  1  Str. 
4-10.  Williams  v.  Fowler^  per  Eyre  J. 
Bro.  Executors,\88.  1  Sid.  21.;  but  if 
the  executor  afterwards  compounds  for 
a  less  sum,  and  does  not  procure  the 
judgment  to  be  discharged,  but  pleads 
it  to  an  action  brought  against  him 
by  another  creditor,  he  may  reply  the 
composition,  and  that  the  judgment  is 
^ept  on  foot  by  covin  to  defraud  the 
creditors ;  for  nothing  shall  be  allowed 
the  executor  but  what  he  actualfy  pays. 


27  H.  8.  6.  pi.  17.;  and  so  are  8  Rep. 
182.  Turners  case,  and  9  Rep.  108. 
TreashaniB  case.  Sir  W.  Jones,  92. 
4th  Resolution. 

When  the  judgments  or  debts  pleaded 
by  the  executor  are  upon  penalties^  it 
seems  the  right  way  of  replying  is  to  say 
that  the  creditor  would  have  accepted 
the  less  sums,  but  the  defendant  either 
would  not  pay  or  had  paid  them,  but 
kept  the  judgments  or  bonds  on  foot  by 
fraud  and  covin ;  and  the  plaintiff,  on 
issue  joined  thereon,  may  give  in  evi- 
dence such  matter  as  will  serve  to  avoid 
the  penalties.  For  if  he  replies  gene- 
rally that  the  judgments  were  for  less 
sums,  and  the  defendant  has  assets  above 
what  will  satisfy  them,  on  thef  issue  that 
he  has  not,  the  defendant  has  a  right 
to  insist  on  the  penalties  as  the  debts. 
S  Lev.  368.  Tompson  v.  Hunt.  1  Lutw. 
450.  Bdl  V.  Bolton^  which  recognises 
the  case  in  Levioz.  Lill.  Ent  59.  in 
the  margin.  See  the  form  of  the  repli- 
cation, Co.  Ent  152.  Winch,  179.  245. 
Lib.  Plac.  158.  pi.  103,  104,  105.  Lill. 
Ent  120,  121.  159.;  but  the  conclu- 
sion to  the  country  at  the  end  of  the 
replication  in  Lill.  Ent.  159.  is  held 
iuTproper:  see  1  Ld.  Raym.  263.;  see 
postea,  338. 


{9)  [2  Cr.  «p  M.  219.  Jones  v.  Roberts.    4  Tyrw,  fS.  S.  C.  Accord.'] 


Hancock  E 
r.  Prowd. 


knowledged  u- 
tisfiurtion  of  the 
debt  and  da- 
mages reco* 
vered  by 
bim. 


Defendant  has 
aswtsultrawhat 
will  satisfy  the 
debts  due  to 
Jones  and 
Orton. 


[  335  ] 


Demurrer. 

Curia  adviiore 
mdt. 


Curia  uUeriut 
adviiare  raft. 


just  debt,  for  plea  he  the  said  JTiomas  Hancoche  saith,  that  the 
said  TTiomas  Clevefy^  on  the  12th  day  o{  February  in  the2l8t 
year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  in  the  add 
court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  bench  aforesaid,  by  Ro- 
bert Fowler  then  his  attorney  appointed  by  special  warrant  to 
him  in  that  behalf,  acknowledged  that  he  was  satisfied  of  the 
debtand  damages  aforessdd  by  the  siud  Thomas  Clevely,2iadioT^ 
said  recovered  against  the  said  fVtlUam  Ybpe  in  his  lifetime, 
as  in  the  same  court  it  sufficiently  appears  of  recoid;  and 
this  he  is  likewise  ready  to  verify,  &c.  And  the  said  JTumat 
Hancoche  further  saith,  that  the  said  Richard  on  the  day  of  ex- 
hibiting the  said  bill  of  him  the  said  Thormu  Hancockey  to  wit, 
on  Wednesday  next  after  fifteen  days  of  Easter  in  the  2(>th 
year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king,  had  diTen 
goods  and  chattels  which  were  of  the  said  William  Yope^X^ 
time  of  his  death  in  his  hands  to  be  administered,  to  the  value 
of  the  debt  of  him  the  said  TTiomas,  over  and  above  goods  and 
chattels  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  said  Mary  Jones  and  Jane 
Orton  of  their  said  several  debts  and  damages  by  them  so 
as  aforesaid  recovered  against  the  said  Richard,  and  over  and 
above  goods  and  chattels  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  said  Richard 
of  the  said  152/.  Ss.  of  the  said  proper  debt  of  him  the  said 
Richard  due  as  aforesaid,  whereof  he  could  satisfy  the  said 
Thomas  Hancoche  of  the  said  debt ;  to  wit,  at  Berringtos 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid ;  and  this  he  prays  may  he 
enquired  of  by  the  country,  &c. 

And  the  said  Richard  Prowd  says,  that  the  plea  aforesaid 
of  the  said  Thomas  Hancoche  above  in  replying  pleaded,  &c 
General  demurrer  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  here  is 
not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  pre- 
mises, a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our 
lord  the  king  at  Westminster,  until  Friday  next  after  the  Moi^ 
row  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon 
the  premises,  for  that  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king 
here  thereof  is  not  yet,  &c.  At  which  day,  before  bur  lord 
the  king  at  Westminster,  came  the  said  Thomas  in  his  proper 
person,  and  the  said  Richardhj  his  said  attorney ;  but  because 
the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  now  king  here  is  not  yet  advised 
of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  prenuses,  a  day 
thereof  is  further  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our  lord  the 
king  at  Westminster,  until  Monday  next  after  the  morrow  of 
St  Martin,  to  hear  their  judgment  thereof,  &c  because  the 


«  promises  and  undertakings,  oyer  and 
'<  above  his  costs  and  charges  by  him 
**  about  his  suit  in  this  behalf  expend- 
"  ed  to  80/.  and  for  those  costs  and 
"  charges  to  40s,  And  as  to  the  last 
"  issue  between  the  said  parties  with- 
'<  in  joined,  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon 
**  their  oath  aforesaid  say,  that  the  said 
^'  Mary^  on  the  day  of  exhibiting  the 
<^  bill  of  the  said  Francis  in  this  behalf, 
''and  since,  had  goods  and  chattels 
"  which  were  of  the  said  Wiiliam  at 
"  the  time  of  his  death  in  her  hands  to 
'*  be  administered  to  the  value  of  40/., 
**  parcel  of  the  said  damages  above  as- 
"  sessed,  wherewith  she  the  said  Mary 
'<  might  have  satisfied  the  said  Francis 
**  40/.,  parcel  of  the  said  damages ;  and 
"as  to  4?0/.,  residue  of  the  said  da- 
"  mages,  that  the  said  Mary^  on  the 
"  day  of  exhibiting  the  bill  of  the  said 
"  Francis  in  this  behalf,  or  ever  since, 
'-^  had  not  any  other  goods  and  chattels 
"  which  were  of  the  said  William  at  the 
''  time  of  his  death  in  the  hands  of  the 
"  said  Mary  to  be  administered,  where- 
"  with  she  could  have  satisfied  the  said 
"  Francis  the  said  40/.,  residue  of  the 
*'  said  damages  so  assessed  as  aforesaid. 
"  Therefore  it  is  considered  that  the 
"  said  Francis  do  .recover  against  the 
"  said  Mary  the  said  40/^  by  the  said 
**  jury  in  form  aforesaid  found,  parcel 
"  of  the  said  damages  of  80/.  above  as- 


**  sessed,  and  also  35/.  for  his  costs  and 
«  charges  of  increase  by  the  said  court 
"  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here  ad- 
"  judged  to  the  said  Francis  with  his 
'*  assent,  which  said  damages  amount 
''  in  the  whole  to  75/.,  the  said  costs 
"  and  charges,  parcel  of  the  damages 
"  last  mentioned^  amounting  to  37/.,  to 
"  be  levied  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
<'  which  were  of  the  said  William,  at 
''  the  time  of  his  death,  in  the  hands 
*'  of  the  said  Mary  to  be  administered, 
"  if  she  hath  so  much  in  her  hands  to 
''  be  administered,  and  if  not,  then  the 
"  said  costs  and  charges  to  be  levied  of 
"  the  proper  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
*'  said  Mary;  and  that  the  said  Francis 
*•  do  recover  the  said  40/L,  residue  of 
*'  the  said  damages  in  form  aforesaid 
^  assessed,  to  be  levied  of  the  goods 
"  and  chattels  which  were  of  the  said 
"  William  at  the  time  of  his  death,  or 
'*  which  since  the  pleading  of  the  said 
"  second  plea  of  the  said  Mary  (6  T.  R. 
"  10.  Mara  v.  Quin)  have  come,  or 
"  at  any  time  hereafter  shall  come,  to 
« the  hands  of  the  said  Mary  to  be 
"  administered.  And  the  said  Mary  in 
"  mercy,"  &c.  (/)  Hence  it  appears, 
that  an  executor  ought  not  to  plead  non 
assumpsit  or  other  general  issues  without 
a  good  reason ;  for  if  the  plaintiff  suc- 
ceeds, the  executor  will  be  liable  to  pay 
the  costs  de  bonis  propriis.     2  Bl.  Rep. 


(/)  The  entry  of  the  judgment  in 
this  case  appears  not  to  be  quite  cor- 
rect: it  b  apprehended  that  it  should 
be  as  follows :  "  Therefore,  it  is  con- 
**  sidered  that  the  said  Francis  do  re- 
"  cover  against  the  said  Mary  the  said 
"  40/.  by  the  said  jury  in  form  afore- 
"  said  found,  parcel  of  the  said  damages 

of  80/.  above  assessed,  together  with 
"  his  costs  and  charges  by  the  said  jury 
"  tn  form  cmforesaid  assessed^  and  also 
"  35L  for  ^Kis  costs  and  charges  of  in- 
"  crease  by  the  said  court  of  our  said 
"  lord  the  king  here  adjudged  to  the 


said  Francis  with  his  assent,  which 
said  damages,  costs  andchargesy  in  the 
whole  amount  to  77/.,  to  be  levied 
of  the  goods  and  chattels  which  were 
of  the  said  William  at  the  time  of 
his  death  in  the  hands  of  the  saidilfai^ 
to  be  administered,  if  she  hath  so 
much  in  her  hands  to  be  adminis- 
tered, and  if  not,  then  the  said  costs 
and  charges,  parcel  of  the  damages 
last  mentioned,  amounting  to  37/>f  to  be 
levied  of  the  proper  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  said  Mary,  and  that,  &c.  &c." 


1275.  Deame  v.  Grimp,  (m)  It  likewise 
appears,  that  no  costs  are  allowed  on  a 
judgment  of  assets  mytf/uro.(n)  If  any 
assets  should  afterwards  come  into  the 
hands  of  the  executor,  the  creditor  may 
sue  out  a  scire  facias  upon  the  judg- 
ment of  assets  in  future.  Towns.  2d 
Judgments,  68.  pi.  29.  See  the  form 
of  the  scire  facias,  2  Saund.  219. 
Noel  V.  Nelson.  6  T.  R.  1.  Mara  v. 
Qtttn.  Indeed,  where  the  executor 
pleads  several  judgments  outstanding, 
and  the  plaintiff  takes  judgment  of  assets 
infuiurOi  the  future  assets  shall  be  in 
the  first  place  applied  to  those  judg- 
ments. 1  Salk.  312.  Parker  v.  AtfieM. 
Hence  there  is  a  difference  as  to  the 
future  assets  between  a  plea  of  jilene 
adminisiratnt  generally  and  special  plea 
of  plene  adminisiravii  prater  judg- 
ments. 
But  where  the  defendant  pleads* *<  ne 


^  ungues  executor  or  admimstraJb»!^  or  a 
release  to  himself^  and  it  is  found  against 
him,  the  judgment  is  that  the  plaintiff 
do  recover  both  the  debt  and  costs  in  the 
first  place  de  bonis  testatoris  si^cHn 
non  S^c.  de  bonis  propriis,  Bro.  Execu- 
tors, 34.  1  Rol.  Abr.  930.  (C.)  pi  % 
8.  933.  pi.  15.  Co.  Ent  145.  b.  Cro. 
Jac.  648.  BuU  v.  WheeUr.  Ibid.  672. 
Bridgnuin  v.  LightfooL  Went  Execu- 
tors, 184 — 186.  Towns.  2d  Judgments, 
69.  pi.  33.  ante,  217.  The  reason  al- 
leged is,  because  the  executor  cannot 
but  know  these  to  be  false  pleas,  (o) 
But  the  same  reason  seems  equally  to 
apply  to  other  pleas  where  the  judg- 
ment is  different.  The  form  of  the  plea 
of  ne  ungues  executorf  and  the  replica- 
tion thereto,  may  be  seen,  Rast  Ent 
322.  a.  329.  b.  pi.  10.  330.  a.  Co.  Ent 
144.  b.    Lib.  Plac.  427.  pi.  27. 


(m)  According  to  the  modem  cases, 
the  defendant  will  be  entitled  to  the 
general  costs,  although  he  may  have 
pleaded  the  general  issue  and  failed 
on  it,  provided  he  has  pleaded  any  one 
plea  which  goes  to  the  whole  cause  of 
action  and  succeeded  on  it.  See 
4  Taunt.  135.  Hogg  v.  Graham,  M'here 
the  pleas  were,  the  general  issue,  and 
plen,  adm,  and  the  defendant  succeeded 
on  the  latter.  [See  also  3  Doug.  239. 
Cockson  V.  Drinkwater.  9  B.  &  C.  655. 
Marshall  v.  WiUder.  2  Dowl.  277. 
Iggulden  v.  Terson.  1  Cr.  &  M.  597. 
Lucas  V.  Jenner."^  See  also  1  B.  &  A. 
254.  Edwards  v.  Bethel,  where  the  pleas 
were,  the  general  issue,  ne  ungues  exe* 
cutor,  and  plen,  adm,,  and  the  last  only 
was  found  for  the  defendant  8  Taunt 
129.  JRagg  v.  Wells,  S,  P.  The  plaintiff, 
instead  of  traversing  the  plea  of  plen, 
adm,  in  these  cases,  should  have  taken 
judgment  of  assets  guando,  and  then  all 
the  issues  would  have  been  found  for  the 


plaintiff,  and  he  would  have  been  en- 
tided  to  the  costs.  [9  B.&  C.  657.] 
Indeed,  in  12  East,  232.  HindsUy^* 
Russell,  where  the  defendant  pleaded  the 
general  issue,  plen.  adm,  and  plen,  adm, 
ultra  specialty  debts,  and  the  plaintiff 
took  judgment  of  assets  guando  on  the 
last  plea,  he  was  held  to  be  entitled  to 
the  general  costs,  notwithstanding  the 
defendant  had  a  verdict  on  the  plea  of 
plen,  adm.  It  should  seem,  that  ia 
order  to  avoid  these  costs,  the  defend- 
ant ought  to  have  moved  to  withdraw 
his  two  first  pleas. 

(it)  That  is,  no  costs  as  against  the 
defendant  de  bonis  propriis;  butthej 
are  allowed  de  bon,  test  Chitty's  Rep. 
629.  note.  De  Tastet  v.  Andradt. 
[4  Dowl.  134.  Cox  y.  Peacock,^ 

(p)  But  still,  if  there  be  any  other 
plea  which  goes  to  the  whole  cause  of 
action,  and  is  found  for  the  defendanti 
he  b  protected.  1  B.  &  A.  254.  Ed- 
wards  v.  Bethel, 


Hancocke   judgment  de  bonis  propriis.  (1)     And  suppose  that  upon  two 

V.  Prowd.     issues  joined  it  should  appear  that  satisfaction  was  acknow- 

^  ledged  upon  Clevely's  judgment^  and  that  Wood*^  judgment  was 

not  satisfied  nor  kept  on  foot  hj  fraud,  and  so  one  issue  for 


(1)  So  in  2  Saund.  4a  Trethewy  v. 
Ackhnd  it  is  said,  that  if  the  plea  be 
false  or  bad  in  part,  it  shall  be  wholly 
set  aside.  So  in  Norton  v.  Harvey,  cited 
in  2  Saund.  50.,  which  was  adjudged 
in  K.  B.,  and  affirmed  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  where  the  defendant  pleaded 
several  judgments  obtained  against  the 
testator,  and  among  others  a  judgment 
against  the  testator  and  one  A.'B^  but 
did  not  aver  that  A,  B.  died  before  the 
testator,  so  that  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  defendant  was  liable  to  that  judg- 
ment, although  he  averred  that  he  had 
assets  to  a  small  sum,  yet  for  this  defect 
the  plea  was  adjudged  insufficient  and 
bad  in  the  whole,  and  judgment  given 
against  the  defendant  de  bonis  testatoris 
generally,  and  all  the  judgments  which 
were  well  pleaded  set  aside.  S.  P.  1  Salk. 
312.  Parker  \.  Atfield.  Cowp.  133. 
Arg.  Sir  Tho.  Parker's  Rep.  263,  264. 
The  King  v.  Dickenson. 

But  notwithstanding  these  cases,  it 
seems  to  be  contrary  to  common  sense 
and  justice,  that  there  should  be  a  judg- 
ment against  an  executor  who  has  no 
assets  to  satisfy  the  debt  in  demand, 
merely  because  his  plea  is  mispleaded, 
or  one  of  the  judgments  is  false.  It  is 
certain  that  the  executor  must  ulti- 
mately pay  out  of  his  own  pocket  the 
debt  and  costs  so  recovered,  because 
the  judgment  is  in  law  a  proof  that  he 
has  assets  to  satisfy  it ;  and  therefore  to 
a  scire  facias  on  the  judgment,  or  action 
of  debt  suggesting  a  devastavit,  the  de- 
fendant cannot  plead  plene  administror 
vit,  but  only  controvert  the  devastavit; 
of  which  fact  the  judgment  and  the 
sheriff's  return  of  nulla  bona  testatoris 
are*  almostj  conclusive   evidence,   and 


judgment  will  be  against  the  defendant 
de  bonis  propriis.  This  idea  is  strongly 
fortified  by  the  opinion  of  Lord  Vaughanf 
who  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Common  Pleas  finds  fault  with  this 
rule,  and  says,  that  the  entirety  of  the 
plea,  which  is  the  only  foundation  of  it, 
is  a  spungy  reason,  and  not  sense :  for  if 
the  falsehood  or  badness  of  the  plea  be 
neither  hurtful  to  the  plaintiff  nor  be- 
neficial to  the  defendant,  why  should 
the  plaintiff  have  what  he  ought  not, 
or  the  defendant  pay  what  he  ought 
not?  SeeVaugh.  104, 105. -EifyttMwAv. 
Dee,  Where  indeed  the  executor  pleads 
several  judgments,  and  that  he  has  only 
assets  sufficient  to  satisfy  them,  if  the 
plaintiff  can  falsify  any  one  of  the  judg- 
ments, as  by  shewing  it  satisfied  or  the 
like,  he  will  be  entitled  to  judgment, 
for  the  plea  was  false,  and  the  falsehood 
detrimental  to  the  plaintiff,  and  bene- 
ficial to  the  defendant.  For  as  one  of 
the  judgments  was  falsified,  the  execu- 
tor has  confessed  he  has  more  assets 
than  will  satisfy  the  other  jud^ents, 
by  as  much  as  the  judgment  so  satisfied 
amounts  to.  Ibid.  103.  Besides,  the 
usual  pleading  is,  that  the  plaintiff  must 
avoid  all  payments  pleaded  in  bar,  until 
some  assets  appear  remaining  in  the 
executor's  hands,  and  then  the  plaintiff 
is  to  have  judgment.  Ibid.  105.  The 
second  judgment  pleaded  in  the  case 
cited  by  Vattghan,  105.,  from  the  Year 
Book,  9  Ed.  4.  12.,  S.  C.  Bro.  Double 
Plea,  69.^  seems  to  have  been  a  judg- 
ment of  assets  in  JtUuro,  and  not  a 
general  judgment  de  bonis  testatoris. 

So  Lord  Holt  is  reported  to  have 
isaid,  that  if  there  are  three  judgments 
against  the  testator  of  20/.  each,  and  the 


Hancocks 
V.  Pbowd. 


was  single  (2)  enough:  but  if  it  were  double,  yet  thedefendnt 
hath  lost  the  benefit  of  it  by  his  general  demurrer.  (3) 

Secondly;  he  said  that  the  plaintiff  had  replied  that  satis- 
faction is  acknowledged  of  record  upon  Clevely^s  judgment, 
and  concluded  his  replication  to  the  country ;  so  the  plaintiff 
would  have  this  matter  of  record  tried  by  the  country  where 
it  ought  to  be  tried  by  the  record  itself;  and  the  defendant 
ought  to  have  liberty  to  rejoin  to  it  that  there  is  no  such  re- 
cord, of  which  he  is  now  deprived  by  the  conclusion  to  the 
country. 

Sed  nan  allocatur ;  because  the  judgment  of  Wood  being  kept 
on  foot  by  fraud,  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  of  Clevefy, 
and  the  assets  ultra  the  other  two  judgments  and  the  defend- 
ant's own  debt,  are  several  and  distinct  replications,  and  the 
defendant  might  have  rejoined  to  them  severally,  but  he  has 
now  demurred  to  them  and  so  lost  the  advantage.  (4) 


(2)  According  to  the  general  rules 
of  pleading,  the  replication  would  be 
considered  double,  if  it  be  true  that  by 
avoiding  any  one  of  the  judgments  in 
the  plea  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled 
to  recover  judgment  de  bonis  testatorisy 
and  bjT  replying  to  each  he  tenders 
several  issues  where  one  is  sufficient  to 
defeat  the  defendant's  plea,  as  above 
stated  in  the  argument  But  this  is  an 
anomalous  case,  in  which  the  plaintiff 
is  allowed  to  reply  to  every  judgment, 
or  other  debt,  or  payment  pleaded,  or 
some  or  one  of  them,  omitting  the  rest, 
without  being  guilty  of  duplicity :  but 
the  better  way  seems  to  be  to  answer 
only  such  judgment  as  the  plaintiff 
knows  to  be  obtained  by  fraud.  8  Rep. 
132.  Turner's  case.  Co.  Ent  152. 
Treshams  case.  2  Saund.  49,  50.  Tre- 
thewy  v.  Ackland.  1  Levi  281 .  Jefferies 
V.  Dee.  1  Ld.  Raym.  263.  Ashton 
V.  Sherman.  S.  C.  1  Salk.  298.  Carth. 
431. 

(3)  The  demurrer  ought  to  shew  in 
what  the  duplicity   consists;    for   the 


statute  27  Eliz.  c  5.  obliges  the  partj 
to  lay  [his  [finger  on  the  very  point. 
1  Wils.  219.  Ryley  v.  ParkhursL  Com. 
Rep.  115.  Lamplugh  v.  Shortridge. 
S.  C.  1  Salk.  219.  1  Lutw.  4.  by  the  re- 
porter, (q)  But,  says  Lord  Hdart,  the 
moderation  of  the  statute  is  such  that  it 
does  not  utterly  reject  fomh  for  that 
were  a  dishonour  to  the  law,  and  to  make 
it  in  effect  no  art :  but  it  requires  onlf 
that  it  be  discovered,  and  not  used  as  a 
secret  snare  to  entrap.  And  that  dis- 
covery must  not  be  confused  and  ob- 
scure, but  special ;  therefore  it  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  say  that  the  demurrer  is  for 
form^  but  he  must  express  what  is  the 
point  and  specialty  of  form  that  he  re- 
quires. Uoh.2S2.  Heard  y.Bashervile. 
As  a  demurrer  at  common  law  confessed 
all  matters  formally  pleaded,  so  now, 
since  the  statutes  27  Eliz.  c.  5.  and  4& 
5  Ann.  c  16.,  it  confesses  all  matters 
pleaded  informally  which  are  remedied 
and  helped  by  them.    Ibid.  233. 

(4)  This  point  is  recognised  by  Hcii 
C.  J.,  5  Mod.  8,  9.    Waytes  v.  Briggh 


(g)  [2  Q.  B.  835.  Smith  v.  Cknch.  2  G.  &  D.  225.  S.  C.  Accord.^ 


Hancocke    plications^  yet  the  last  replication  was  bod  for  the  conduaon 
V.  Prowu.    ^  ^Q  country ;  for  the  defendant  in  his  plea  has  said  that  he 
'  has  not  assets  above  aU  the  jndgments  and  his  own  debt,  bnt 

he  has  not  said  that  he  had  not  assets  above  the  two  hut  judg- 
ments and  his  own  debt;  and  therefore  when  the  phuntiff 
affirms  it  in  his  replication,  he  ought  to  have  concluded  with 
an  averment,  so  that  the  d^endant  might  have  rejoined  that 
he  had  not  above,  &c.  and  so  the  issue  would  be  joined.  Bat 
now  no  issue  can  be  joined ;  for  here  is  only  an  affirmative 
of  the  plaintiff  without  any  n^ative  of  the  defendant,  and 
yet  a  conclusion  to  the  country,  which  ought  not  to  be;  for 
every  issue  consists  of  an  affirmative  and  a  n^ative.  (r) 

But  non  allocatur  ; 

For  the  court  said  that  this  last  replication  was  superfluous ; 
and  the  other  two  replications  being  sufficient,  and  the  defend- 
ant having  demurred  to  them  generally,  the  plaintiff  shall  have 
judgment  upon  those  which  are  material ;  and  this  last  repli- 
cation is  to  no  purpose  (7) ;  and  so  they  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  And  the  court  seemed  to  have  a  great  prejudice 
against  the  defendant's  cause,  which  was  the  principal  reason 
of  their  judgment,  as  I  think;  for  it  seems  clear  that  it  was  but 
[  339]  o^^  replication,  and  double,  and  badly  concluded ;  and  if  they 
were  three  replications  then  it  is  a  dear  discontinuance.  (8) 
But  the  defendant  having  demurred  generally,  cannot  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  duplicity;  but  i  contra  of  the  other  matters. 


(7)  The  opinion  of  the  court  on  this 
head  of  objection  has  been  since  denied 
to  be  law ;  and  it  is  now  held  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  have  concluded  the 
allegation  in  hb  replication,  that  the 
defendant  had  assets  ultraj  with  an 
averment,  and  not  to  the  country. 
I  Ld.  Raym.  263.  Amton  v.  Sherman. 
Carth.  431.  S.  C. 

(S)  Upon  the  whole,  it  seems  to  be 


one  replication,  where  the  plaintiff  may 
conclude  his  answer  to  each  judgment 
with  an  averment  or  not,  and  thai  the 
conclusion  at  the  end  of  the  replication 
to  the  country  is  bad,  bnt  the  replica^ 
tion  is  not  double ;  and,  if  considered 
as  three  replications,  there  seems  to  be 
no  discontinuance,  because  the  word 
^^pladtum"  being  nomen  coUeetww^ 
refers  to  all  three. 


(r)  [So  where  to  the  ordinary  plea 
of  set-off,  the  plaintiff  replies  as  to  a 
certain  sum  parcel  of  the  set-off,  satis- 
faction, concluding  with  an  averment, 
and  as  to  the  residue,  that  he  was  not 
nor  is  indebted  modo  ct  formdy  con- 
cluding to  the  country,  the  replication 
is  ill ;  for  the  plea  has  never  alleged 


that  the  monies  in  the  plea,  exchtm  nf 
the  sum  to  which  the  satisfaction  is  re- 
plied,  are  sufficient  to  meet  the  plain- 
tiff's demand  ;  and  therefore  there  is 
not  the  requisite  affirmative  on  the  one 
side  met  by  a  negative  on  the  other. 
lOM.kW.1S5.  Briscoe  v.ffill'  See 
also,  1  M.  &  W.  533,  537.  Wkead^  ^« 


M BLLOR  «• 

Spatbmak. 

' . ' 

borough  WCT9 
immemoruUlj  ft 
body  eorponte 
by  tht  Dftine  of 
biulifi,&e. 
until  1 1th  July 
14  Car.  1. 
thfto  thftywere 
ineoqwrated  by 
the  name  of  tht 
mayor  and  bur- 
gMMtofUit 
borough  of 
Derby; 


Derby i  and  by  the  said  name  were  used  to  plead  and  be  im- 
pleaded And  the  aaid  John  Spatetnan  further  saith,  that  m 
and  upon  the  11th  day  of  July  in  the  14th  year  of  the  idgn 
of  the  lord  Charles  the  First  late  king  of  England^  &a  the 
gaid  lord  the  king  Charles  the  First  by  his  letters  patent 
made  under  his  great  seal  of  England^  bearing  date  at  West- 
minster  the  said  11th  day  of  July  in  the  said  14th  year  of  his 
reign,  oonstituted  and  created  the  bailiflb  and  buigesses  of  the 
sfud  borough  to  be  from  thenceforth  for  ever  a  corporatioD 
by  the  name  of  the  mayor  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  of 
Derby  aforesaid,  as  by  the  said  letters  patent,  which  he  the 
said  John  brings  here  into  coiut,  more  fully  appears.    And 


title  to  the  duty  either  by  grant  or  pre- 
scriptioD.  If  a  corporation  bring  an 
action  by  a  wrong  name,  the  defendant 
can  only  take  advantage  of  it  by  a  plea 
in  abatement.  Bro.  Misnomer,  7Si 
22Edir.4.34f.  Bro.  Brief,  402.  1  Bos. 
&  Pull.  Rep.  C.  P.  40.  Mayor  of  Staf- 
ford V.  Boulton ;  where  in  an  action 
by  the  mayor  and  burgesses  of  the 
borough  of  Stafford  for  tolls,  the  de« 
claration  stated,  that  the  plaintiffs  for 
divers,  to  wit,  fi  ft}^  years  last  pastr  had 
beeo  such  body  politic  by  the  name  of 
the  nmyor  and  burgesses  oftlie  borough 
t^  Stafford^  and  it  appearing  in  evi- 
dence on  the  trial  that  their  corporate 
name  was  **  mayor  and  burgesses  of  the 
'<  borough  of  Stafford  in  tfic  county 
*^of  Stafford,*'  the  learned  judge  who 
tried  the  cause  thought  this  a  material 


>'ariance,  and  nonsuited  the  plamdiEi: 
But  the  court  set  aside  the  nonsait 
upon  the  ground,  that  the  omission,  if 
at  all  material,  which  was  much  doubted, 
ought  to  have  been  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment (c)     In  Lill.  £nt.  4.  Company 
of  Stationers  v.  Toohe^  there  is  a  pre- 
cedent of  such  a  plea,  and  it  is  also 
pleaded  in  abatement  in  10  Mod.  207. 
University  of  Cambridge  v.  Arehbishp 
of  York,  The  defendant  can  only  plead 
nul  tiei  corporation  in  bar  to  an  action 
by  a  corporation.     Bro.  Misaomef,  73. 
22  Edw.  4-.  ZU     Bro.  Brief,  398.    In 
mi^nomen  of  corporations   there  if  a 
diiFerence  in  oniitting  matter  of  lub- 
stance   and   mere  matter  of  addition; 
an  omission  of  the  latter  is  not  inateriaL 
10  Rrp,  122.  h.  123.  Case  of  ihc  Ma^ 
and  Burgesses  of  Lynn  Eegii*  BraVari- 


has  frequently  been  held  that  municipal 
as  well  as  trading  corporations  may 
maifUain  aetk>ns  on  parol  contracts,  t>g. 
for  the  uso  and  occupation  of  their 
land,  aa  In  ^  Ding.  75.  Mayor  of  Staf- 
ford V.  Till  12  iMoore,  260.  S.  C. 
2  C.  &  R  37h  Southwark  Bridge  Com- 
pany v.  Sills,  6  C<  &  P*  608.  3fayor 
of  Carmarthen  v.  Lewis-  6  A,  &  E< 
838  —  842.  See  also  5  Mann.  &  Gr. 
131.  JXe  Fishmongers*  Company  v. 
Bohertsm.  6  Scott,  N\  IL  56-  S.  C.  post, 
Vol.  II.  137  I.  So  of  an  ecclesiastical 
corporation,     1  Camp.  466.  The  Dean 


and  Chapter  of  Rochesterv.  Pierce.  Tbe 

distinction  once  taken  (^Bing.^flS.  Ea^ 
I^ndon  Waterworks  v,  Bailty^  12  Moo. 
582,  S,  C.)  between  contracts  executed 
and  executory  has  been  denied.  6  A.^L 
846.  3  Nev.  &  R  35.  5  Bing*  N.C27J* 
7  Scott,  74.     6M,&W.82l.] 

(c)  [6  M.  &  S.  45.  Jowett  r.  Ch^ 
nock.  R.  Sc  M.  19a  National  Bank  4 
St.  Charles  v.  De Bemales.  1  C^tP- 
569.  S.  C.  '  And  now,  by  stat  3&+\^- 
4.  c.  42*  *.!!.,  no  plea  in  ah^t^mm  for 
a  misnomer  ehall  be  allowed*  Se*  P^^ 
Vol.  IL  209  a.  c**f^.] 


But  because  the  court  of  our  sdd  lord  the  king  now  here 
is  not  yet  adviBed  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the 
premifles^  a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  said  parties  before  our 
lord  the  king  at  Westminster y  until  day  next 

after  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and  upon  the  pre- 

mises, because  the  court  of  our  said  l^rd  the  king  now  here  is 
not  yet,  &c.  And  as  well  to  try  the  said  issue  above  joined 
between  the  said  partieis  to  be  tried  by  the  country,  as  to  in- 
quire what  damages  the  said  Henry  Mellor  has  sustained  on 
occasion  of  the  said  trespass,  whereof  the  said  parties  have 
pat  themselves  upon  the  judgment  of  the  court,  if  it  happen 
that  judgment  shall  be  thereof  given  for  the  said  Henry  against 
the  said  John  Spateman,  let  a  jury  thereof  come  before  our 
lord  the  king  at  Westminster  (4),  on  day  next  after 

and  who  neither  &c.,  to  recognise,  &c. ;  becauscas 
well,  &C. :  the  same  day  is  given  to  the  said  parties  there,  &c. 
At  w^hich  day  here  came  as  well  the  said  Henry  as  the  said 
John  by  their  attomies  aforesaid.     And  because  the  court 


Mellor  v. 
Spatemak. 
^ * ' 

Curia  admtare 
vutL 


And  as  well  to 
trythe  said  issue 
as  to  inquire  of 
contingent  da- 
mages on  the 
demurrer. 


Venire  award- 
ed. 


Curia  yUerius 
advisare  tmlt. 


(4)  Both  here,  and  in  the  continu- 
ance above  marked  (1),  it  should  seem 
that  as  this  is  a  suit  by  original,  the 


entry  ought  to  be,  until,  &c.  whereso- 
ever, &c.  and  not  at  Westminster. 


[In  accordance  with  this  distinction  a 
custom  was  held  bad,  for  all  the  inha- 
bitants occupying  lands  in  a  particular 
parish  to  enter  a  certain  close  conti- 
guous to  the  seashore,  and  take  thereof, 
reasonable  quantities  of  the  sand  which 
had  drifted  and  been  carried  from  the 
seashore  upon  the  said  close,  for  the 
purpose  of  manuring  the  lands  in  their 
occupation ;  inasmuch  as  the  sand  when 
drifted  upon  a  close  becomes  parcel  of 
it,  and  the  claim  therefore  is  to  take  a 
profit  in  alieno  solo.  S  A.  &  £.  554'. 
JBlewett  V.  Tregonning.  5  Nev.  &  IVf . 
234'.  S.  C.  But  the  privilege  of  washing 
and' watering  cattle  at  a  pond,  and  of 
taking  and  using  the  water  for  culinary 
and  domestic  purposes,  is  not  a  profit 
a  prendre,  but  a  mere  easement,  and 
such  a  right  may  be  claimed  by  reason 
of  the  occupation  of  an  ancient'  mes- 
suage, without  any  limitation  as  to  the 
quantity  of  water  to  be  taken.     5  A.  & 


E.  758.  Manning  v.  Wasdale.  1  Nev.  & 
P.  172.  S.  C.  So  a  custom  that  at  fairs 
holden  at  certain  times  of  the  year^  on 
some  part  of  the  commons  and  wastes  of 
a  manor,  to  be  named  by  the  lord,  every 
liege  subject  exercising  the  trade  of  a 
victualler  may  enter,  at  the  time  of  the 
fairs,  and  erect  a  booth,  and  continue 
the  same  for  a  reasonable  time  after  the 
fairs,  for  the  more  conveniently  carrying 
on  his  calling,  paying  2d,  to  the  lord, 
is  reasonable  and  good.  6  A.  &  £.  745. 
Tyson  v.  Smith.  1  Nev.  h  P.  784.  S.  C. 
9  A.  «B  E.  406.  1  P.  &  D.  307.  S.  C. 
affirmed  in  Cam.  Scacc.  Even  treating 
this  as  a  case  of  a  claim  of  a  profit  d 
prendre,  on  the  supposition  that  the  soil 
must  be  disturbed  by  the  erection  of  the 
booth,  yet  this  custom  is  distinguished 
by  the  circumstance  that  it  gives  a 
certain  profit  to  the  owner  of  the  soil 
for  the  use  of  the  same.  9  A.  &  E. 
425.    IP.  &D.31L] 


Mellor  r. 
Spateman. 


[  342  ] 


Fie,  nommitit 
breve, 

ASat  venire. 


Judgment 


NoUe  proeegni 
as  to  the  issue. 


here  is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment  of  and  upon 
the  premises  whereof  the  said  parties  have  above  pot  them- 
selves on  the  judgment  of  the  court,  a  day  thereof  is  further 
given  to  the  said  parties  before  our  said  lord  the  king^  hank 
the  day  of  St  Michael  in  three  -weeks  whereMoeoer,  &c.  to  hear 
their  judgment  thereof,  becauBe  the  court  of  our  said  lord  the 
king  here  is  thereof  not  yet,  &a  and  as  to  try  the  said  issue 
above  joined  between  the  said  parties  to  be  tried  by  the  ooan- 
try,  the  sheriff  hath  not  yet  returned  the  writ,  &c» :  therefore, 
as  before,  the  sheriff  is  commanded  that  the  cause  to  come 
before  our  lord  the  king  at  the  said  term  wheresoever,  &c 
twelve,  &c.  to  recognise  in  form  aforesaid ;  the  same  day  if 
given  to  the  said  parties  there,  &c.  At  which  day  here  come 
as  well  the  said  Henry  as  the  said  John  by  their  said  attor* 
nies ;  and  thereupon  the  premises,  whereof  the  said  parties 
have  above  put  themselves  on  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
being  seen,  and  by  the  court  here  fully  understood,  and 
mature  deliberation  thereof  had,  for  that  it  i^pears  to  the 
court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  here,  that  the  said  plea  of  the 
said  John,  as  to  the  said  trespass  with  the  said  two  geldings 
and  two  mares,  and  with  feet  in  walking,  above  supposed  to 
be  done  by  the  slid  John  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  above 
pleaded,  are  not  sufficient  (5)  in  law  to  bar  the  said  Eenrji 
from  having  his  siud  action  thereof  agunst  the  said  John^  it 
is  considered  that  the  s^d  Henry  should  recover  his  damages 
against  the  said  John  on  occasion  of  the  said  trespass  com- 
mitted with  the  said  two  geldings  and  two  mares,  and  with 
feet  in  walking,  &c.  And  as  to  the  trial  of  the  said  issue 
above  joined  between  the  said  parties  to  be  tried  by  the 
country,   the  sheriff  has  not  returned  his  writ,  &c:  and 


(5)  The  entry  of  a  judgment  was 
*'  Ideo  consideratum  est"  &c.  and  not 
said  as  usual,  ''  e^  quia  videtur  curiiBf" 
&C.  and  for  that  cause  it  was  reversed ; 
for  it  was  formerly  held,  that  when  a 
demurrer  is  joined,  the  court  must  say 
whether  it  (g)  is  sufficiens  or  minus  stiffi- 
ciens,  before  they  pronounce  judgment. 


otherwise  it  doth  not  appear  whether 
they  determine  the  matter  of  hiw  before 
them,  1  Salk.  402.  Auwood  v.  Bun. 
S.  C.  2  Ld.  Rayra.  821.  But  the  con- 
trary was  decided  in  1  Str.  440.  BdkfO 
V.  Scotty  where  it  was  held  that  videtur 
curia  is  no  judgment,  and  is  implied  in 
the  ideo  consideratum  est. 


(9)  [-'•  *•  plocii^^  pr<Bdictumy  the     Seij.  Manning's  note  to  Hinder.Cfrajft 
pleading  demurred  to ;  not  whether  the     I  Mann.  &  Gr.  203.] 
demurrer  itself  is  good  or  bad.     See 


thereupon  he  the  said  Henry  freely  here  in  court  acknow--  Mellor  v. 
ledges,  that  he  will  not  any  further  prosecute  against  the  said  Spateman. 
John  for  the  said  residue  of  the  said  trespass  above  supposed  ' 

to  be  done,  but  altogether  disavows  and  refuses  any  further 
to  prosecute  against  the  said  John  for  the  said  residue  of  the 
said  trespass ;  therefore  let  the  said  John  be  thereof  quit,  &c. ; 
and  the  said  Henry  prays  judgment,  and  his  damages  on  oc- 
casion of  the  said  trespass  committed  with  the  said  two  geld- 
ings and  two  mares,  and  with  feet  in  walking,  to  be  given  to 
him  against  the  said  John.  But  because  it  is  not  known  to  Writ  of  inquiry 
the  court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  now  here  what  damages  ^y^^^ 
the  said  Henrj  has  sustained,  as  well  on  the  occasion  of  the  said 
trespass  as  for  his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in 
that  behalf  expended,  therefore  the  sheriff  is  commanded  that, 
by  the  oath  of  good  and  lawful  men  of  his  bailiwick,  he  dili- 
gently inquire  what  damages  he  the  said  Henry  has  sustained 
as  well  on  occasion  of  the  said  trespass  with  the  said  two 
geldings  and  two  mares,  and  with  feet  in  walking,  as  for  his 
costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf  ex- 
pended, and  the  inquisition  which,  &c.  should  send  to  our 
said  lord  the  king,  in  the  octave  of  St  Hilary  wheresoever, 
&c  under  the  seal,  &c.  and  seals,  &c  together  with  the  writ 
of  our  said  lord  the  king  to  him  thereof  directed.  The  same 
day  is  given  to  the  said  Henry  there,  &c.  At  which  day,  be- 
fore our  lord  the  king  at  fVestminster^  comes  the  said  Henry 
Mellor  by  his  said  attorney ;  and  the  sheriff,  to  wit,  Cornelius 
Clarke  esquire,  returns  a  certain  inquisition,  indented  taken  Inquisition  rc- 
before  him  at  Derby  in  the  county  of  Derby,  on  the  28th  day  "™ 
of  January  in  the  2l8t  year  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lord  the 
now  king,  by  the  oath  of  twelve  good,  &c.  whereby  it  is  found 
that  the  said  Henry  Mellor  hath  sustained  damages  on  the 
occasion  aforesaid,  besides  his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about 
his  suit  in  that  behalf  expended,  to  two  pence ;  and  for  those 
costs  and  charges,  to  two  pence :  therefore  it  is  considered  Judgment 
that  the  said  Henry  do  recover  against  the  said  John  his  said 
damages  by  the  said  inquisition  in  form  aforesaid  found,  and 
also  eight  pounds  nineteen  shillings  and  eightpence  for  his 
said  costs  and  charges  of  increase  adjudged  to  the  said  Henry 
by  the  court  of  our  sdd  lord  the  king  now  here  with  his 
assent;  which  said  damages  in  the  whole  amount  to  nine 
pounds:  and  let  the  ssdd  John  Spateman  be  taken,  &c. 


Case  57. 


aC.SKeb.527. 
550.  570.  and  . 
cited  in  1  Ld. 
Rajm.  406. 
A  corporation 
may  prescribe 
for  common  in 
gross  for  cattle 
ievant  and  cou- 
eAan^  within  the 
town,  but  not 
for  commoH  in 
prott  witkoui 
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Mellor  versus  Spateman. 

npRESPASS  by  Mellor  against  Spateman :  the  plaintiff  de- 
-■-     clares  that  the  defendant,  on  the  20th  of  October  m  the 
20th  year  of  the  now  king,  with  force  and  arms  broke  his 
close  at  Derby y  and  the  grass  there  growing  with  feet  in  walk- 
ing, and  with  horses,  bulls,  cows,  swine,  and  sheep  eat  up, 
trod  down,  and  consumed,  and  other  wrongs,  &c     The  de- 
fendant, as  to  all  the  trespass  with  cattle,  except  with  two 
geldings  and  two  mares,  pleads  not  guilty ;  and  as  to  the  said 
trespass  with  the  geldings  and  mares,  he  pleads  in  bar,  that 
the  place  where,  &c.  was  20  acres  of  land  in  Derby  aforesaid, 
and  from  time  whereof,  &c  was  a  parcel  of  a  common  field 
called  LittUfield  in  Derby  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  borough  of 
Derby  was  an  ancient  borough ;    and  the  defendant  at  the 
time  when,  &c.  and  long  before,  was  a  burgess  of  the  same 
borough.     And  the  defendant  further  said,  that  the  burgesses 
of  that  borough  from  time  whereof,  &c  imtil  the  11th  day  of 
July  in  the  14th  year  of  king  Charles  the  First,  were  a  body 
politic  and  corporate,  by  the  name  of  bailiffs  and  burgesses  of 
the  borough  of  Derby  ;  and  that  on  the  said  1 1th  day  of  /«% 
in  the  14th  year  aforesaid  the  king  by  his  letters  patent  under 
the  great  seal,  changed  the  name  of  the  corporation  to  the 
name  of  mayor  and  burgesses,  &c ;  and  then  the  defendant 
lays  a  prescription  for  common  in  the  corporation,  namely, 
that  the  bailiffs  and  burgesses  from  time  whereof,  &c.  until 
the   said    11th  day  of  July^  and  the  mayor  and  burgesses 
always  afterwards,  had  for  themselves  and  for  every  burgess 
of  the  same  borough,   common  for  aU  their  commonable 
cattle  in  the  said  field  called  Littlefield,  whereof  the  phicc 
where,  &c  is  parcel,  in  the  manner  following,  viz.  for  two 
years  together,  when  the  com  is  cut  and  carried  away,  until 
the  said  field  be  resown  with  grain,  and  in  the  third  year 
when  the  said  field  shall  lie  fresh,  for  the  whole  year.    And 
the  defendant  further  avers,  that  at  the  time  when,  &c  all  the 
com  growing  upon  the  said  field  was  cut  and  carried  away, 
and  no  part  of  that  field  was  sown  again,  wherefore  the  de- 
fendant put  in  his  cattle  to  use  his  common  there ;  which  is  the 
same  trespass,  &c  :  and  this,  &c. :  wherefore,  &c- :  on  which 
plea  the  plaintiff  demurred  in  law.    And  the  case  was  opened 
in  Trinity  term  last  past ;  and  the  court  then  doubted  whether 
a  prescription  for  common  in  gross  was  good  or  not 


And  now  in  this  term  it  was  argued  by  Saun  ' 
fendant  that  the  prescription  was  good ;  and  \  i 
was  clear  that  a  corporation^  by  the  change  o 
the  name  of  the  corporation^  does  not  lose    i 
LuttreFs  casBy  4  Co.  87.  quodfuit  concessum. 
said  that  a  corporation  may  prescribe  for  the 
particular  members,  as  well  as  a  natural  person 
for  common  or  other  profit,  or  easement  for  h  i 
tenants.     For  although  a  corporation  aggregj  t 
be  a  thing  in  imagination  only,  haying  neiti . 
spirit,  nor  conscience,  as  the  law  defines  it ;  yel 
notice  that  the  natural  persons  members  of  th  : 
of  whom  the  corporation  consists,  are  not  sti  i 
corporation,  but  are  the  parties  interested  in  al . 
and  privileges  of  the  corporation,  of  which  they 
And  therefore,  if  a  corporation  bring  an  action 
which  they  claim  in  their  corporate  capacity,  ii 
challenge  to  a  juror  that  he  is  of  affinity  to  any  i 
corporation,  though  the  corporation  "itself  cani 
kindred.     Co.  Litt.  157.  a.     And  that  a  coi 
take  a  grant  for  the  benefit  of  their  particular 
pears  by  the  book  of  48  Edw.  3.  fol.  17.*     Tli 
commonalty  of  X.  brought  an  action  of  covenai 
mayor,  bailifis,  and  commonalty  of  Derby y  and 
the  predecessors  of  the  defendants  by  their  deed 
court,  had  granted  to  the  predecessors  of  the  ] 
all  the  commonalty  of  L.  should  be  quit  of  mu: 

(1)    Whether  the  franchises  be  by  there  hav 

grant  or  prescription.    LuttreVs  case,  against  th 

So  Bro.  Corporation,  38.  Djer,  279.  b.  corporatio 

Moor,  581,  .582.  Davenant  v.  Hurdis,  thereby  di 

Sir  T.   Raym.   439.    Haddock's  case.  Mayor^  ^ 

1  Vent  355.  Anon.     And  the  corpora-  though  it 

tion  shall  retain,  under  its  new  name,  judgment 

the   possessions  which  it  had  before;  1  Show.  2 

1  Rol.  Abr.  512.  (E.)  pi.  3.;  and  shall  S.  C.   4  M 

recover  by  their  new  name  a  debt,  &c.  it  shall  be 

due  before :  Bro.  Corporation,  3.  Moor,  &c.  as  befi 

ubi  supra.     3  Lev.  238.  Mayor  ofScar*  Moor,  and 
borough  v.  Butler:    Notwithstanding 


(A)  [See  11  A.  &  £.  490.    Holds-  of  a  mun 

worth   V.   77ie  Mayor  of  Dartmouth^  stat.  5  &  6 

3  P.  &  D.  308.  S.C.  as  to  the  liability  before  tha 

VOL.  I. 
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t  «  Lev.  246. 
Subles  T.  Mel- 
lon.    A  corpo- 
ration may  take 
a  grant,  or  pre- 
scribe for  the 
benefit  of  the 
individual 
members. 


•  Fit*.  Com- 
mon, 19.    Bro. 
Commoner,  23. 


t  Fitx.  Com- 
mon, 3.     Bra 
Common,  47. 


i  Bro.  Com- 
mon, 48.  per 
Brook  justice. 


cufitoms,  and  toll  within  the  town  of  Derby  for  all  thor  mer- 
chandises^ &C.  and  that  the  officers  of  Derby  had  taken  toll 
and  custom  from  some  burgesses  of  L.  of  wrong,  and  agiunst 
the  covenant,  to  their  damages,  &c. ;  and  the  action  was  ad- 
judged good.  And  this  was  a  grant  to  a  corporation  for  the 
benefit  of  their  particular  members  f ;  then  if  a  corporation 
can  take  a  grant  for  the  benefit  of  their  individual  members, 
they  may  prescribe  to  have  the  same  thing  to  the  same  intent; 
for  whatever  may  commence  by  grant  may  be  claimed  by  pre- 
scription. And  if  such  conmion,  as  the  defendant  has  here 
didmed,  had  been  granted  to  the  corporation  at  this  day,  it 
would  be  good  without  question ;  and  so,  he  said,  is  the  pre- 
scription in  the  manner  it  is  here  laid ;  which  the  court  did 
not  much  deny. 

But  the  point  on  which  the  court  insisted  was,  that  there 
could  not  be  any  common  in  gross  toithout  number ;  but  the  pre- 
scription in  the  case  at  bar  ought  to  be  for  cattle  levant  and 
couchant  in  the  town  ;  for  otherwise,  (the  chief  justice  said,)  the 
corporation  may  surcharge  the  conunon,  if  the  number  of  the 
cattle  be  not  restrained  to  be  levant  and  couchant  in  the  same 
town. 

Upoiv  which  it  was  said  for  the  defendant,  that  in  Co.  Litt 
122.  a.  in  the  enumeration  of  the  several  and  particular  kinds 
of  common,  common  in  gross  without  number  is  expressly 
said  to  be  one ;  and  22  Ass.  pi.  36.*,  an  as^ze  was  brought 
by  the  prioress  of  Napleton  for  conmion  in  gross  without 
number,  and  she  recovered ;  and  the  difierence  is  shewn  be- 
tween common  in  gross,  and  common  appendant  or  appur- 
tenant So  in  11  H.  6.  22.  b.  &  27.  Stroade's  case  f,  com- 
mon in  gross  without  number  is  claimed  by  prescription,  and 
admitted  good:  And  15  Edw.  4.  29.  b.  the  city  of  Coventry i 
case,  that  a  corporation  may  prescribe  for  common  in  gross  with- 
out number.  And  as  to  the  objection  of  surcharge,  it  was  an- 
swered, that  although  a  natural  person,  or  body  politic,  have 
common  in  gross  without  number,  yet  they  cannot  by  hw 
surcharge  the  common,  as  appears  12  H.  8.  2.  J,  where  it  is 
said,  that  if  a  man  hath  common  without  niunber,  yet  he 
ought  not  so  to  surcharge  the  soil  but  that  the  lord  or  owner 
of  the  soil  may  have  common  there  also.  And  though  F.  N.  B. 
125.  (D)  says,  that  if  one  has  common  in  gross  without  num- 
ber it  shall  not  be  admeasured;  yet  if  he  surcharge,  the  lord 
of  the  soil  may  distrain  him,  as  may  be  well  collected  out  of 
the  same  book.  And  the  common,  in  the  case  at  bar,  JS 
common  in  gross>  and  not  appendant  or  appurtenant;  and 


and  coucTiant,  because  there  is  no  land  on  whi( 
levant  and  coucliant,  or  to  which  the  common 
tenant     And  as  a  natural  person  prescribes 
his  ancestors,  so  if  a  corporation  hath  been 
aggregate  from  time  whereof,  &c.  they  may  pi 


commoner  as  a  stranger ;  yet,  upon  the  it  seems 

general  issue  (e),  a  right  of  common  with  sohd 

mast  be  proved  at  the  trial,  otherwise  if  cattle  • 

the  plaintiff  will  be  nonsuited ;  though  he  are  dri  vei 

need  not  prove  the  same  title  as  he  has  he  has  i 

set  out  in  his  declaration.    Bull.  N.  P.  have  an  a 

76.     However,  though  the  plaintiff  is  to  his  soi 

at  liberty  to  declare  generally  upon  hi»  an  action 

possession,  yet  if  he  undertake  to  set  to  fall  dir 

out  a  title,  and  does  it  insufficiently,  the  cattle  arc 

declaration  is  bad.     1  Salk.  363.  Dome  common, 

V.    Cashford.      Com.  Rep.    44.    S.  C.  stranger, 

2  Ld.  Raym.  1230.    Crowther  v.  Old-  cattle  of 
^fielcL    The  declaration  for  a  disturb-  are  drivei 

ance  generally  is  good,  as  well  against  may  have 

a  commoner  as  a  stranger :  2  Black,  which  it 

Rep.  817.  Atkinson  v.  Teasdale,    S.  C.  him  to  pr 

3  Wils.  278.:  but  in  an  action  against  he  has  si 
the  lordy  it  seems  necessary  to  state  a  tion  of  tl 
particular  surcharge.  2  Mod.  6.  Smiih  of  itself  s 
v.  Feverell.  1  Lutw.  107-  Hassard  v.  profit  of 
CantrelL  3  Wils.  290.  See  the  form  of  dered  as  t 
a  declaration  against  the  lord.  Heme,  alleged  ii 
125.  The  declaration  in  all  cases  must  other  cat 
allege  that  the  plaintiff  thereby  could  commone 
not  use  his  common  in  so  ample  a  man-  every  bla 
ner  as  he  ought  to  have  done.  9  Rep*  sumed  by 
113.  a.  Mary's  case.  And  it  is  there  sufficient 
said,  **  that  for  every  feeding  by  the  right  to  1 
<<  cattle  of  a  stranger,  the  commoner  fendant  p 
<<  shall  not  have  an  action  upon  the  another  c 
*'  case,  but  the  feeding  ought  to  be  he  ought 
*<  such  per  quod  the  commoner,  com-  siders  tha 
**  mon  of  pasture  for  his  cattle^  habere  injured  b 
'*  non  potuit;  so  that  if  the  trespass  be  allows  hi 
*^  so  small  that  he  has  not  any  loss,  but  to  preven 
<<  sufficient  in  ample  manner  remains  a  right  b 
**  for  him,  no  action  lies  for  it."    But  ment.    2 


(e)  [But  since  the  New  Rules  it  is    will  not  o 
otherwise ;    for  the  plea  of  not  guilty    tiff's  righl 


in  fee,  and  prescribed  to  have  common  for  their  cattle  levant 
and  couchant  upon  such  land :  wherefore  he  concluded  that 
the  prescription  for  common  in  gross  without  number  was 
good. 


Mellor  v. 
Spateman. 


104.  Woolton  V.  Saber.  5  Vin.  Com- 
mon* 27-  pi-  43.  Jaekson  v.  Laverock^ 
MS.  case.  But  Bolle  C.  J.  is  of  a  con- 
trary opinion,  because  (by  him)  a  com- 
moner has  a  sufficient  interest  to  au- 
thorise him  to  distrain.  Styles,  428. 
JBronge  y.More. 

The  defendant  used  formerly  io  plead 
his  special  matter  of  defence  in  this 
action;  but  it  is  now  settled  that  he 
may  give  it  in  evidence  upon  the  gene- 
ral issue  of  not  guilty.  (A)  The  plain- 
tiff must  not  only  allege  that  he  has  a 
right  of  common  for  cattle  levant  and 
couchanty  but  must  also  prove  it,  by 
shewing  himself  in  possession  of  some 
land,  whereon  the  cattle  may  be  levant 
and  couchant.  5  T.  R.  46.  Sckoles  v. 
Hargreaves.  8  T.  R.  396.  Benson  v. 
Chester,  (i)  It  is  not  always  necessary 
in  pleading  to  state  the  common  as  ap- 
purtenant to  land  eo  nomine;  for  if  it 


be  laid  as  appurtenant  to  a  thing  which, 
in  intendment  of  law,  primd  facie  com- 
prehends land,  it  is  sufficient  on  the 
face  of  the  plea.  As  where  it  is  laid  as 
appurtenant  to  a  messuage  ;  2  Brownl. 
101.  Patrick  v.  Lowre.  1  Ld.  Raym. 
726.  Hockley  v.  Lamb;  but  Lord 
Vaughan  is  of  a  contrary  opinion ; 
Vaugh.  253.  North  v.  Coe ;  or  to  a 
cottage ;  Co.  Ent.  649.  a.  2  Ld. 
Raym.  1015.  Emerton  v.  Selby ;  for 
the  law,  upon  demurrer,  or  after  ver- 
dict, will  presume  that  there  is  at  least 
a  curtilage  belonging  to  them,  on  which 
the  cattle  may  be  levant  and  couchant; 
Sir  T.  Jones,  227.  Seamier  v.  Johnson  ; 
but  still  it  must  be  proved  at  the  trial, 
either  on  the  general  issue  (k)  in  a  de- 
claration, or  upon  the  issue  of  levancy 
and  couchancy  in  a  justification.  So  the 
cattle  must  be  the  commoner's  own,  at 
least  he  must  have  a  special  property 


(h)  1  Selwyn's  N.  P.  430.  Bennet  v. 
Spinhe.  [But  since  the  New  Rules^  it 
must  in  all  cases  be  pleaded.] 

(t)  It  has  been  held  in  an  action  for 
disturbance  of  a  right  of  common,  that 
a  claim  of  common  for  all  the  plaintiffs 
cattle  levant  and  couchant  on  his  land 
was  supported  by  evidence  of  a  custom, 
for  all  the  occupiers  of  a  large  common 
field  to  turn  cattle  into  the  whole  field 
when  the  com  was  taken  ofi^,  the  num- 
ber of  the  cattle  being  regulated  by  the 
extent  and  not  the  produce  of  each  man's 
land  in  the  field,  although  the  cattle 
were  not  actually  maintained  on  such 
land  during  the  winter.  1  B  &  A.  706. 
Cheesman  v.  Hardham.  [Where  the 
plaintifi*  claimed  a  right  for  all  his  com- 
monable cattle  levant  and  couchant^  and 


the  proof  was  that  he  had  turned  out  all 
the  cattle  he  kept,  but  had  never  kept 
sheep ;  it  was  held  that  this  was  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jury  of  the  right  as 
laid.  4  B.  &  C.  161.  Manifold  v.  Pen- 
nington.  An  allegation  of  right  of 
common  for  all  the  plaintifi^s  cattle 
levant  and  couchanty  is  supported  in 
evidence,  although  the  common  is  not 
sufficient  to  feed  all  the  cattle  for  any 
length  of  time ;  2  Chitt.  Rep.  297.  WiU 
lis  y.Ward;  and  an  allegation  of  a 
right  of  common  for  all  commonable 
cattle  "  levant  and  couchanty^*  is  proved 
by  a  grant  of  '^  reasonable  common  of 
pasture."  6  M.  &  S.  47.  Doidge  v. 
Carpenter.  Roscoe  on  Evidence,  358. 
5th  ed.] 
(k)  [See  ante,  p.  346  a.  note  (c).] 
3d  4 


Spateman. 


•  Bro.  Pre- 
scription, 28. 
t  Frtem.  136. 
per  Vaughan 
C.  J.  8  Term 
Rep.  396.  Ben- 
son T.  Chester. 
1  Ld.  Raym. 
407.p€rPowell. 
Willes*  Rep. 
232.   BennetT. 
Reeve. 


to  have  said  in  the  prescription  that  the  common  was  for  cattle 
levant  and  couchant  in  the  town. 

And  80  was  the  opinion  of  the  whole  court ;  and  they  relied 
much  on  the  book  of  15  E.  4.  32.  b.*  And  the  court  did 
not  dislike  any  part  of  the  plea,  but  only  it  was  not  said  in  the 
plea,  "  levant  and  couchant  within  the  town."  And  Kelynge 
chief  justice  said  positively,  that  there  cannot  be  any  common 
in  gross  without  number  (3)  f ;  and  they  all  held  that  the  plea 
was  bad  for  want  of  those  words,  and  judgment  was  given 
for  the  plaintiff.     And  Kelynge  said,  that  they  did  not  destroy 


in  them  ;  Bro.  Common,  47.  2  Show, 
328.  Manneton  v.  Trevilian  ;  and  they 
must  be  commonable  cattle.  There- 
fore as  a  person  can  only  claim  a  right 
of  common  for  his  own  commonable 
cattle  levant  and  couchant,  the  whole  of 
this  right  may  be  traversed  and  put  in 
issue;  for  it  is  but  one  entire  title. 
2  Show.  328.  S.  C.     Skin.  1 37.    1  Burr. 


316.  Robinson  v.  Raley,  By  levancy 
and  couchancy  is  meant  the  possession 
of  such  land  as  will  keep  the  cattle 
claimed  to  be  commoned  during  the 
winter.  2  Brownl.  101.  Patrick  v. 
Lowre^  1  Vent.  54.  Leech  v.  Widslty. 
5  T.  R.  46.  Scholes  v.  Hargreaves.  See 
ante,  28.  note  (4).  (/) 

The  lord  may  not  only  distrain  the 


(J)  [In  Whitelock  v.  Hutchinson,  2 
M.  &  Rob.  205.,  where  the  question 
was,  whether  the  defendant,  a  conmioner, 
had  depastured  the  common  with  cattle 
which  were  not  levant  and  couchant, 
Parke  B.  told  the  jury,  in  explanation  of 
the  expression  "  levant  and  couchant,** 
that  the  question  was,  whether  the  de- 
fendant had  tume(l  more  cattle  upon  the 
common  than  the  winter  eatage  of  his 
ancient  tenement,  together  with  the  hay 
and  other  produce  obtained  from  it 
during  the  summer,  was  capable  of  main- 
taining. The  learned  baron  further  ob- 
served, that  amongst  the  older  author- 
ities there  appeared,  certainly,  some  dif- 
ference of  opinion  as  to  the  meaning 
of  the  expression,  there  being  one  set  of 
cases  in  which  it  is  ;laid  down  that  the 
term  "  levarU  and  couchant  upon  en- 
closed ground  "  means  such  cattle  as 
are  actually  used  for  the  purpose  of 
manuring  and  cultivating  the  enclosed 
land.    It  is  justly  observed  in  a  note 


to  this  case  by  the  learned  reporters, 
that  the  latter  sense  is  only  applied 
where  a  right  of  common  appendcaU 
is  claimed,  that  right  being  confined 
to  arable  land ;  and  the  judgment  of 
Bayley  J.  in  Cheesman  v.  Hardman, 
1  B.  &  A.  710, 71 1.,  is  cited. — Common 
appendant  (being  the  common  law  right 
of  every  free  tenant  of  a  manor  on  the 
lord's  wastes.  Com.  Dig.  tit  Common 
(B)),  is  confined  to  such  and  so  many 
cattle  as  the  tenant  has  occasion  for  to 
plough  and  manure  his  land  in  propor- 
tion to  the  quantity  thereof.  Willes,  227. 
231.  Bennett  v.  Reeve.  4  Vm.  Abr. 
583.  S.C.  The  expression  ^'/eton/ and 
**  couchant "  seems  originally  to  have 
meant  the  abode  of  a  single  night  (in 
which  sense  it  is  still  frequently  used, 
e.  g.  infra.  Vol.  II.  p.  289,  Po(^  v. 
Longueville) ;  but  it  has  come  to  imply 
the  probability  of  that  abode  being 
habitual.  See  Burton's  Compend. 
1136.] 


the  common^  but  the  judgment  was  for  the  fa 
only ;  and  he  informed  the  defendant  and  his 
they  would  put  in  the  words  levant  and  couclu 
the  prescription  would  be  good  enough  in  the 
mentioned.* 

And  the  defendant's  counsel  was  of  opinion 
of  error ;  but  the  action  was  commenced  by  o 
of  Chancery,  and  therefore  a  writ  of  error  die 
Exchequer-Chamber  by  the  statute  27  Eliz.  c. 
in  parliament ;  wherefore  nothing  Airther  wag 


cattle  of  a  stranger,  but  also  so  many  of  common 

a  camnumer's  cattle  as  surcharge  the  cattle  th 

common.     2  Black.  Rep.  818.  Atkin-  his  land 

son  V.  Teasdale.    F.  N.  B.  125.  (D.).  purchas< 

Willes'  Rep.  638.  Ellis  v.  Bowles.    A  them    ii 

commoner  can  only  distrain  the  cattle  without 

of  a  stranger;  1  Rol.  Abr.  320.  405.  he  had  : 

pi.  5.    Yelv.  104.  Hoddesdon  y.  Grisil ;  the  com 

but  not  of  the  lord;  2Bulst  117.  Car-  whether 

rill  V.  Pack;  nor  where  a  commoner  distrain 

overcharges  the  common  by  putting  in  may  be  < 

cattle  that  are  not  levant  and  couchant,  whose   < 

can  another  commoner  distrain'  the  sur-  action  o 

plusage,  at  least  before  admeasurement,  whether 

3  Wils.  287.  Atkinson  v.  Teasdale.  couchan 
Therefore  where,  in  replevin,  the  plain-  which 
tiff,  in  his  plea  in  bar  to  an  avowry  by  For  to  i 
the  defendant  as  a  commoner  damage  sant^  th< 
feasant  prescribes  for  a  right  of  com-  right  of 
mon,  and  that  he  put  his  cattle  upon  and  cow 
the  common,  the  defendant  cannot  reply  these  a 
that  the  plaintiff  surcharged  the  com*  he  put 
mon  with  the  cattle,  and  therefore  he  which  i 
distrained  them.  2  Lutw.  1238.  Dixon  but  as  1 
y.  James.  4  Burr.  2426.  ZTa// v.  ITanf-  fact,  he 
ing.  But  where  the  right  of  common  may  be 
is  limited  to  a  certain  number  of  cattle,  any  exei 
without  any  relation  to  the  quantity  of  to  disti 
land  which  the  commoner  is  possessed  levant  a 
of,  and  the  commoner  puts  in  a  greater  are  not 
number,  perhaps  another  commoner  be  said, 
may  distrain  the  supernumerary  cattle,  that  as  1 

4  Burr.  2431.  Hall  v.  Harding.     But  on  the 
notwithstanding  one  commoner  cannot  tenee  at 
distrain  the  surplusagey  where  another  called  a 


ever,  if  the  law  be  so,  it  seeiiis  to  follow, 
that  in  the  case  now  put,  the  com- 
moner can  only  traverse  the  prescription 
for  common :  he  cannot  admit  the  pre- 
scription, and  traverse  the  averment  of 
the  levancy  and  conchancy  of  the 
cattle,  (m)  Though  the  contrary  was 
adjudged  in  the  case  of  AuhiU  v.  Auhill, 
Winch,  Ent  970. 973.,  upon  a  demurrer 
to  such  a  traverse.  If  indeed  he  should 
drive  them  among  his  other  cattle  on 
the  common,  and  they  are  distrained 
by  another  commoner  along  with  some 
of  the  others,  on  proof  that  some  of 
the  cattle  were  levant  and  cauchant, 
the  issue  would  be  found  in  favour  of 
the  commoner  whose  cattle  are  dis- 
trained, because  it  then  comes  to  a 
question  of  surcharge.  But  if  the  lord 
had  distrained  the  cattle,  and  upon 
such  issue  of  levancy  and  couchancy  in 
replevin  some  of  the  cattle  are  proved 
to  be  levant  and  couchanty  and  some 
not,  the  issue  will  be  found  for  the 
lord.  2  RoL  Abr.  706.  pi.  41.  Slaper 
y.  Allen.  S.C.  1  Brownl.  171.  So  in 
trespass  for  taking  hb  cattle;  but 
the  commoner  may  perhaps  help  him- 
self by  entering  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to 
the  cattle  which  were  not  levant  and 
couchantf  and  proceed  for  the  others. 
Indeed,  if  the  lord  should  bring  an 
action  of  trespass  clausum  fregity  instead 
of  distraining,  and  the  defendant  should 
prescribe  for  common  for  his  cattle 
levant  and  couchantj  and  aver  that  he 
put  the  cattle  mentioned  in  the  declar- 


and  couekant  on  his  lamd^  into  the  com* 
mon,  in  case  some  of  the  cattle  were 
not  levant  and  eomchanty  it  should  seem 
the  plaintiff  should  new  assign  the  tres* 
pass,  by  stating  that  he  brought  his 
action  for  depasturing  the  common  with 
other  cattle,  and  not  traverse  the  levancy 
and  couchancy :  For  in  trespass  it  is  suf- 
ficient for  the  defendant  to  shew  any 
thing  which  excuses  the  trespass,  and 
the  number  mentioned  in  the  declar- 
ation is  not  material.  Willes*  Rep.  638. 
ElUsY.  Bowles,  (n) 

Where  trespass  is  brought  for  taking 
cattle,  it  is  enough  for  defendant  to  say 
he  was  possessed  of  a  dose,  and  justify 
damage  feasant.  2  Salk.  64^.  Anotu 
3  Mod.  132.  Longford  Y.  Webber.  2  Mod. 
70.  Searl  v.  Bunion.  But  in  r^}levm 
the  defendant  must  in  his  avowry  either 
allege  the  taking  in  his  freeheld,  or  if  he 
has  only  a  particular  estate  for  years, 
derive  his  title  from  the  tenant  in  fee. 
See  2  Saund.  284  c,  284  d.  in  the  note. 
However,  in  all  cases,  if  it  is  appre- 
hended that  the  wrong-doer  intends  to 
defend  himself  under  a  claim  of  right, 
it  is  most  advisable  either  for  the  lord 
to  bring  an  action  of  trespass  or  dis- 
train, or  for  the  commoner  to  bring  an 
action  upon  the  case^  and  not  by  any 
means  to  distrain. 

(3)  So  1  RoL  Abr.  398.  (I.)  pL  1. 4, 
if  a  man  claims  common  for  adl  manner 
of  cattle  in  any  place  as  an  inhabitant  in 
a  town,  and  claims  the  conmion  by  re&. 
son  of  his  being  an  inhabitant  (o),  he  shall 


(m)  For  by  the  admission  of  the  pre- 
scription, it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  is 
a  commoner,  and  therefore  by  the  hy- 
pothesis the  defendant  was  a  wrong-doer 
in  distraining  his  cattle. 

(n)  [This  case  is  no  authority  for 
the  position  which  it  is  here  apparently 
pited  to  support;  but  the  position  itself 


has  lately  been  recognised  and  acted 
upon  as  good  law,  and  applied  to  a  plea 
in  an  action  on  the  case  by  a  commoner 
for  disturbance  of  his  common.  6  A. 
&  £.  911.  Boweu  v.  Jenhin.  2  Nev.  & 
P.  87.  S.C.  ant^  p.  300 g.  note  (p).] 
(o)  It  seems  clear  from  note  (3),  ante, 
34}.,  and  the  cases  there  cited^  that  a 


J-OTTBK  V, 

North. 

' i—^ 

Defendant  in  a 
certain  place 
called  the  Fenn 
took  plaintiff's 
horse. 


ttiuicsiuu^  111  n  i;cruuu  puiuc  \lj  uicrc^  muieu  me  rcnn^  wok 
the  said  horse  of  him  the  said  John^  and  unjustly  detained  (2) 
him  against  sureties  and  pledges^  until,  &c. ;  wherefore  he 
the  said  John  says  that  he  is  worse,  and  has  damage  to  the 
value  of  40i ;  and  therefore  he  brings  suit,  &c. 


(1)  It  is  necessary  in  replevin  to  men- 
tion the  place  of  taking,  as  well  as  the 
vill  or  parish,  as  is  done  here,  other- 
wise the  defendant  may  demur:  but 
the  omission  is  cured  by  pleading  over 
or  after  verdict  The  place,  and  vill  or 
parish,  are  material  and  traversable. 
Hob.  16.  Read  v.  Hawke,  Cro.  Eliz. 
896.  Ward  v.  Lavile.  Moor,  678. 
Ward  V.  Lakin.  1  Brownl.  176.  Bead 
V.  How.  1  Sid.  9, 10.  Weston  v.  Carter. 
Ibid.  20.  at  the  end  of  Hill  v.  Bun. 
ning's  case.  Carth.  186.  Treverton  v. 
Hicks.  —  Where  the  defendant  took  the 
goods  in  another  place  than  is  men- 
tioned in  the  declaration,  he  may  plead 
non  cepit^  and  give  that  fact  in  evidence, 
and  nonsuit  the  plaintiff.  1  Str.  507> 
508.  Johnson  v.  Wollyer.  2  Mod.  199. 
Anon.  But  the  defendant  cannot  have 
a  return  of  the  goods  under  this  plea ; 
and  therefore,  if  he  wants  a  return,  he 
must  plead,  that  he  took  the  goods  In 
some  other  place,  describing  it,  and 
traverse  the  place  laid  in  the  declar- 
ation ;  and,  in  order  to  have  a  return, 
avow  or  make  cognisance,  stating  the 
cause  for  which  he  distrained.  Rast 
Ent  554.  b.  pL  2,  S.  S55.  b.  pi.  4, 5,  6. 
Clift  636.  pi.  5.  644.  pi.  14.  Lib.  Plac. 
274.  pi.  11.  Lill.  Ent  351.  6  Mod.  102. 
Crosse  y.Bilson.  Doc  Plac.  316.  And 
the  plaintiff  cannot'traverse  any  matter 
in  the  avowry  or  cognisance,  but  must 
take  issue  on  the  traverse  of  the  place. 
1  Vent  127.  Anon.  1  Salk.  93.  Fooe^ 
case.    S.  C.     Carth.  139.  Hele  v.  Foot. 


6  Mod.  103.  Crosse  v.  Bilson.  WiUes' 
Rep-  475.  Bullythorpe  v.  Turner.  \a) 
And  the  reason  seems  to  be,  because 
such  an  avowry  is  only  a  suggestion 
to  entitle  the  defendant  to  damages 
under  the  statutes  7  H.  8.  c  4.  s.  S. 
and  21  H.  8.  c  19.  s.  3.,  which  say,  that 
every  person  who  makes  avowry  or  cog- 
nisance, &c.  if  the  plaintiff  shall  be  non- 
suit, or  otherwise  barred,  shall  recover 
damages  and  costs.  Before  thosie  sta- 
tutes no  damages  were  given,  and  ivith- 
out  such  a  suggestion  the  defendant  is 
not  within  the  statute ;  and  therefore 
the  suggestion  being  only  for  a  particu- 
lar purpose  is  not  traversable.  1  SalL 
'94.  Anon.  The  plea  of  cepii  in  alio 
loco  is  to  be  considered  as  a  plea  in  bar 
and  not  in  abatement;  no  affidavit  is 
requisite  to  be  filed,  nor  is  it  necessary 
to  be  pleaded  within  four  days  after 
the  declaration  delivered.  Barnes,  353. 
Bullythorpe  v.  Turner.  Willes'  Rep. 
475.  S.  C.  However,  the  defendant  can 
only  plead  non  cepit,  or  cqtit  in  alio  loco, 
in  case  he  never  had  the  cattle  in  the 
place  in  the  declaration  at  all ;  for  if  the 
plaintiff  prove  that  the  defendant  had 
the  cattle  in  the  place  in  the  declaration, 
the  plaintiff  will  have  a  verdict,  notwith- 
standing the  iirst  taking  was  in  another 
place.  Therefore,  if  in  truth  the  defend- 
ant took  the  cattle  at  another  place,  and 
only  had  them  in  the  place  mentioned 
in  the  declaration  in  the  way  to  the 
pound,  he  ought  to  plead  that  matter 
specially;  2Wils.  354.  Walton  v.  Ker- 


(a)  Cro.  Eliz.  372.  WaUs  v.  Hegdm. 


And  (3)  the  said  Henry  Northy  by  Francis  Woodward  his  Potter  r. 

attorney,  comes  and  defends  the  wrong  and  injury,  when,  &c.  North. 

and  as  bailiff  (4)  of  one  Sir  Henry  North  baronet  well  acknow-  ' 

ledges  the  taking  of  the  said  horse  in  the  said  place  in  which,  DefendUmTu 

&C.  and  justly,  &c,  because  he  says  that  the  said  place  called  bailiff  of  Sir 

the  Fenn^  in  which  the  taking  of  the  said  horse  is  above  sup-  nys, 


9op.  S  Wils.  295.  Mattravers  v.  FosseL 
Bull  N.  P.  54.  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  480. 
Abercrofnbie  v.Parhhursi;  namely,  "be- 
<*  cause  he  says  that  the  said  defendant 
*^  now  is,  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c. 
'<  was  seized  of  and  in  a  certain  close 
*'  called  and  known  by  the  name  of  N, 
<'  Clme  in  the  parish  of  B.  in  his  demesne 
^  as  of  fee,"  and  so  justify  taking  the 
cattle  in  the  said  close  damage  fea* 
saniy  '**  and  afterwards  he  the  said  de- 
**  fendant  took  and  led  away  the  same 
'<  from  the  said  close  to  the  said  place 
<<  in  the  declaration  called  &c.,  in  which 
<^  &c,  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c. 
"  had  the  same  there  in  the  way  from 
**  the  said  close  to  the  open  pound 
**  in  the  parish  of  A.  aforesaid,  there 
<<  to  be  impounded  for  the  damage  so 
**  done  to  the  said  close  called  N, 
"  Close"  The  plaintiff  may  then  tra- 
verse the  taking  in  N.  Close ;  byt  the 
defendant  must  not  traverse  the  place 
mentioned  in  the  declaration ;  for  he  has 
confessed  his  having  the  cattle  there 
and  avoided  it  Dyer,  246.  pi.  70. 
Cro.  Eliz.  667-  Sands  v.  Lane.  1  Wils. 
219.  Fyley  v.  Parkhurst.  3  Wils.  297. 
Mattravers  v.  Fosset,  2  Bos.  &  Pull. 
4«0.  (b) 

So  where  the  defendant  avows  in  a 
place  which,  on  the  face  of  the  avowry^ 


appears  to  be  a  different  one  from  the 
place  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  he 
must  traverse  it  As  where  the  taking  is 
alleged  in  the  declaration  to  be  at  the 
parish  of  St.  Martin  in  the  Fields^  in  a 
certain  place  (here  called  Maiden-lane^ 
and  the  defendant  in  his  avowry  says, 
that  the  said  place  contains  one  mes- 
suage in  the  parish  of  St.  PauTs^  Covent 
Garden^  the  avowry  is  ill  without  a  tra- 
verse of  the  place  in  the  declaration. 
2  Lutw.  1147—1151.  Petree  v.  Duke. 
Hence  it  appears  that  replevin  differs 
from  trespass  clausum  fregit.  In  the 
latter  it  is  held  to  be  sufficient  for  the 
plaintiff  to  allege  the  trespass  to  have 
been  cfone  in  a  vill'or  parish  only,  with- 
out mentioning  any  place^  for  it  is  not 
material :  and  if  the  plaintiff  do  men- 
tion a  place,  the  defendant  may.  justify 
in  another  place  without  a  traverse, 
and  the  plaintiff  must  ascertain  the 
place  in  a  new  assignment  But  as 
there  can  be  no  new  assignment  in 
replevin,  Freem.  238.  Cochley  v.  Pa- 
gravey  and  it  is  also  an  action  which 
requires  greater  certainty  in  the  de- 
claration, the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  men- 
tion the  place  of  taking  at  first  in  his 
declaration.  Hob.  16.  Read  v.  Hawke. 
Moor,  678.  Ward  v.  Lakin.  If  the 
defendant    should    in    his  avowry  or 


(Jb)  [So  where  in  replevin  for  taking 
and  detaining,  the  defendant  avowed 
for  rent  arrear,  to  which  the  plaintiff 
pleaded  in  bar,  that  after  the  taking 
and  before  the  impounding,  he  tendered 
the  rent  and  expenses ;  on  special  de- 


murrer, assigning  for  cause  that  the  plea 
did  not  go  to  the  taking,  but  only  to  the 
detaining,  the  plea  was  held  good,  the 
tortious  detention  being  a  taking.  5  A. 
&  E.  142.  Evans  v.  Elliott.  6  Nev.  & 
M.  606.  S.  C] 


North.  q{  ^^e  said  horse  did  contain  in  itaelf  a  (5)  thoosand  acres 

'  of  pasture  with  the  appurtenances  in  MildenhaU  aforesaid, 

taios  one  thoop  whercof  a  Certain  place  called  the  Deife,  containing  a  hundred 

■■f^^^*!*^  acres  of  pasture  with  the  appurtenances,   next  adjoining 

tainpiAoecaUed  to  a  Certain  Other  place  there  called  the  Brincke  on  the  south 


cognisance  state  the  taking  to  be  in 
a  place  which  apparently  agrees  with 
that  mentioned  in  the  deckiration,  but 
is  in  fact  a  different  place,  the  pUiintiff 
must  set  it  right  in  his  plea  in  bar.  As 
where  the  plaintiff  states  the  taking  to 
be  in  Blachacrey  and  the  defendant  in 
his  avowry  says  that  the  place  contains 
a  certain  number  of  acres,  and  is  called 
Greenacre,  whereof  the  place  in  the 
declaration  is  parcel,  and  avows  for 
damage  feasant  in  his  freehold,  or  for 
some  other  cause ;  there,  in  case  Black' 
acre  and  Cfreenacre  are  different  places, 
the  plaintiff  may  allege  that  he  took  the 
cattle  in  Blackacrey  and  traverse  that  it 
is  parcel  of  Greenacre  ;  or  if  the  avowry 
should  not  state  Blackacre  to  be  parcel 
of  Greenacre,  the  plaintiff  may  either 
demur  specially  because  it  is  not  so 
stated,  or  if  he  chooses  to  waive  that 
defect,  may  traverse  the  taking  in  Green' 
acre.  22  £dw.  4.  51.  a.  Carth.  185. 
TreverUmv.  Hichs.  If  the  parties  agree 
in  the  place,  but  vary  in  the  quantity  of 


land  which  the  place  contains,  as  where 
the  defendant  says  in  his  avowry  that 
the  place  contains  twenty  acres,  the 
plaintiff  may  in  his  plea  in  bar  state  the 
true  quantity,  and  then  proceed  in  his 
justification  without  any  traverse. 

(2)  Replevin  may  be  brought  to  re- 
.  cover  goods  which  are  still  detained  by 
the  person  who  took  them,  and  tlus  is 
called  replevin  in  the  deHnei^  which  has 
been  long  since  obsolete.  But  the  mo- 
dem action  of  replevin  is  in  the  detinuU 
which  is  so  called,  because,  as  the  word 
imports,  it  is  brought  when  the  goods 
have  been  delivered  to  the  party,  which 
is  done  by  the  sheriff  upon  a  writ  of  re- 
plevin, or  plaint  levied  before  him.  Ball. 
N.  P.  52.  The  plaintiff  in  replevin  in 
the  detinet  was  entitled  to  recover  as 
well  the  value  of  the  goods  as  damages 
for  takmg  them ;  F.  N.  B.  69.  (L.)  Ca 
Ent.  610, 61 1. ;  but  in  the  present  action 
in  the  detinuit  he  can  only  recover  da- 
mages for  the  taking.  2  Lutw.  1150, 
1151.  Peiree  y.Buke.  (e) 


(o)  Although  in  the  modem  action 
of  replevin  the  declaration  is  in  the  <fe- 
iinuitt  yet  the  first  step  in  the  action  b 
to  obtain  the  goods  by  a  compulsory 
process,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  does 
in  fact  recover  the  goods  and  damages 
for  the  taking  just  as  much  in  this  ac- 
tion as  in  the  action  in  the  detinet. 
**  There  does  not  appear  in  any  of  the 
**  books  any  proceeding  in  replevin 
^*  which  has  not  commenced  by  writ, 
**  requiring  the  sheriff  to  cause  the 
**  goods  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  replevied 


''  to  him,  or  by  plaint  in  the  sheriff's 
^*  court,  the  inmiediate  process  upon 
"  which  is  a  precept  to  replevy  the 
*^  goods  of  the  party  levying  the  plaint 
*<  Both  those  modes  of  proceeding  are 
"  in  rem,  i.  e.  to  have  the  goods  again, 
*^  and  not  for  the  recovery  of  damages 
«  only."  Per  Lord  EUenboraugh  C.  J. 
6East,283.  JVefc^v.fPtttww.  [The 
consequence  is,  that  replevin  is  not 
within  the  stat  24  Geo.  2.  c  144*.,  which 
requires  notice  of  action  to  be  given  to 
justices,  &c    The  action  will  lie  where 


Potter  v. 
North. 


and  because  the 
liorae  was  in  the 
said  place  da- 
mage feasant, 
defendant  dis- 
trained  him : 
wherefore  he 
prays  judgment 
and  a  return. 


hundred  acres  of  pasture  with  the  appurtenances,  eating  up 
the  grass  there  growing,  and  doing  damage  there  to  the  oud 
Sir  Henry  North  baronet,  he  the  said  Henry  the  now  defend- 
ant, as  bailiff  of  the  said  Sir  Henry  North  baronet  and  by  his 
conunand,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.  took  and  ^istnuned 
the  said  horse  in  the  ssdd  hundred  acres  of  pasture  with  the 
appurtenances  so  as  aforesaid  doing  damage  there,  &c ;  and 
this  he  is  ready  to  verify  (7) ;  wherefore  he  prays  judgment, 


the  freehold  to  be,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
traverse  the  being  bailiff;  because  that 
would  be  an  admission  of  the  freehold 
being  in  /.  S.  and  not  in  the  plaintiff, 
which  is  sufRcient  to  bar  his  action, 
whether  the  defendant  were  bailiff  or 
not      33  H.  6.  3.      1  Roll.  Rep.  46. 

Lee  V. 1  Salk.  107.  Trevillian  v. 

Pyne.  S.  C.  11  Mod.  112.  (e)  And 
some  of  the  cases  hold,  that  the  being 
bailiff  is  not  traversable  in  replevin  ;  as 
Cro.  Eliz.  14.  Earl  of  Bedford^%  case ; 
but  this  is  denied  by  Trevor  C.  J.  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Common 
Pleas  in  Trevillian  v.  Pyne.  11  Mod. 
1 12.  So  in  Roll.  Rep.  46.,  where  the 
defendant  made  cognisance  as  bailiff  of 
/.  8.  for  damage  feasant  in  his  freehold, 
the  court  decided,  on  the  authority  of 
33  H.  6. 3.,  that  it  was  not  traversable : 
But  that  case  only  applies  to  trespass 
clausufri  fregit:  and  therefore  Rolle 
adds  a  qtuere,  and  says,  <*  that  the 
<*  reason  given  in  33  H.  6.  is,  because 
«'  if  the  freehold  be  in  /.  S.\  the  plain- 
"  tiff  cannot  have  trespass,  be  the  de- 
**  fendant  bailiff  or  not.  But  there  it 
«<  is  holden,  that  in  an  avowry  for  rent 
"  as  bailiff,  it  is  a  good  traverse  to  say, 


<*  that  he  is  not  bailiff,  because  there  is 
**  not  any  trespass  done  if  he  was 
"bailiff."  So  is  1  Ld.  Raym.  233. 
Harrison  v.  Britton ;  where  the  de- 
fendant made  cognisance  as  bailiff  to 
/.  S.^  the  plaintiff  traverses  absque  hoc 
that  he  is  bailiff,  the  defendant  demurs, 
and  judgment  for  him.  For  the  differ- 
ence is  between  trespass  and  replevin ; 
in  the  former,  such  a  traverse  may  be 
taken,  but  not  in  the  latter.  In  other 
cases  a  difference  is  taken  between  a 
cognisance  for  rent^  and  one  iov  damage 
feasant ;  in  the  former  case  the  being 
bailiff  IS  not  traversable,  but  in  the  latter 
it  is.  1  Ld.  Raym.  810.  Britton  v. 
Cole.  S.  C.  1  Salk.  410.  1  Ld.  Raym. 
405.  Redding  v.  Lion.  But  it  was  ad- 
judged in  Trevillian  v.  P^fne,  on  consi- 
deration  of  the  authorities,  and  seems 
now  to  be  settled  law,  that  in  replevin, 
or  trespass  for  taking  goods,  the  pUin- 
tiff  may  traverse  the  defendant's  being 
bailiff;  for  though  /.  S.  had  a  right  to 
take  the  catde,  yet  a  stranger,  who  had 
no  authority  from  him,  has  not  any 
right,  and  is  therefore  liable.  1  Salk. 
107.  And  it  is  the  same  thing,  whe- 
ther the  distress  is  for  rent  or  any  other 


(e)  But  this  is  expressly  overruled 
in  11  East,  65-  Chambers  v.  Donaldson^ 
in  which  it  was  held  that  the  command 
may  be  traversed  in  trespass  clausum 
fregity  as  well  as  in  replevin^  on  the 
ground  that  as  trespass  is  maintainable 
against  a  wrong-doer  by  a  person  in 
possession,  even  if  he  have  no  title, 


1  East,  244.  Graham  v.  PeaL  3  Burr 
1563.  Marker  v.  Birkbeck^  the  plain- 
tiff must  be  permitted  to  show  that  the 
defendant  is  a  wrong-doer,  which  he 
will  be  unless  he  have  the  authority  of 
the  person  entitled.  [See  4  B.  &  C.  5S5. 
Harper  v.  Charlestporth,  per  Baykg  i 
Accord.'}  ^ 


Potter  v. 
North. 

' » ' 

and  the  several 
copyhold  te- 
nants by  cus- 
tom, together 
with  the  said 
fi'ee  tenants. 


the  time  aforesaid  was,  such  a  custom  (11)9  that  the  several 
tenants  of  the  s^d  customary  messuages,  together  with  the 
said  free  tenants,  were  used  and  accustomed  to  have  the  sok 
and  several  pasture  of  the  said  one  hundred  acres  of  pasture 
for  all  their  cattle  (swine,  sheep,  and  northern  steers  ex- 
cepted) levant  and  couchant  upon  their  several  customary 


for  life  or  lives  only,  there,  instead  of 
fee  simple,  it  would  be  for  life  or  livesy 
or  otherwise  as  the  custom  warrants. 
Lib.  Plac.  873.  396.  The  diflterent 
entries  on  this  head  are  referred  to  in 
Comwal's  Tables,  342. 

(9)  These  words  are  essential ;  for  it 
is  held  to  be  fatal  to  say,  that  the  lands 
were  demisable  by  copy  of  the  rolls  of 
the  court,  without  adding  "  at  the  will 
''of  the  lord:*  2Lutw.  1166.  1171. 
Hill  V.  Bolton,  If  these  words  are 
omitted,  it  will  be  intended  an  estate  in 
fee  at  common  law.  1  Lutw.  126. 
Crototherv.  Oldfield.  1  Salk.  365.  S.C. 
But  if  the  omission  is  in  a  declaration, 
it  will  be  cured  by  a  verdict  1  Salk. 
365.  (Ji) 

(10)  Whoever  claims  any  common 
or  profit  in  right  of  a  fretMd  estate^ 
must  prescribe  for  it  in  a  que  estate. 
See  ant^  346.  and  note  (2). 


(11)  But  where  a  copyholder  claims 
common,  or  other  profit  in  the  hrd^s 
soilf  he  cannot  prescribe  for  it  in  his 
own  name,  on  account  of  the  baseness 
and  weakness  of  his  estate,  which,  in 
consideration  of  law,  is  only  a  tenancy 
at  will ;  neither  can  he  prescribe  in  the 
lord's  name ;  for  he  cannot  prescribe  for 
common  or  other  profit  in  his  own  soil : 
therefore  of  necessity  the  copyholder 
must  entitle  himself  to  it  by  way  of 
custom  within  the  manor,  as  in  this 
case.  But  where  a  copyholder  claims 
common,  or  other  profit,  in  the  soil  of  a 
stranger^  which  is  not  parcel  of  the 
manor,  he  must  prescribe  in  the  name  of 
the  lord,  namely^  that  the  lord  of  the 
manor  and  his  ancestor,  and  all  those 
whose  estate  he  has,  have  had  common, 
&c.  in  such  a  place,  for  himself  and  his 
customary  tenants,  &c. ;  for  he  has  the 
fee  of  all  ]the  copyholds  of  the  manor. 


absolute.  5  B.  &  A.  462.  [4  Bing. 
N.  C.  333.  Doe  v.  Simpson.  5  Scott, 
770.  S.C.] 

(h)  The  omission  of  the  words  "  at 
"  the  will  of  the  lord,"  distinguishes 
customary  freehold  or  tenant-right  es- 
tates from  copyholds.  In  the  north  of 
England,  tenures  of  this  kind  are  more 
common  than  in  other  parts.  Those  which 
are  held  by  copy  of  court-roll,  according 
to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  though  not 
at  the  will  of  the  lord,  pass  by  sur- 
render and  admittance,  and  were  not  de- 
visable [until  the  passing  of  the  stat. 
1  Vict.  c.  26.  s.  3.],  except  there  were 
a  custom  in  the  manor  which  rendered 
them  so ;  and  the  freehold  is  in  the  lord 
of  the  manor.    See  the  cases  collected 


in  4  East,  271.  Doe  v.  HundngiofL 
5  East,  51.  Boe  v.  Vernon.  3  Bos.  k 
Pull.  378.  BurreU  v.  Dodd.  7  East, 
299.  Doe  v.  Danvers.  [2  Cr.  M.  & 
R.  503.  Doe  v.  Llewellin.']  See  also 
Hargrave  and  ^Butler's  Co.  Litt  59.  b. 
note  1.  Though  they  are  called  cus- 
tomary freeholds,  yet  the  tenants  had 
[until  the  passing  of  the  Reform  Act] 
no  votes  at  the  election  of  knights  for 
the  shire.  See  Blackstone*s  Law  Tracts, 
Considerations  on  Copyholders,  aod 
31  Geo.  2.  c.  14.  And  as  to  the  effect 
of  a  purchase  of  the  seigniory  by  the 
owner  of  the  customary  estate,  see 
16  East,  406.  Boe  v.  Briggs.  1  B.  & 
C.  448.  Doe  v.  Jackson. 


Potter  v. 
North. 

' « ' 

Demurrer. 


Joinder. 


[  350  ] 


Curia  adviiare 


occasion  of  the  ta]dng  and  detaioing  of  the  said  horse  to  be 
adjudged  to  him^  &c 

And  the  said  Henri/  North  says,  that  the  said  plea  by  the 
said  John  Potter  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  above  pleaded 
in  bar  to  the  cognisance  of  him  the  said  Henry,  and  the  mat- 
ter in  the  same  contained,  are  not  sufficient  in  law  to  bar  him 
the  said  Henry  from  having  a  return  of  the  said  horse,  to 
which  he  the  said  Henry  North  esquire  has  no  necessity,  nor 
is  he  bound  by  the  law  of  the  land  in  any  manner  to  answer; 
and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify ;  wherefore,  for  want  of  a  snf- 
fident  plea  in  bar  in  this  behalf,  he  the  saidJXmry,  as  before, 
prays  judgment,  and  a  return  of  the  said  horse,  together  widi 
his  damages,  costs,  and  charges  by  him  in  this  behalf  sus- 
tained, according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  aforesud,  to  be 
adjudged  to  him,  &c 

And  the  said  John  Potter  says,  that  the  said  plea  by  the 
eaidJohn  Potter  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  above  pleaded  m 
bar  to  the  said  cognisance  of  the  said  Henry ^  and  die  matter 
in  the  same  contained,  are  good  and  sufficient  in  lawtobarhim 
the  sidd  Henry  from  having  a  return  of  the  said  horse ;  whidi 
said  plea,  and  the  matter  in  the  same  contained,  he  the  said 
John  Potter  is  ready  to  verify  and  prove,  as  the  court,  &c 
and  because  the  said  Henry  North  esquire  does  not  answer  the 
said  plea,  nor  in  anywise  deny  the  same,  he  the  said  John  Pot- 
tery as  before,  prays  judgment,  and  his  damages  on  occasion 
of  the  taking  and  unjust  detaining  of  the  said  horse  to  be  ad- 
judged to  him,  &c.  But  because  the  court  of  our  said  lord 
the  king  now  here  is  not  yet  advised  of  giving  their  judgment 
of  and  upon  the  premises,  a  day  thereof  is  given  to  the  mi 
parties,  before  our  lord  the  king,  until  the  Morrow  of  the 
Holy  Trinity y  wheresoever,  &c  to  hear  their  judgment  of  and 
upon  the  premises,  because  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king  here 
is  thereof  not  yet,  &c. 


Case  58. 

S.C.lLev.268. 
1  Vent.  383. 
2Keb.513.5l7. 
A  prescription 
by  the  freehold 
tenants,  and  a 
custom  by  the 
copyholders, 
qC  a  numor  to 


Potter  verms  North. 

REPLEVIN  by  PoUer  against  North  for  the  taking  and 
detaining  of  a  horse  of  the  plaintiff,  18th  Juney  in  the 
19th  year  of  the  now  king,  at  MildenhaU  in  Suffolky  in  a  phicc 
there  called  the  FenUy  &c  The  defendant  makes  cognisance 
as  bailiff  to  Sir  Henry  North  baronet,  because  he  says  that  the 
place  called  the  Fenn  contains  ten  thousand  acres  of  meadow, 


whereof  a  place  called  the  Delfcy  contamini 
acres,  is,  and  from  time  whereof,  &c.  has  beei 
is  the  freehold  of  the  said  Sir  Henry  Northy  wt 
the  horse  there  damage  feasant,  &c     The  pis 
bar  to  the  cognisance,  and  confesses  that  the  ] 
Delfey  is  parcel  of  the  said  fenn,  and  that  it  ^\ 
of  the  said  Sir  Henry:  but  he  further  says  tli 
hundred  acres  called  the  Delfe  are,  and  from 
&C.  were,  parcel  of  the  manor  of  Mildenhallj  \^ 
Henry  was  seised  in  fee.     And  that  the  plaini 
time  when,  &c.  was  seised  of  an  ancient  : 
the  appurtenances  in  MildenJially  being  one  i 
tenements  of  the  said  manor,  and  held  of  the 
rents  and  services,  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee ; 
are,  and  from  time  whereof,  &c.  were,  dive 
suages,  being  freehold  tenements,  held  of  tl  < 
fee-simple  by  rents  and  services,  parcel  of  1 1 
and  that  there  are,  and  from  time  whereof,  J 
ancient  messuages,  being  customary  teneme 
manor,  grantable  by  copy  of  court-rolL  And  I 
lays  a  prescription,  that  the  several  tenants  of  I 
hold  tenements,  being  seised  of  the  said  tenen  i 
mesne  as  of  fee,  ''and  all  those  whose  estat 
''  have  in  the  same,  for  all  the  time  aforesaid 
''  ther  with  the  tenants  of  the  sidd  customar 
''  sole  and  several  pasture  of  the  said  one  I: 
"  pasture,  being  the  place  called  the  Delfcy  ft 
''  (swine,  sheep,   and  northern  steers  excc]  I 
**  couchant  upon  their  several  freehold  tenen  i 
''  and  at  all  times  of  the  year,  as  to  their  seve 
''  ments  belonging  and  appertaining."     And 
custom  within  the  said  manor,  ''  that  the  seve 
''  said  customary  messuages,  together  with  i 
''  tenants,  have  been  used  and  accustomed   : 
''  and  several  pasture  of  the  said  one  hundred  i 
*'  being  the  place  where,  &a  for  all  their  cat 
''  and  northern  steers  excepted)  levant  an< 
**  their  several  customary  tenements,  every    i 
**  of  the  year,  as  to  their  several  customary  t 
"  ing  and  appertaining."    And  the  plaintiff    i 
being  so  seised  of  his  said  messuage,  he  ] 
which  was  levant  and  couchanty  &c.  to  dej    i 
there  growing:   and  that  afterwards,   to  i 

3£  4 


Potter  v.  when^  &c  the  detendant  ot  nis  own  wrong  tooK  ana  aetainea 

North.  him,  as  he  has  before  declared,  &c ;  upon  which  bar  to  the 

'  cognisance  the  defendant  demurred  in  law. 

^fd^enllnl  And  it  was  argucd*  by  North  king's  counsel  for  the  de- 

•  See  his  argil-  fendant,  that  the  bar  was  not  good  for  several  Tcasons ;  1.  That 
iVent  sssf*  the  freehold  tenants,  and  the  copyholders,  cannot  join  in 
^^^^idT**^"  claiming  one  entire  interest.  2.  That  an  entire  thing  cannot 
copyhold  te-  be  claimed  by  prescription  and  custom  together,  as  is  done  in 
nants  can  join  ^yns  casc :  for  the  ffraut  to  the  freehold  tenants,  and  the  usage 

in  tlaiming  one  °  . 

entire  interest?  of  the  copyholdcrs,  could  not  begin  together.  3.  That  the 
entSL^hbg^  owner  of  the  soU  cannot  be  wholly  excluded.  4.  That  it  is 
be  claimed  by  a  ucw  invention  to  exclude  the  lord  from  his  own  soil ;  for 
ZT^^  although  he  may  be  stinted,  as  in  YeL  129.  t,  yet  he  cannot 
together?  bc  totally  cxcludcd  at  all  times,  but  only  for  a  certain  limited 

pSer.^  ""*      *™^>  as  in  the  books  of  Hutt.  Kep.  45. } ;  3  Edw.  3.  29,  30. ; 
tPittv.bhick.   15  Edw.  2.;  Prescription  51.;  46  Edw.  3.  21.;    Co.  Litt 
122.  a.     5.  It  is  contrary  to  the  nature  of  common,  or  feed- 
ing, to  bo  appendant  or  appurtenant  to  a  house,  but  it  ought 
to  be  appendant  or  appurtenant  to  land ;  for  a  house  is  for  the 
habitation  of  men,  and  not  for  cattle  to  bo  levant  smd  couchant 
thereon,  and  common  or  feeding  is  to  be  taken  by  the  mouth 
of  cattle  levant  and  couchant  upon  the  land,  and  not  upon 
a  house.  §     But  true  it  is  that  a  man  may  prescribe  for  com- 
§  Seeanta,S46.  mou  in  gross,  but  then  he  must  not  prescribe  for  cattle  levant 
yThisisdc-      ^^  couchant  in  any  place;  1  Inst   121.  b.  11      6.  By  this 

tailed  in  Mellor  .     .  ,  i      i      i      mi  i  ^^  i     -i    , 

V.  Spateman,  prescnptiou  and  custom  the  lord  will  be  totally  excluded,  and 
*°*r'  qlfo  n  ^^  ^^^'^  "^^y  ^^  waste  to  the  prejudice  of  the  commonwealth ; 
for  the  tenants  by  their  own  prescription  and  custom  do  not 
claim  the  sole  pasture  but  for  certain  cattle  which  are  to  be 
levant  and  couchant  upon  their  messuages ;  and  if  there  be  no 
such  cattle  in  any  year,  then  the  land  will  be  waste ;  for  the 
lord  cannot  intermeddle,  and  the  tenants  have  only  the  herb- 
age for  the  mouths  of  their  cattle  levant  and  couchant^  &c  (1) 
Therefore,  if  they  have  not  cattle  enough  to  feed  all  the  pas- 
ture, the  residue  will  be  wasted,  and  so  the  prescription  and 
custom  are  bad.  For  a  prescription  for  sole  pasture  for  all  the 

•  Secantea,28,  year  ought  to  be  generally  for*  all  cattle,  and  not  restrained 
2*Saund.  324.  ^  ^^Y  Ihuitcd  number ;  but  otherwise  it  is  of  common ;  for 
Hoskins  v.  there  the  levancy  and  couchancy,  or  other  restriction,  is  the 
vancy  and  cou^    Standard,  or  metwand,  of  the  quantum  of  common  which  is 

(1)  And  a  person,  who  has  only  pas-     cannot  license  the  cattle  of  a  stranger 
ture  for  his  cattle  kvant  and  couchant^    to  feed  there.    2  Leon.  202. 


PoTTSE  V,    be  a  trial  at  bar  to  try  the  truth  of  it,  to  which  it  waa  coih 
North.      Bonted 

'  And  afterwards,  in  Easter  term  a  trial  at  bar  was  had,  but 


in  exclusion  of  the  owner  of  the  soil. 
Fitz.  Prescription,  51.  Co.  Litt  122.  a. 
2  Rol.  Abr.  267.  (L.)  pi.  6.  Winch's 
Rep.  6.  Sir  George  Sparke's  case.  S.  C. 
Hutu  45.  Pitt  V.  Chick.  But  it  was 
for  some  time  a  question,  whether  a 
prescription  for  a  sole  and  several  pas- 
ture»  &c.  in  exclusion  of  the  owner  of 
the  soil  ybr  the  whole  year  was  good.  In 
Vaugh.  251.  North  v.  Cos,  S.  C.  1  Lev. 
253.  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  was 
equally  divided  upon  it;  but  in  the 
principal  cisse,  the  court  of  K.  B.  in- 
clined to  think  the  prescription  might 
be  supported ;  and  in  Hashing  v.  Robins, 
2  Saund.  324.  S.  C.  2  Lev.  2.  Pol- 
lexf.  13.  1  Mod.  74.  it  was  adjudged  that 
the  prescription  was  good ;  for  it  does 
not  exclude  the  lord  from  all  the  profits 
of  the  land,  as  he  is  entitled  to  the 
mines,  trees,  and  quarries ;  and  the  law 
has  been  so  considered  ever  since,  {h) 
So  a  tenant  may  prescribe  to  have  all 
the  thorns  growing  upon  such  a  place, 
in  exclusion  of  the  owner  of  the  soil. 
Cro.  Jac.  256.  Dowglass  v.  KendaL 
But  a  man  cannot  prescribe  to  have 
common  eo  nomine  for  the  whole  year,  in 
exclusion  of  the  lord ;  for  this  is  held  to 
be  repugnant  to  the  nature  of  the  thing. 


Co.  Litt.  122.  a,  1  RoL  Abr.  396.(A.) 
pi.  1,2.  2  Rol.  Abr.  267.  pL  3.  iLer. 
268.  PaUer  v.  North.  1  Vent  395. 
However,  it  is  said,  that .  the  lord 
may  by  custom  be  restrained  to  a  qua- 
lified right  of  common  during  apartot 
the  year.  As  where  the  custom  was, 
that  the  lord  had  the  place  solely  to 
himself  until  Lammas'day,  and  from 
that  time  it  was  common  to  the  tenants 
of  the  manor,  and  the  lord  himadf 
should  only  put  in  three  horses,  &a; 
this  custom  was  held  good,  and  by  tlie 
better  opinion,  a  commoner  may  dis- 
train the  lord's  supernumerary  cattle. 
Yelv.  129.  Kenrich  v.  Pargiter.  S.C. 
1  Brownl.  187.  Cro.  Jac  208.  S.C. 
cited  Cro.  Jac.  257.  Dowglass  v.  Ken- 
dal.  So  it  is  said,  the  lord  may  be  re* 
strained,  together  with  the  oommonen^ 
from  using  the  common  at  all  during  a 
part  of  the  year.  As  where  the  custom 
was,  that  the  common  should  lie  fallow 
and  haiued  every  second  year  until 
Lady-day  after  the  com  is  cut  and  car- 
ried away,  the  custom  was  held  good,  and 
that  a  commoner  may  distrain  the  lord's 
cattle  which  are  found  in  the  common 
against  the  custom.  1  RoL  Abr.  405. 
AX36.TrueloehY.Whiie.{r)    And  lastly, 


(A)  [Such  a  right  is  capablerof  being 
granted  away,  and  does  not  necessarily 
descend  to  the  heirs  of  him  who  has  it 
6  M.  &  W.  536.  Welcome  v.  Upton. 
Where  the  prescriptive  right  is  for  the 
tenant  and  occupier  of  the  farm  of  B,, 
to  have  ^'  the  sole  and  exclusive  right  of 
^^  pasture  and  feeding  of  sJieep  and 
"  lambs  "  on  Z.,  las  to  the  farm  of  B, 
belonging  and  appertaining,  the  lord  still 
has  an  interest  in  the  consuming  by  the 
mouths  of  his  horses  and  cattle  what* 
ever  is  laot  ir^uired  for  the  ^heep  and 


lambs  kvam  and  couchani  on  the  bm 
of  S, ;  and  therefore  the  tenant  of  that 
farm  has  no  right  to  take  in  the  sheqi 
and  lambs  of  other  persons  to  pastnre 
onZ.  6  A.  &  E.  530.  Jones r. Ri^iard. 
6Nev.&M.  866.  S.C] 

(I)  So  where  A  and  ^.,  having  lands 
in  a  common  field  and  right  of  coounos 
interchangeably  over  each  others  land, 
agreed  not  to  exercise  their  rights  for  a 
certain  time,  it  was  held  that  A.  might 
distrain  £.'s  cattle  doiNo^ykwiit  2H, 
Black,  4.  Whiiemmy.ISng. 


the  tenants  could  not  prove  their  title  as  thej 
wherefore  the  lord  had  a  verdict^  and  so  thei 
xnent  in  this  case  upon  the  demurrer. 


it  is  said  to  have  been  held  clearly,  that  cannot 

the  commoners  may  prescribe  to  have  part  of 

common  in  exclusion  of  the  lord^  for  a  and  pro 

part  of  the  year.    2  Rol.  Abr.  267.  (L.)  bring  ai 

pi.  1.  (m)  size.     6 

The  interest  which  a  commoner  has  afRrmed 

in  the  common  is,  in  the  legal  phrase,  1  Bos. 

to  eat  the  grass  with  the  mouths  of  lord's  rsi 

his  cattle.    He  must  not  meddle  at  all  much  tl 

with  the  soil,  nor  with  its  fruit  and  pro-  common 

duce,  even  though  it  may  eventually  up  the  <! 

improve  and  meliorate  the  common,  a  meddl 

1  Rol.  Abr.  406.  pi.  10.    12  H.  8.  2.  a.  for  himi! 

Sir  Simon  de  Harcourts  casei    There-  to  his  at 

fore  he  cannot  cut  the  grass,  wood,  259.  Cc 

bushes,  fern,  or  other  thing  growing  on  51.    1  li 

the  common ;  nor  can  he  cut  the  mole-  can  a  c<i 

hills,  or  make  fish-ponds  there.   12  H.  8.  vent  thii 

2.  a.  per  Brooked.  2  Leon.  202.  Godb.  the  cona 

182.  pi  258.  ^non.  Bridg.  10.  i9am&>m  Hodson 

V.  Harilo,  per  Bridgman  arg.,  but  his  Yely.   1 

argument  is  supported  by  the  author-  2  Leon, 

ities  there  cited.     2  Bulst.  116.  CarriU  not  to  a  I 

V.  Pack.  1  Sid.  251.  Howardy.  Spencer,  only  in 

It  is  said  in  1  Brownl.  228.,  that  if  the  judge  ii 

common  be  full  of  mole-hills,  a  commo-  seldom 

ner  may  dig  them  down ;  and  if  the  lord  action  1 1 

make  a  pond  in  the  common,  a  com-  sure  of 

moner  may  dig  and  let  the  water  out :  The  ce 

but   thb   seems  contrary  to  the  au-  abatemt 

thorities,  and  particularly  to  1  Sid.  251.  the  acts 

Howard  v.  Spencer^  and  to  the  cases  of  trary  t< 

Cooper  V.  Marshall^  and  Sadgrove  v.  For  by 

Kirhy^  hereafter  mentioned.     So  if  the  gives  e 

lord  plant  trees  on  the  common,  and  Uie  enj 

the  commoner  thereby  cannot  have  his  free  in| 

common  so  beneficially  as  he  ought,  he  the  Ion 


(m)  [4  B.  &.  C.  750.  Rex  v.  ChurchiU.  for  wha 

6  D.  &  R.  635.  S.  C.     As  to  the  non-  or  oth 

liability  of  the  commoners  to  the  poor  as  a  rig 

rate  in  such  cases,  see  Ibid.,  and  9  A.  lying  v 

&  E.  444.  Rex  v.  Alntoick.     1  P.  &  D.  W,  33. 
3^3,  S.C  — A  man  can  prescribe  only 


fence  around  the  common,  to  prevent 
the  commoner's  cattle  from  going  into 
the  common^  the  commoner  may  abate 
the  erection,  because  it  is  inconsistent 
with  the  terms  of  the  grant.  2  RoL 
Abr.  145.  (W.)  pi.  2.  1  Burr.  259. 
Cooper  V.  Marshall.  6  T.  R.  485. 
Sadgrove  v.  Kirby,  The  power  of 
abatement  in  this  case  seems  analogous 
to  other  cases  where  the  acts  done  are 
inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  grant ; 
as  if  the  grantor  of  a  way^  &c.  stops  it 
up,  the  grantee  may  abate  the  erection. 
So  where  the  commoner  is  deprived  of 


part  of  his  common,  by  the  erection  of 
a  wall,  gate,  or  hedge  upon  ike  common 
itself f  it  seems  he  may  abate  the  erection; 
for  it  deprives  him  of  his  common,  and 
forms  no  part  of  the  soil  of  the  conunon ; 
and  by  such  abatement  the  conunoner 
does  not  at  all  meddle  with  the  soil. 
2  Mod.  65.  Mason  v.  CtEsar,  2  Inst 
88.  Litt  Rep.  38.  And  yet  as  the  lord 
may  approve,  leaving  a  sufficiency  of 
common,  the  commoner  acts  at  the 
peril  of  being  punished  in  an  action  of 
trespass,  provided  the  lord  has  left  a  suf- 
ficiency of  common,  (n)     It  is  said,  that 


(n)  A  person  seised  in  fee  of  the 
waste  may  approve,  although  he  be  not 
lord.  3  T.  R.  445..  Ghver  v.  Lam. 
[So  may  the  owner  of  a  common  par 
autre  vie.  9  M.  &  W.  830.  Patrick 
V.  SttMsJ]  But  there  can  be  no  ap- 
provement against  the  tenants  of  a 
manor  who  have  a  right  to  dig  gravel 
on  the  wastes,  and  take  estovers ;  2  T. 
R.  391.  Duberley  v.  Page;  nor  against 
common  of  turbary.  1  Taunt.  435. 
Grant  v.  Gunner.  [However,  though 
without  a  custom  there  cannot  be  an 
approvement  against  common  of  tur^ 
bary,  it  seems,  that  such  a  power  of 
approvement  may  exist  by  custom.  7  B. 
&C.  34:6.  Arkttv.  Ellis.  9D.&R.897. 
S.C.j  The  lord  may  approve  against 
common  of  pasture  by  the  Statute  of 
Merton,  20  H.  3.  c.  4.,  notwithstanding 
there  may  be  other  rights  of  common 
against  which  he  cannot  approve.  6  T. 
R.  741.  Shakespear  y.Peppin.  And  a 
custom  for  tenants  to  approve  by  the 
lord's  consent,  and  by  presentment  of 
the  homage  of  the  court  baron,  does 
not  restrain  the  lord's  right  to  approve. 
2  T.  R.  392.  note.  [The  approvements 
which  are  made  under  the  Statute  of 
Merton  must  be  of  freeholds.  But  a  spe- 
cial custom  to  inclose  copyholds  to  be 
granted  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor,  leaving  a  sufficiency  of  common, 


is  good  ;  and  it  lies  on  the  lord,  or  his 
grantee,  to  shew  that  a  sufficiency  of 
common  was  left  7  B.  &  C.  346.  375. 
The  lord  or  other  owner  of  the  common 
may,  by  stat  Westm.  2.,  erect  thereon 
a  house  necessary  for  the  habitation  of 
beast-keepers  for  the  care  of  the  cattle 
of  himself  and  the  commoners,  or  a 
house  necessary  for  the  habitation  of  a 
woodward  to  protect  the  woods  and 
underwoods  on  the  common,  though  the 
statute  in  terms  mentions  only  wind- 
mills, sheep-houses,  cow-houses,  and 
the  enlargement  of  the  necessary  court 
or  curtilage;  for  these  instances  are 
merely  put  in  the  statute  by  way  of 
example.  9  M.  &  W.  830.  With  re- 
spect to  inclosing  common  for  a  cur- 
tilage, that  means  that  the  lord  has  a 
right  of  Inclosing  so  much  common 
only  as  is  necessary  for  his  own  mansion 
house.  9  M.  &  W.  837.  per  Parhe  B.] 
The  lord  may  dig  clay-pits  on  the  com- 
mon without  leaving  sufficient  herbage, 
if  it  can  be  proved  that  such  right  has 
been  immemorially  exercised.  5  T.  R. 
41 1 .  Bateson  v.  Green.  So  he  may,  with 
the  consent  of  the  homage,  grant  part 
of  the  soil  for  building,  if  the  exercise 
of  the  right  be  immemorial.  5  T.  R* 
417.  note,  Folkard  v.  Hemmett.  But  a 
custom  for  the  lord  to  grant  leases  of 
the  waste  of  the  manor,  without  restric- 


TooMES  r. 
Ethering- 

TON. 
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wit,  on  the  said  4th  day  of  June  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord 
1655,  took  into  his  hand  a  certain  piece  of  bed-cord  of  the 
value  of  one  penny^  and  did  then  and  there  tie  and  fasten  one 
end  of  the  said  piece  of  bed-cord  to  a  pillar  of  the  window  of 
the  said  bedchamber,  and  the  other  end  of  the  said  piece  of 
bed-cord  around  the  neck  of  him  the  said  Wittiam  Toomes^ 
then  and  there  standing  and  being  upon  the  ledge  of  the  said 
window :  and  that  he  the  said  William  Toomesy  (one  end  of  the 
said  piece  of  bed-cord  being  put,  placed,  and  fastened  upon 
the  pillar  of  the  said  window,  and  the  other  end  of  the  ssdd 
piece  of  the  said  bed-cord  around  the  neck  of  him  the  sud 
William  Toomes  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid,)  feloniously, 
wilfully,  and  as  a  felon  of  himself,  did  then  and  there  slide 
and  throw  the  body  of  him  the  said  William  Toomes  from  off 
the  said  ledge  of  the  said  window ;  and  by  such  tying,  placing, 
and  fastening  of  both  ends  of  the  said  piece  of  bed-cord  as 
aforesaid,  and  by  such  sliding  and  throwing  of  the  body  of 
him  the  said  William  Toomes  from  off  the  said  ledge  of  the  s^d 
window,  he  the  said  William  Toomes  ihen  and  there,  with  the 
said  piece  of  bed-cord,  wilfully  and  feloniously,  and  as  a  felon 
of  himself,  did  hang,  choak,  and  strangle  himself,  of  whidi 
said  hanging,  choaking,  and  strangling,  in  manner  and  form 
aforesaid,  he  the  said  William  Toomes  then  and  there,  to  wit, 
on  the  said  4th  day  of  Jujie  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord 
1655,  at  London  aforesaid,  in  the  parish  and  ward  aforesaid, 
instantly  died  (2),  as  by  the  said  inquisition,  returned  unto  the 


(2)  It  has  been  held  necessary,  in 
the  conclusion  of  the  inquisition  to  add, 
<<  And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
*^  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say,  that  the 
'<  said  A.  B.  in  manner,  and  by  the 
"  means  aforesaid,  feloniously,  wilfully,. 
<<  and  of  his  malice  aforethought  did 
**  kill  and  murder  himself"  And  in- 
quisitions have  been  quashed  for  omit- 
ting this  conclusion  of  sic  seipsum  mur- 
dravit  2  Lev.  152.  Bex  v.  Aldenham, 
S.  C.  8  Keb.  604.  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  27. 
s.  13, 14.  But  it  is  not  added  in  the 
inquisition  set  out  in  Hales  v.  Petit, 
Plowd.255.  a.;  nor  in  the  inquisition  in 
this  case.  In  1  Keb.  66.  Rex  v.  Parkey 
Twysden  justice  held  it  not  necessary ; 
and  in  1  Salk.*377t  Beg.  y.Clarke.  S.C. 


7  Mod.  16.,  the  court  of  K.  B.  held  the 
inquisition  good  without  it  This  is  not 
like  the  case  of  killing  another  person, 
where  there  are  different  degrees,  sub- 
ject to  different  punishments,  or  per- 
haps not  punishable  at  all,  according  to 
the  circumstances  of  the  case.  There  it 
is  necessary  in  inquisitions  or  indict- 
ments to  express  the  degree  of  offence ; 
and  if  it  be  murder  of  which  the  party 
is  accused,  to  use  the  word  "  murdravit^ 
which  is  held  essentially  necessary  to 
distinguish  it,  in  order  to  oust  the 
offender  of  his  clergy.  But  it  is  clear, 
that  in  this  case  there  can  be  no  such 
degrees;  for  he  has  prevented  any 
punishment  by  his  own  act.  However, 
perhaps,  it  is  safer  to  add  the  conchi- 


Toombs  u. 
Etherino- 


TON. 


RapliMtioB. 
xTVMhi  iioil  > 

after  the  felony 
ofhinuelC  tiz. 
12  Car.  S.  an 
Act  of  general 
pardon  passed. 


And  the  luiid  Richard  Toomes  says,  that  he  by  any  thing  by 
the  said  Robert  above  in  pleading  alleged,  ought  not  to  be 
barred  from  having  his  execution  against  the  sidd  Robert  of  the 
debt  and  damages  aforesudi  because  he  says  that  after  the  sidd 
lime  of  the  felony  of  himself  by  the  said  William  Toomes  in 
form  aforesaid  committed^  to  wit*  at  a  parliament  b^un  and 
held  at  Westmimter,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  on  the  25th 
day  of  April  in  the  12th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  sidd  lord  the 
now  king,  by  a  certain  act  of  parliament,  intiUed  an  act  of 


coach  and  horses  in  A.  and  J9.on1y. 
Ibid.  1  Coolce  &  Alcock  (Q.  B.  Ire- 
land), 104.  S.  P.  Rex  V.  Purcell.  The 
court,  on  the  application  of  the  crown, 
will  set  aside  an  inquest  for  defects  ap- 
parent on  the  face  of  it,  and  will  grant 
a  rule  absolute  in  the  first  instance  for 
that  purpose.  5  B.  &  Ad.  230.  In  re 
CuUey.  2  Nev.  &  Mann.  61 .  S.  C.  Where 
the  inquest  omitted  to  allege  the  time 
of  the  deaths  the  court  quashed  it  on 
the  motion  of  the  party  whose  property 
was  found  a  deodand.  11  A.  &.  £.  119. 
Rex  V.  Broumlow.  3  Pe'rr.  &  D.  52. 
S.  C.  (But  see  sUt.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  88. 
infr^)  However,  unless  the  defect  be 
plain,  the  court  will,  it  should  seem,  put 
the  party  to  his  demurrer.  Ibid.  On  an 
application  by  the  father  of  the  de- 
ceased, eight  months  after  the  inquest, 
to  have  the  inquisition  brought  up  by 
certiorari  to  be  quashed,  that  a  new 
inquest  might  be  h^ld,  on  an  affidavit 
disclosing  that  the  inquest  was  held  by 
the  coroner's  derk,  who  had  signed  the 
inquisition  in  his  own  name>  and  other 
irregularities  not  apparent  on  the  face 
of  the  inquisition,  and  on  a  suggestion 
that  the  cause  of  death  had  not  been 
properly  investigated,  the  court  refused 
to  interfere.  8  A.  &  £.  936.  In  re 
Daws.  1  Perr.  &  D.  146.  S.  C— Where 
the  finding  as  to  a  deodand  is  phunly  bad, 
the  court  will  quash  so  much  of  the  inqui- 
sition as  regards  that  finding,  as  in  Rex 


V.  Potwart,  1  Q.  B.  818.  1  G.  &  Dav. 
211. 9Dow.  1048.  S.C,  in  which  case  it 
was  held  that  no  deodand  accrues  in  the 
case  of  a  felonious  kiUing.  See  further 
as  to  defective  finding  of  deodands, 
2  Mann.&  R.  397.  Exparte  Carrutkerg. 
11  A.  &  £.  128.  Rex  v.  Grand  Jtme^ 
iion  Railway.  3  Perr.  &  D.  57.  S.  C. 
10  Mees.  &  W.  58.  Regina  v.  Eastern 
Counties  Railway.  1  Q.  B.  826.  Regina 
V.  West.  1  G.  &  Dav.  481.  S.C — ^By  stat 
6  &  7  Vict  c.  83.  s.  2.,  after  reciting^ 
'<  that  by  an  Act  passed  in  the  seventh 
'*  year  of  the  reign  of  king  Georye  the 
"  Fourth  certain  provisions  were  made 
''^for  preventing  the  quashing^of  indict- 
<'  ments  on  technical  grounds :  and 
'^  whereas  it  is  expedient  to  make  pro- 
'<  visions  for  supporting  coroner's  inqui- 
<<  sitions,  and  for  preventing  the  same 
^'  from  being  quashed  on  account  of 
"  technical  defects,*'  it  is  enacted,  <<That 
*<  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  Act 
<'  no  inquisition  found  upon  or  by  any 
<<  coroner's  inquest,  nor  any  judgment 
<*  recorded  [upon  or  by  virtue  of  any 
<<  such  inqubition,  shall  be  quashed, 
"  stayed,  or  reversed  for  want  of  the 
«  averment  therein  of  any  matter  on- 
^  necessary  to  be  proved,  nor  for  the 
<^  omission  of  the  words  '  with  force  and 
'<  arms,'  or  of  the  words  '  against  the 
^  peace,'  or  of  the  words  <  against  the 
<<  form  of  the  statute,'  nor  for  the  omis- 
*^  sion  or  insertion  of  any  other  words 


TooMEs  V.  successors^  and  every  of  them,  of  and  from  all  manner  of 
Ethering-  treasons,  misprisions  of  treason,  felonies,  offences,  contemptB, 
,  trespasses,  entries,  wrongs,  deceits,  misdemesnors,  forfdturcs, 

penalties,  and  sums  of  money,  and  of  and  from  all  pains  of 
death,  pains  corporal  and  pecuniary,  and  generally  of  and 
from  all  other  things,  causes,  quarrels,  suits,  judgments,  and 
[  357  ]  executions,  in  the  said  Act  not  excepted,  which  by  the  said 
lord  the  king  can  be  in  anywise  or  by  any  means  pardoned, 
before  and  unto  the  24th  day  of  June^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1660,  to  every  or  any  of  his  said  subjects.  And  also  the  said 
lord  the  king  was  contented  that  it  should  be  furdier  enacted 
by  the  authority  of  the  said  parliament,  and  it  is  enacted  bj 
the  authority  aforesaid,  that  his  said  free  pardon,  indemnity, 
and  oblivion  should  be  as  good  and  effectual  in  law  to  eveiy  of 
his  said  subjects  in,  for,  and  against  all  things  which  are  not 
excepted  in  the  said  Act,  as  the  said  pardon,  indemnity,  and 
oblivion  should  have  been  if  aU  offences,  contempts,  forfeit- 
ures, causes,  matters,  suits,  quarrels,  judgments,  executions, 
penalties,  and  aU  other  things  not  excepted  in  the  said  Act,  had 
been  particularly,  singularly,  specially  and  plainly  named, 
rehearsed,  and  specified,  and  also  pardoned  by  proper  and 
express  words  and  names  in  their  kinds,  natures,  and  qualities, 
by  words  and  terms  thereunto  requisite  to  have  been  inserted 
and  expressed  in  the  said  Act  of  free  pardon,  indenmity,  and 
oblivion;  and  that  his  said  subjects,  nor  any  of  them,  nor  the 
heirs,  executors,  or  administrators  of  any  of  them,  should  be 
sued,  vexed,  or  inquieted  by  or  on  the  behalf  of  the  said  lord 
the  now  king,  his  heirs  or  successors,  in  their  bodies,  goods, 
chattels,  lands,  or  tenements,  any  manner  of  matter,  cause, 
contempt,  misdemesnors,  forfeitures,  trespass,  offence,  or  any 
other  thing  suffered,  done,  or  committed  before  the  said  24th 
day  of  June  in  the  year  of  our  lord  1660,  against  the  lord 
Charles  late  king  of  Englandy  or  the  sdd  lord  the  now  king; 
his  crown,  dignity,  prerogative,  or  statutes,  but  only  for  such 
matters,  causes,  and  offences  as  are  excepted  by  the  said  Act 
out  of  the  same,  any  statute  or  statutes,  laws,  customs,  or 
usages  theretofore  had,  made,  or  used  to  the  contrary  in 
anywise  notwithstanding,  as  by  the  said  Act,  among  other 
By  virtue  of  thhigs,  morc  fully  appears.  By  virtue  of  which  said  Act  of 
Jhr^irdcfelid-  parHament,  the  said  20007.  and  21  shiUings  are  discharged 
ant  is  dis-  from  any  forfeiture  by  reason  of  the  said  crime  of  felony  of 

any'foffcure.    himself,  or  the  said  inquisition,  against  the  said  lord  the  now 
king,  his  heirs  and  6ucces90rs ;  and  this  h^  the  said  Bichardh 


Case  59. 


S.C.  1  Lev.  120. 

1  Sid.  167.  &C. 
cited  in  2  Mod. 
53.   Rexv. 
Tunril.  8  Mod. 
242,  243.    Rex 
V.  Johnson.   A. 
was  indebted  to 
B.  in  2000L : 
B.  is  fdo  de  te, 
and  an  inquisi- 
tion  returned, 
by  which  the 
goods  are  for- 
feited to  the 
king:  after- 
wards an 

Act  of  par- 
don is  passed, 
by  which  all 
forfeitures,  &c 
are  pardoned, 
yet  there  being 
no  words  of 
restitution  in 
the  Act,  the  ad- 
ministrator of 
B.  cannot  re- 
cover against 
A.&P.  3  Mod. 
.  101.     Rex  V. 
Saloway. 

2  Hawk.  P.C. 
c.  37.  8.  54. 


[   362   ] 


Toomes,  AdmiiiiBtrator  of  Toomos  versus 
Etherington. 

^CIRE  facias  by  Tocmes^  administrator  of  Toomei^  against 
O  Etherington^  to  haye  execution  of  a  judgment  for  20002. 
and  21«.  damages  recovered  by  the  intestate  against  the 
defendant  Etherington.  The  defendant  pleads]  in  bar  of  the 
execution,  that  the  sfdd  Toomes  the  intestate,  after  the  ren- 
dering of  the  judgment,  hanged  himself,  and  became  feh  de 
se ;  and  that  by  an  inquisition  taken  before  the  coroner  super 
visum  corporis,  he  was  found  felo  de  se,  as  by  the  said  inqui- 
sition returned  unto  the  King's  Bench,  and  there  remaining 
of  record,  more  fiilly  appears,  whereby  the  said  Toomes  the 
intestate  had  forfeited  the  said  debt  and  damages  to  our  lord 
the  king :  and  this,  &c. :  and  wherefore,  &c.  The  pluntiff 
replies,  that  after  the  said  intestate  had  become  felo  de  se,  to 
wit,  at  a  parliament  held  the  12th  year  of  the  reign  of  the 
king  who  now  is,  it  was  enacted,  and  shews  part  of  the  Act  of 
oblivion  of  the  12  th  year  of  Charles  the  Second,  ell.  that 
all  and  every  the  subjects  of  these  his  majesty's  realms  of 
England  and  Ireland  the  dominion  of  Wales,  the  isles  of  Jer^ 
sey  and  Guernsey,  and  the  town  of  Berwick  upon  Tweed,  and 
other  his  majesty's  dominions,  the  heirs,  executors,  and  admi- 
nistrators of  them  and  every  of  them,  shall  be  and  are  by  the 
authority  of  this  present  parliament  acquitted,  pardoned,  re- 
leased, indemnified,  and  discharged  against  the  king's  ma- 
jesty, his  heirs  and  successors,  and  every  of  them^  of  and 
from  all  manner  of  treasons,  misprisions  of  treason,  felonies, 
offences,  contempts,  trespasses,  entries,  wrongs,  deceit^  mis- 
demesnors,  forfeitures,  penalties,  and  sums  of  money,  and  of 
and  from  all  pains  of  death,  pains  corporal  and  pecuniary, 
and  generally  of  and  from  all  other  things,  causes,  quarrels, 
suits,  judgments,  and  executions  in  this  present  Act  hereafter 
not  excepted  nor  foreprised,  which  may  be,  or  can  be,  by  his 
majesty  in  anywise,  or  by  any  means  pardoned,  before  and 
unto  the  24th  day  of  June  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1660,'  to 
every  or  any  of  his  said  subjects.  And  also  the  king's  m^esty 
is  contented,  that  it  be  further  enacted  by  the  authority  of 
this  present  parliament,  and  be  it  enacted  by  the  authority 
aforesaid,  that  this  his  said  free  pardon,  indemnity,  and  obli- 
vion shall  be  as  good  and  effectual  in  law  to  every  of  his  sdd 
subjects  in,  for,  and  against  all  things  which  be  not  hereafter 


TOOMES  V. 

Ethering- 

TON, 


not  granted  restitution  of  it  to  the  pUntiff^  being  the  adnu- 
nistrator  of  the  f eh  de  se ;  for  there  oujght  to  be  a  restitution 
after  the  debt  is  once  vested  in  the  king ;  and  for  want  of  a 
restitution  the  plaintiff  cannot  have  it^  but  it  remains  in  the 


V.  Saloway,  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  27.  s.  9. 
And  therefore  they  cannot  be  claimed 
by  prescription.  5  Rep.  109.  b.  Fox^ 
ley's  case.  In  1  Lev.  8.  Rex  v.  Wardf 
it  is  said  to  have  been  held  by  the  court, 
that  the  goods  and  chattels  of  a  felo  de 
se  are  forfeited  by  the  act  itself  before 
any  inquisition ;  but  this  is  contradicted 
by  all  the  authorities,  and  seems  to  be 


a  mistake;  for  in  another  report  of  the 
same  case,  1  Sid.  150.,  the  court  say 
that  <'  nothing  is  vested  in  the  hing  untU 
"  the  inquisition  found"  (c) 

An  inquisition  before  the  coroner  can 
only  be  super  visum  corporis^  so  that  if 
the  body  cannot  be  found,  he  has  no 
jurisdiction  (J) ;  but  a  presentment 
may  be  made,  either  before  justices  of 


(c)  In  general  goods  and  chattels  are 
forfeited  by  conviction,  and  in  the  case 
of  Si  felo  de  sehj  inquisition :  lands  are 
forfeited  only  upon  attainder,  which 
howeyer  relates  back  to  the  time  of  the 
offence  committed,  so  as  to  avoid  all 
mesne  incumbrances,  and  as  a/e/o  de  se 
cannot  be  attainted,  there  is  no  for- 
feiture of  his  lands;  4  Bl.  Com.  386. ; 
neither  do  his  lands  escheat,  where  he 
leaves  an  heir;  for  no  corruption  of 
blood  is  worked  for  the  same  reason. 
A  copyhold  of  inheritance  is  not  for- 
feited by  conviction  of  felony  without 
attainder,  unless  there  be  a  special  cus- 
tom in  the  manor  to  that  effect.  3  B. 
&  A.  510.  The  King  v.  Willes.  [It  has 
also  been  held,  that,  after  the  forfeiture, 
it  is  necessary  that  the  lord  should  enter, 
or  some  act  be  done-by  him  to  vest  the 
estate  in  him;  otherwise,  if  the  at- 
tainted copyholder  be  pardoned  on 
condition  of  imprisonment,  his  compe- 
tence to  hold  land  is  restored  when  the 
condition  has  been  performed ;  and  he 
may  maintain  ejectment.  5  B.  &  C.  584. 
Doe  V.  Evans.    8  D.  &  R.  399.  S.  C] 

(d)  S.  P.  3  B.  &  A.  260.  The  King 
V.  Ferrand.  1  Chitt  Rep.  745.  S.  C. 
In  the  same  case  it  was  determined  that 
the  coroner  cannot  hold  an  inquest  by 


deputy,  and  that  the  view  of  the  body 
must  be  taken  at  the  same  time  both  by 
the  coroner  and  the  jury.  [But  see  stat. 
6  &  7  Vict  c.  83.  s.  2.,  ante^  p.  356  a. 
By  sect  1.  of  that  Act  coroners  may 
appoint  a  deputy,  subject  to  the  ap- 
proval of  the  Lord  Chancellor ;  but  no 
such  deputy  shall  act  except  during  the 
illness  of  the  coroner,  or  his  absence 
from  any  lawful  or  reasonable  cause.  — 
The  statute  2  &  3  £dw.  6.  c.  24.,  which 
enacts  that  where  a  mortal  wound  is 
given  feloniously  in  one  county  and 
death  ensues  from  it  in  another  county, 
a  coroner  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  take 
the  inquisition  in  the  county  where  the 
death  happens,  does  not  apply  to  deaths 
arising  from  accidental  injury:  nor, 
semblCf  where  death  ensues  in  a  borough 
from  a  felonious  injury  inflicted  out  of 
the  borough.  Where  death  ensued  in 
a  borough  from  an  accidental  injury 
inflicted  out  of  the  borough,  it  was  held 
that  the  borough  coroner  had  no  juris- 
diction to  take  an  inquisition  either  by 
common  law  or  statute.  2  G.  &  D.  773. 
Reg,  V.  Great  WestemRailway  Company. 
—  But  now,  by  stat  6  Vict  c  12.  s.  1., 
after  reciting  that  **  it  often  happens 
**  that  it  is  unknown  where  persons  lying 
**  dead  have  come  by  their  deatha^  and 


therefore  Lord  Bale  concludes  that  the 
inquisition  b  as  much  traversable  as  a 
presentment  before  justices  of  oyer  and 
terminer,  or  of  the  peace,  which  Lord 
Cohe  admits  is  traversable.  And  it 
seems  now  fully  settled,  that  such  an 
inquisition  may  be  removed  into  the 
K.  B.  by  certiorari^  and  traversed  by 
the  executors  or  administrators  of  the 
deceased.  8  Edw.  4.  4.  a.  Bro.  Tra^- 
vers  sans  ceo,  229.  1  Vent  239. 
Amn.  Ibid.  278.  2  Lev.  152.  Eex  v. 
Aldenham.  7  Mod,  16,  Reginay.  Clerk. 
Sir  T.  Jones,  198.  Ripley*B  case.  But 
no  traverse  can  be  taken  to  tnake  a  man 
felo  de  sBy  as  if  the  inquisition  find  that 
the  .party  was  mm  eompo»  mentis  at  the 
time  he  did  the  act,  neither  the  king 
nor  his  grantee  can  traverse  it  1  Vent 
239.  Anon.  Fost  C.  L.  266.  But  if 
it  appear  upon  affidavit  that  such  a 
finding  was  obtained  by  any  indirect 
proceedings  of  the  coroner,  the  court 
would  grant  a  melius  inquirendum  be- 
fore special  j  commissioners  who  shall 
not  proceed  super  visum  corporis^  but 
on  the  testimony  of  witnesses.  3  Mod. 
80.  JBea?  v.  ffethersoL    2  Hawk.  P.  C. 


54.  fol.  ed.  1  Salk.  19a  Bex  v.  Am* 
ne^.  And  though  the  ooroser  letom 
to  the  K.  B.  the  ioquintion  finding  a 
felo  de  ee  wm  compos  yet  he  is  not  ob< 
liged  to  return  the  depositions  unless 
there  be  something  depending  before 
the  court  to  make  it  necessary.  2  Str. 
107S.  Case  of  ike  Coroner  o^  fTesCmtJi. 
ster*  If  it  be  found  by  the  coroner's 
inquisition,  in  case  of  the  death  of  a 
person  who  is  not^eb  die  m,  that  the 
person  who  committed  the  offence^/ferf 
for  ity  all  the  above-mentioned  author- 
ities hold  this  finding  conclusive  and  not 
traversable.  And  yet  upon  principle 
it  should  seem,  that  one  case  is  as  much 
traversable  as  the  other ;  and  there  ap- 
pears to  be  no  better  foundation  for  the 
distinction  between  afuffamfecii^  as  it 
is  called,  found  by  the  coroner,  and  the 
case  of  a  felo  de  «e,  than  that  which  is 
mentioned  in  8  Edw.  4.  4.  a.  and 
adopted  by  Lord  Bale,  1  H.  H.  P.  C 
417.  *'  quia  c'est  un  ancient  positive  kg 
"  del  corone.**  (e) 

(2)  Lock  y.EOneringUm^  1  Sid.  264. 
1  Lev.  120. 


(e)  [Another  reason  is  given  by  Lord 
Bale  in  I  Freem.  419.  viz.  that  all 
the  parti^  who  were  present  at  the 
death  of  the  person  on  whose  body  the 
inquisition  is  taken  are  bound  to  attend 


the  inquest;  and  their  not  appearing 
there  is  a  flying  in  law,  and  cannot  be 
contradicted.  See  6  B.  &  C.  627.,  by 
Lord  Tenterden^  that  all  is  traversable 
which  is  found  by  the  inquisition.] 


pleads  that  he  expended  the  money 
towards  repairs  and  other  necessary 
charges ;  but  does  not  say  what  those 
necessary  charges  were,  and  therefore 
bad. 


Plaintiff  replies  as  to  the  other  judgment, 
that  satisfaction  is  acknowledged  on 
the  record.  334 

that  the  defendant  had  assets 
over  and  above  the  judgments,  and 
the  debt  due  to  himself.  Ibid, 


ADJOURNMENT. 

Of  the  court  of  B,  R,  from  the  city  of    Pleaded  specially. 

Westminster  to  the  city  of  Oxford, 

and  from  thence  to  Windsor,  in  the 

county  of  Berks,  after  a  venire  facias 

awarded.  12 

The  like  on  a  special  verdict  on  a  curia 

advisare  vult,  179 


Plene  AdministravU, 


329—333 


ADMINISTRATION. 

Declaration  hy  and  against  Adminis- 
trators, 

By  an  Administrator. 

Scire  fcunas  by  an  administrator  on  a 
judgment  of  his  intestate.  353 

Against  Administrators. 

Declaration  in  the  debet  and  detinet 
against  an  administrator  for  rent 
arrear,  in  the  time  of  the  adminis- 
trator. 1 

Declaration  in  debt  on  a  bond  of  the  in- 
testate against  the  administrator.  328 

Scire  fieri .  inquiry  against  an  adminis- 
trator. 303 

Bar  and  Pleadings  by  Administrators. 
Judgments  pleaded. 

Administrator  pleads  judgment  against 
the  intestate.  329 

The  pleading  of  judgments  obtained 
against  the  administrator  himself,  as 
well  in  C.  B.  as  in  B.  R.        330,  331 

Administrator  pleads  judgments  in  bar, 
and  also  that  the  intestate  was  bound 
to  him,  and  that  he  hath  not  goods 
other  than  72/.,  which  he  retains  in 
his  hands  towards  his  own  satisfac- 
tion, and  100/.  which  is  liable  to 
the  execution  on  the  several  judg- 
ments. 332,  333 

Plaintiff  replies  as  to  one  judgment, 
that  the  defendant  hath  paid  12/.  in 
full  satisfaction  thereof,  and  it  was 
kept  on  foot  by  fraud.  333 


Other  Matters  pleaded  in  Bar,  Sfc. 

The  defendant  protesting  that  he  hath 
fully  administered,  for  plea  saith,  that 
he  hath  not  wasted  the  goods  of  the 
intestate,  as  by  the  return  of  the  in- 
quisition is  alleged.  306 

To  a  bond  to  give  an  account  of  the 
goods  which  shall  come  to  his  hand 
as  administrator,  the  defendant  pleads 
that  no  goods  came  to  his  hands.  100 

The  plaintiff  replies,  that  a  silver  cup 
came  to  his  hands  as  joint  adminis- 
trator with  others.  101 

Pleadings  of  other  Matters  touching  Ad- 
ministrators. 

The  pleading  of  a  commitment  of  let- 
ters of  administration  by  the  arch- 
bishop. 2 

Profert  hie  in  curiam  of  letters  testa- 
mentary. 279 

Like  of  letters  of  admmistration.      354 

AGREEMENT. 

Declaration  in  covenant  on  articles  of 
agreement  for  the  disposal  of  a  luna- 
tic's estate.  40 

Precedents  of  Articles  of  Agreement 

For  the  disposition  of  a  lunatic's  estate 
with  covenants  that  other  articles 
made  with  a  stranger  should  be  ob- 
served, and  that  the  moiety  of  the 
profits  should  be  divided.  4%  43 

ANNUITY. 

Debt  brought  for  an  annuity  by  the  de- 
visee thereof.  276 

ARREST,  vide  Process. 

By  the  sheriff  in  the  night  without 
warrant  of  one  T.  Z.,  and  carrying 
him  before  justices,  who  bound  him 
to  answer  it  at  the  assises.        77,  78 


The  pleading  of  an  intermarriage  and 
seising  of  the  husband  and  wife  in  the 
right  of  the  wife,  the  husband  dies, 
the  wife  then  remains  seised  in  her 
own  right  253 

The  pleading  of  a  marriage  and  .seising 
of  the  husband  and  wife,  who  had 
issue,  the  wife  dies,  the  husband  held 
himself  within  the  courtesy  of  Eng^ 
land,  255, 256 

BAR. 

Vide  Action  on  the  Case,  Cove* 
NANT,  Debt,  Issue  General^  &c. 

Bar  by  Staiutef  vide  Staiuie. 

To  a  declaration  in  debt  for  rent  re- 
served on  a  lease,  the  defendant 
pleads  the  statute  of  S2H.8.  cl6. 
that  a  lease  made  to  an  alien  of  a 
dwelling-house  is  void ;  but  he  does 
not  aver  that  the  house  was  a  dwel- 
ling-house, and  therefore  bad.  5 

Declaration  in  debt  on  a  bond  to  a 
bailiff  of  a  liberty,  the  defendant 
pleads  the  statute  of  23  H.  6.  c.  10. 
and  that  the  defendant  executed  it 
for  ease  and  favour  to  one  K,,  being 
his  prisoner,  and  for  his  deliverance, 
and  the  plaintiff  took  it  colore  qfficiu 

15 

Bond  given  to  the  marshal  of  B.  R.  con- 
ditioned to  be  a  true  prisoner,  the  de- 
fendant pleads  the  statute  of  23  H.  6. 
c.  10.,  and  that  one  A,  P.  was  in  his 
custody  on  an  execution,  and  that  he 
and  the  said  A.  P,  became  bound  to 
the  plaintiff  for  ease  and  favour  to  be 
given  to  the  said  A,  P.,  and  that  the 
plaintiff,  colore  officiif  accepted  it 
against  the  statute.  157 

Replication  that  the  bond  was  given 
for  better  security,  without  this, 
that  it  was  for  ease,  &c.  special 
demurrer,  and  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff.  159,  160 

Debt  against  a  sheriff  on  an  escape,  the 
defendant  pleads  the  Statute  of  Limit- 
ations of  21  Jac  c.  16.  35,  36 

The  pleadinff  of  the  stotute  of  12  Car.  2. 
c  1 1.  of  oolivion.  356 

By  Specudty. 

Declaration  on  a  bond  made  to  the 


defendant  was  in  custody  by  virtue 
of  a  warrant  made  to  the  baUiff  on  a 
hiVL  o^  Middlesex.  18 

By  Judgment. 

Declaration  on  a  bond  in  the  court  of 
Bristol^  bar  by  judgment  obtained 
thereon  before  in  B«R.,  and  issue 
on  nul  iiel  record,  and  the  defendant 
further  pleads,  for  that  he  cannot 
judicially  have  the  record  there,  he 
prays  judgment  if  the  court  will  pro* 
ceed  further,  whereupon  a  day  is 
given  to  bring  in  the  record,  the  de- 
fendant makes  a  default  therein ; 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  and  afiirm- 
ed  in  B.  R.  9%  91 

Administrator  pleads  judgments  reco- 
vered against  the  intestate  in  C.  B. 

329 

Plea  by  the  administrator  of  judgments 
recovered  on  the  intestate's  bond 
against  the  administrator  himself  in 
B.  R.,  and  that  he  retained  72L  due 
to  himself  on  the  intestate's  bond. 

331 

By  Arbiiramene,  vide  Arbitrament 
Declaration  on  bond  conditioned  to  per- 
form an  award,  and  to  discharge  the 
plaintiff  from  suits,  the  defendant 
pleads  that  the  arbitrators  made  no 
award,  and  that  the  umpire  made  no 
umpirage,  and  that  no  suits  were 
commenced.  61 

The  plaintiff  replies,  that  true  it  is  that 
the  arbitrators  made  no  award ;  but 
the  umpire  awarded  the  defendant  to 
pay  the  plaintiff  6/.  &c.  and  the  de- 
fendant had  notice  thereof;  judg- 
ment on  demurrer  for  the  plaintiC 

61 
Like  on  nul  agard^  the  plaintiff  replies 
and  recites  the  award,  which  was  to 
pay  money,  and  assigns  the  breach 
in  default  of  payment ;  on  a  special 
demurrer,  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

164 

By  Titlcj  vide  Bar  touching  LandSf  vide 
AssignmenL 

Debt  for  rent ;  declaration  that  C.  G. 
seised  of  the  reversion  in  fee  after 
the  death  of  the  tenant  by  curtesy, 
dembed  for  21  yearsi  and  afterwards 


his  term,  and  that  the  lessor  ac 
cepted  it,  replication  that  he  did  not 
surrender  it.  235,  236 

On  a  bond  for  quiet  enjoyment,  breach 
assigned,  that  one  J.  entered  on  him 
claiming  title,  &c  On  demurrer 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  146 

To  a  bond  conditioned  to  surrender  a 
copyhold,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should 
enjoy  it  without  let;  the  defendant 
pleads  that  he  did  surrender  it,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  qmetly  enjoyed 
it.  145 

The  plaintiff  replies,  that  one  J.  enter- 
ed on  him,  and  ousted  him.         Ibid, 

Bar  to  conditions  performed  to  a  de- 
claration in  covenant,  and  the  de- 
fendant set  forth  the  indenture,  which 
recited,  that  one  R*  P.  demised  to 
the  defendant  a  messuage,  and  that 
he  assigned  it  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
covenanted  that  the  plaintiff  should 
enjoy  it  till  the  end  of  the  lease,  &c. 

52 

The  plaintiff  replies,  that  before  the 
lease  to  R.  P.  one  T.  T.  was  seised 
thereof  in  fee,  and  that  the  said  R.  P. 
disseised  the  said  T.  T.  and  made  the 
lease  to  the  defendant,  and  that  71  T. 
re-entered  and  ousted  the  plaintiff, 
and  so  assigned  the  breach  in  not 
liaving  quiet  enjoyment.  55 


CERTIORARI  and  CERTIFICATE. 

Directed  to  the  court-leet  of  the  queen, 
and  the  return  of  a  presentment  there. 

134 

CLAIM. 
Pleading  of  an  entry  claiming  an  estate 

tail.  257 

Pleading  that  one  J,  entered  on  him, 

claiming  title  from  one  «7.  ^S'.         146 

COMMENCEMENT,    vide     Expire 

ATION. 

Pleading  of  a  lease  to  commence  after 
the  death  of  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 

250 

. of  a  term  granted  after  the 

end  of  another  term— the  determin- 


ation of  the  first  lease— and  com- 
mencement of  the  second.  187, 1 88,  &c. 
Pleading  of  a  grant  of  a  rent-chaige  to 
commence  at  a  future  time.  189 


COMMON. 

f  Pleading  of  a  prescription  for  com- 
mon in  gross  after  the  com  carried 
away  for  two  years,  and  for  all  the 
third  year ;  but  do  not  say  for  cattle 
levant  and  couchant^  and  therefore 
bad.  SS9, 340 

— — — -  of  a  prescription  for  common 
appurtenant  for  every  two  years, 
when  the  field  was  sown  with  com, 
from  the  first  day  oi  August  till  Lady- 
day,  in  parcel  being  pasture,  and  in 
the  residue,  after  the  com  carried 
away,  till  Lady-day^  and  for  all  the 
third  year,  except,  &c  221,  222 

Prescription  for  common  of  pasture  in 
a  field  except  in  one  part  thereof, 
whereof  he  is  seised  in  fee,  from  the 
first  day  of  August  till,  &c.  221 

Prescription  laid  in  the  lord  of  a  manor 
for  common  appurtenant  for  all  cattle 
levanU  &c.  24, 25 

Pleading  of  a  custom,  that  the  custom- 
ary tenants  used  to  have  several  pas- 
ture for  all  cattle,  except,  &c.       349 

CONDITIONS,  vide  Obligation. 

CONSENT. 

Pleading  of  a  consent  made  by  an  exe- 
cutor to  a  legacy  of  a  lease.         278 

CONTINUANCE. 

By  a  rur*  advisare  vult  in  a  superior 
court.  46,  47.  57.  149. 160,  161. 168. 
194,  195.  266.  280,  281.  294.335. 

359 

The  like  in  an  inferior  court.  92, 93. 9^ 

Continuance  of  a  Venire  Facias. 

Issue  and  demurrer,  venire  facias  ad  tri* 
andum  quam  ad  inquirendum,  12. 26. 

109. 341 

The  like  jointly  of  a  demurrer,  venire 

facids  distringas^  ii.  to.  &c.  80.  \(^ 

341 


the  defendant  shows  the  indenture, 
which  recites,  that  one  R,  P.  de- 
mised a  messuage  to  the  defendant, 
which  messuage  the  defendant  assign- 
ed to  the  plaintiff,  and  covenanted 
that  the  plaintiff  should  enjoy  it  to 
the  end  of  the  term,  and  then  pleads 
that  he  had  performed  all,  &c,        52 

The  plaintiff  replies,  that  before  the 
lease  made  to  the  said  JR.  P,  one 
71  T.  was  seised  thereof  in  fee,  and 
that  the  said  J?.  P»  disseised  him^ 
and  made  the  lease  to  the  defendant ; 
who  assigned  it  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  said  71  T.  re-entered,  and 
ousted  the  plaintiff,  who  assigned  the 
breach  in  not  quietly  enjoying,  &c. 

55 

To  a  bond  with  condition  to  surrender 
a  copyhold,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
should  enjoy  it  without  let  from  any 
claiming  from  Z.  S,^  the  defendant 
pleads  that  he  had  surrendered  it, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  hath  quietly  en- 
joyed it  145 

The  plaintiff  replies,  that  one  J.  claim- 
ing from  the  said  L,  S.  entered  and 
ousted  him ;  demurrer  and  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff.  Ibid. 

To  a  bond,  bar  by  no  award  made.  165 

The  plaintiff  assigns  the  breach  for  non- 
payment of  money.  166 

The  defendant  demurs,  and  shows  for 
cause  that  it  does  not  appear  that  one 
of  the  arbitrators  sealed  the  award. 

167 

Vide  tit.  Arbitrament,  and  tit.  Bar 
PUR  Arbitrament. 

COUNTY  PALATINE. 

Error  from  Durham^  and  judgment 
affinned  in  K.  B.  69 

Pleading  of  the  king's  grant  under  the 
seal  of  the  duchy  of  Lancaster^  with 
the  consent  of  the  chancellor  and  the 
counsel  of  the  duchy.  271 

COURTS,  PARTICULAR  EN- 
TRIES RELATING  TO  THEM, 
vide  County  Palatine. 

The  style  of  the  court  of  Bristol^  ac- 
cording the  law  of  merchants,  cus- 
tom and  charter.  87 

The  manner  of  the  continuances  of  the 
court  of  i?rt^/.  88 


The  style  of  the  court  of  Exchequer, 
and  action  brought  there.  113 

The  form  of  a  special  memorandum  in 
B.  R.  14 

The  form  of  a  judgment  by  non  sum  ra- 
formatus  in  K*  B.  390 

CUSTOMS,  vide  London. 

Pleading  of  a  custom  to  print  and  de- 
liver petitions  to  the  committee  of 
grievances  in  parliament.  ISO 

f  Pleading  of  a  custom,  that  if  any  pe> 
son  cuts  his  underwood  and  there- 
with fences  his  com,  the  tithes  where- 
of are  payable  to  the  rector,  soch 
underwood  had  been  used  to  be  dis- 
chained  of  tithes ;  but  ill  for  not  say- 
ing for  fencing  hia  own  com.        156 

— ^—  that  a  messuage  is  parcel  of 
a  manor,  and  demised  and  demisable 
by  copy  of  court-roll.  146 

■  that  the   customary  tenants 

had  used  to  have  sole  and  several 
pasture  with  the  free  tenants  for  all 
cattle  (sheep,  &c.  excepted)  levant 
and  couchanty  &c  349 

D. 

DAMAGES. 

Joinder  in  issue  and  demurrer,  venin 
fac  awarded  tarn  ad  triandr  quam  ad 
inquirend  qua  damna,  12.  26 

Vide  more  of  this  in  Continuance. 

Remitter  cf  Dcanages. 
On  miscasting  of  rent.  2S1 

DEMAND. 

Of  goods  of  Vifeh  de  se,  272 

Declaration  on  an  award  bad  for  viot 

of  a  demand  of  the  money.  2S 

DEATH  and  LIFE. 

Dying  vnthmt  Issue. 

Pleading  of  a  dying  without  issue  other 
than  one  J!f.,  found  by  special  verdict 

177 


— *— —  of  the  death  of  a  coparceny 
without  issue,  and  of  the  descent  of 
the  land  to  the  other.  255 

that  one  W.  W.  died  intestate, 

and  that  he  left  no  children.         265 


Pleading  ot  a  grant  ot  a  term  tor  ^i 
years,  to  commence  after  the  death  of 
the  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  250 

Like.  256 

Pleading  of  a  demise  to  T.  C.  for  the 
life  of  W.  K.  and  V.,  and  of  the  entry 
of  T.  C.  thereon.  276 

. ■  of  a  parole  lease  for  a  year, 

and  so  from  year  to  year,  &c.       203 

Precedents  of  Leeues. 
Of  a  lease  for  years  with  a  covenant 
that  the  lessor  shall  repair  it,  &c  3 
Of  a  lease  of  a  rectory  with  the  tithes^ 
after  another  lease  ended,  with  a  co- 
venant to  acquit  the  lessee  from  the 
payment  of  annuities,  pensions,  &c. 

104 

DEVISE. 

Pleading  of  a  devise  of  a  reversion  in 
fee,  and  of  the  seisin  of  the  devisee 
thereof.  253 

Devise  in  tail-special  pleaded.  254 

Pleading  of  a  devise  of  an  annuity  for 
life  with  a  nomine  pcena,  76 

Pleading  of  a  consent  of  the  executors 
to  a  devise  of  a  lease.  278 

DISTRESS,  vide  Replevin. 

Devise  of  a  dbtress  with  a  nomine pcm4B. 

276 

DISCEIT,  vide  Disceit  in  Actions 
ON  THE  Case. 

DESCENT. 

Pleading  of  a  descent  of  land  to  the  heir 
in  tail  special.  255 

. of  a  descent  to  coparceners. 

Ibid. 

■  of  a  descent  of  a  moiety  of 

lands  from  one  coparcener  to  another. 
•  of  a  descent  of  land  to  the 


daughter  and  heir  in  tail,  who  entered 
and  expelled  tenant  for  life.  257 

•  that  an  estate  lawfully  came 


to  the  defendant  without  any  deduc- 
tion therefrom.  278 

DISSEISIN. 
Pleading  of  a  seisin  in  fee^  and  a  dis- 


seisin inereou,  ana  oi  re-cuir^r  uu  mc 
lessee  of  the  disseisor,  and  expulsion 
of  him.  56 

JE. 

'  EJECTMENT. 

Declaration  in  ejectment,  the  defend- 
ant pleads  not  guilty;  special  verdict 
and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  there- 
on, no 

Entry,  demise,  and  ejectment  found  by 
verdict.  178 

ECCLESIASTICAL  MATTERS. 

Pleading  of  a  citation,  and  excommaDi- 
cation  thereon.  127 

■  of  a  significavit  thereof,  and 

of  the  prosecution  of  a  writ  of  excom- 
municatio  capiendo  out  of  the  court 
of  Chancery.  128 

ELECTION. 

Pleading  that  the  arbitrators  had  elected 
an  umpire,  who  had  made  an  award. 


ENTRY, 
On  a  Lease  made* 
On  the  death  of  the  intestate,  the  admi- 
nistrator enters  by  virtue  of  the  lease, 

Expiration  of  the  term,  and  entry  of 
another  lessee.  106,  190,  191 

Pleading  of  the  entry  of  the  lessee  for 
years,  and  of  the  seisin  of  the  lessor 
of  the  reversion.  283 

. of  the  entry  of  the  assignee  of 

an  interesse  termini  to  commence  after 
the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.    257 

Without  Lease f  on  pretence  of  TUk. 

Pleading  of  the  entry  of  the  disseisee 
after  a  disseisin  done  to  him.         5S 

of  the  entry  of  tenant  for  life 

on  the  plaintiff,  and  ejectment  of  the 
plaintiff.  1^ 

Entry,  seisin,  demise,  and  ejectment 
found  to  be  made  by  the  plaintiff. 

^  178 

Pleading  of  the  entry  of  the  lessor  into 
parcel  of  the  land  demised  to  the  les- 
see, and  expulsion  of  the  lessee.  2(H 


In  Cast. 

On  a  verdict  in  assumpsit.  72 

On  a  verdict  in  case  for  words.         246 

In  Covenant. 

On  a  verdict  in  covenant.  110 

The  like.  237 

InDebL 

On  a  demurrer  to  a  replication.  58. 149 

168.  336. 
The  like  with  satisfaction  acknowledged. 

161 
On  demurrer  to  a  bar.       215. 281 .  294 


In  Ejectment 
On  a  special  verdict  therein.  179 

On  nul  tiel  Record. 

The  defendant  pleaded  a  record  in  bar 
of  a  debt,  and  failed  of  it,  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff.  95 

For  the  Avowant. 

On  demurrer  to  a  plea  in  bar  to  an 
avowry  a  writ  of  inquiry  awarded 
according  to  the  statute  and  judg- 
ment thereon.  ^  195 

For  the  Defendant 

In  replevin  on  demurrer  to  a  plea  in 
bar  to  the  avowry,  a  writ  of  inquiry 
awarded  by  the  statute  of  the  money 
arrear,  and  of  the  value  of  the  dis- 
tress and  judgment  thereon.  195 

In  scire  facias^  judgment  on  demurrer 
to  the  replication.  360 

In  trespass  on  demurrer  and  issue  joined. 

80 

Divers  other  Judgments. 

In  trespass,  demurrer  and  issue  as  to 
the  vi  and  armis,  judgment  for  the 
defendant  without  regarding  the 
issue.  80 

On  a  special  verdict,  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff.  179 

L. 

LEET. 

f  Presentment  in  a  leet  for  erecting  a 
cottage.  134 

Grant  of  a  counter-leet  by  the  king. 

271 


LONDON. 

Pleading  of  a  grant  of  privilege  to  the 
city  by  grant  of  king  H.  3.  anno 
reffni  15.  809 

Pleading  of  the  confirmation  of  the  pri* 
vileges  by  the  statute  of  7  R.2.    310 

M. 

MARRIAGE,  vide  Baron  and  Feme. 

Pleading  of  a  marriage  and  seisin  in  the 
right  of  the  feme  after  the  death  of 
the  baron.  253 

Pleading  of  a  marriage  and  seisin  in  the 
right  of  the  feme  of  an  estate-tail,  and 
that  the  baron  and  feme  had  issue. 

255 

MONSTRANS  DE  FAITS^  Vide  OtBR. 

N. 

NOLLE  PROSEQUI. 

Issue  and  demurrer  in  debt,  and  a  noUe 
prosequi  as  to  the  issue.  205 

Issue  and  demurrer  in  trespass,  judg- 
ment on  the  demurrer,  and  a  wMt 
prosequi  entered  as  the  issue.         342 

NOMINE  PGEN.-E. 

Devbe  to  retain  a  distress  till  the  rent 
and  lOs.  nomine pcena  is  paid.      276 

NOTICE. 

f  The  defendant  pleads  that  he  wonld 
have  indemnified  the  plaintiff,  but 
that  he  had  not  notice  of  the  damage. 

115 

Pleading  of  notice  given  to  the  defend- 
ant of  an  award  made.  64 

t  Pleading  of  notice  given  of  a  debt 
due,  and  that  the  arbitrator  refused 
to  allow  it  30^  31 

Nul  tiel  Record,  vide  Judomext 

BY  NUL   TIEL   ReCORD. 

0. 

OBLIGATION. 

Declarations  on  (^ligations;  and  Ptt- 
cedents  of  Conditions, 

Chi  Obligations  given  to  Officers, 

Declaration  on  two  bonds  to  a  sherifft 


t  The  plaintiff  replies,  that  a  silver  bowl 
came  to  his  hands,  but  did  not  tender 
an  issue,  and  therefore  bad.  101 

With  condition  to  make  a  surrender, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  should  enjoy 
the  land  without  let,  the  defendant 
pleads  that  he  had  surrendered,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  quietly  enjoyed 
it.  145 

The  plaintiff  replies  that  one  J,  entered 
and  ousted  him.  Pnd. 

Bar  by  Obligations, 

An  administrator  pleads,  that  the  intes- 
tate was  bound  to  him  by  a  bond,  &c, 
and  that  he  retains  in  his  hands.   9S3 

Pleading  that  the  intestate  was  bound 
to  a  stranger,  who  recovered  against 
the  administrator.  329.  SSI 

OFFICES  AND  OFFICERS. 

Vide  tit  Obligation  given  to  Of- 
ficers.    Vide  tit.  Sheriff. 

The  defendant  justifies  the  taking  off 
the  plaintiff's  hat  in  prayer  time  as 
churchwarden.  10 

Pleading  that  a  bond  was  taken  by  the 
bailiff  of  the  liberty  by  colour  of  his 
ofRce  for  favour  to  be  shewn  the  pri- 
soner against  the  statute  of  23  H.  6. 
c.  10.  18 

The  like  plea  pleaded  to  the  mai'shal  of 
the  King's  Bench.  157 

On  a  bond  conditioned  for  appearance 
brought  by  the  bailiff  of  Westminster, 

15 

The  like,  with  condition  to  be  a  true 
prisoner,  brought  by  the  marshal  of 

;    B.R.  156 

ORDERS. 

Pleading  of  orders  made  by  the  pre- 
tended parliament  anno  1648,  that 
letters  patent  should  be  cancelled. 

192 

OYER  OF  DEEDS. 

The  defendant  demands  oyer  of  the 
condition  of  a  bond.  145.  212 

The  defendant  demands  oyer  of  two 
bonds,  and  demurs  thereon.  289 

Shewino  of  Deed, 
The  deffsndant  on  oypr  pf  the  pondiT 


tion  to  perform  covenants,  brings  the 
indenture  into  court,  and  pleads  con- 
ditions performed.  52 

The  defendant  brings  into  court  the 
exemplification  of  the  enrolment  of 
an  indenture.  189 

The  plaintiff  brings  into  court  letters 
testamentary.  279 

The  plaintiff  brings  into  court  letters  of 
administration.  354 

P. 

PARLIAMENT. 

Pleading  of  an  order  made  by  the  upper 
house  of  the  pretended  parliament 

192 

Pleading  of  a  petition  preferred  to  the 
committee  of  grievances.  ISO 

Precedent  of  the  form  of  a  petition  to 
the  committee  of  grievances.  121 

Vide  more  of  this  in  Error. 

PARCENERS  AND  PARTNERS. 

Pleading  of  a  descent  of  land  to  par- 
ceners. 255 

Pleading  of  a  descent  of  a  moiety  of 
land  from  one  parcener  to  another. 

Ibid. 

Writ  of  Ji.  fa,  prosecuted  by  the  admi- 
nistrator of  the  surviving  plaintiff.  303 

POSSESSION  PLEADED,  vide 

Seisin. 

Cfa  Term  by  force  of  an  ExeaUordd^ 

Pleading  of  possession  of  a  lease  by  rea- 
son of  the  execution  of  a  wilL       106 


The  like. 


272 


Of  a  Term  by  virtue  of  a  Lease, 

Pleading  of  the  sole  possession  of  a 
rent-charge  after  the  death  of  a  joint- 
tenant  191 

Interesse  terminL 

Pleading  of  a  possession  of  an  interesse 
termini  by  one,  and  of  the  freehold 
by  another,  and  of  the  reversion  by 
a  third  person.  256 

Of  possession  of  an  inieresee  termini. 

"  ■■  251.  253 


Pleading  of  a  seisin  of  a  feme  sole  in 
tail  who  married*  25S 

■  of  a  seisin  of  baron  and  feme  in 
right  of  the  feme.  Ibid. 

that  one  was  seised  of  the  free- 
hold, and  that  the  other  was  seised 
of  the  reversion  in  tail.  256 

Seisin  for  Term  of  Life. 

Pleading  of  a  seisin  for  life  of  copyhold 

land.  148 

of  a  seisin  for  term  of  life.    231 

of  a  freehold  by  one,  and  of  a 

reversion  by  another.  256 

of  a  seisin  for  life  by  force  of 

•   a  bargain  and  sale  made  by  tenant  in 

tail  for  ever.  Ilnd, 
of  a  seisin  for  life  as  tenant  by 

the  curtesy.  Ibid. 

Seisin  in  auter  droit 

In  demesne  as  of  fee  to  the  use  of  an- 
other. 254 

Pleading  of  a  seisin  of  a  feme  sole  in 
tail  who  took  husband,  and  then 
pleading  of  the  seisin  of  the  husband 
in  right  of  the  feme.  253 

that  the  king  was  seised  in  the 

right  of  his  crown.  187 

■  of  a  seisin  of  J.  R.  to  the  use  of 
G.  C.  before  the  statute  of  uses,  and 
of  G.  C.  to  his  own  use  afterwards. 

254 

SHERIFF. 

At^on  hroughf  again&t  ihe  Sheriff  for 
Mhfeummv, 

For  Ei^rupe. 

f  Because  he  had  taken  one  F~  H.  on 
a  rnpias  ml  .uttisfat^Hmfhimy  but  <\oe^ 
not  shoiT  wli lather  tliere  was  any  judg- 
ment againiat  the  said  F.  H,j  and 
therefore  bad.  3i 

Action  brought  bt/  the  Sheriff, 

Declaration  an  two  bonds  given  to  \um 
far  appearance,  and  on  the  oyer  tfic 
defendant  dcmura,  281) 

— ^^-~  ou  bond  piven  to  the  bailiif  of 
West  minster  for  appearance.  11- 

on  a  bond  ght^ri  to  the  mar- 

tibal  of  the  King's  liench,  with  eon* 
ditlou  not  to  escape*  156,  157 


Bar  and  Pleadings  on  Actions  brought 
against  the  Sheriff. 

f  Debt  against  the  sheriff  for  an  escape, 
the  defendant  pleads  the  statute  of 
limitations  21  Jac  c.  16.  34 

Bar  and  Pleadings  on  Actions  brought 
by  the  Sheriff. 

To  a  bond  to  the  sheriff  the  defendant 
pleads  the  statute  of  23  H.  6.  c.  10., 
and  that  one  K.  was  imprisoned  on  a 
precept  returnable  on  Friday  after 
the  octave  of  the  Purification  till  a 
bond  was  given  for  favour  against 
the  statute.  IS 

Replication  that  he  was  imprisoned  on 
a  precept  returnable  on  Saturday 
after  the  octave  of  the  Purification. 

18 

Rejoinder  that  he  was  imprisoned  by  a 
precept  returnable  on  Friday^  absipte 
hoc  that  he  was  imprisoned  on  a  pre- 
cept returnable  on  Saturday.         19 

To  a  bond  given  to  the  marshal  of  B.  R. 
the  defendant  pleads  that  it  was  for 
ease  and  favour  against  the  statute  of 
23  H.  6.  c.  10.,  and  so  void.  157 

The  plaintiff  replies  that  the  bond  was 
given  lest  the  prisoner  should  escape, 
and  traverses  the  ease  and  favour, 
and  judgment  on  demurrer  for  the 
plaintiff.  159 

Picading  of  Matters  tmiching  Sheriffs^ 

Pleading  that  the  sheriff  took  a  bond 
by  colour  of  his  oflice,  1&  11$ 

STATUTES. 

SlaMc  ofIL  2, 

Pkading  of  the  statute  of  7  /i?<  1  of 
confirmation  of  the  cbartam  antf 
customs  of  London^  ^ 

Statute  of  H.  ^. 

Pleading  of  the  statute  of  23  H-  6.  c*  Id 

to  a  bond  to  llie  marshal  of  D.  It  sxA 
avers  that  the  marslml  totik  ft,  <t?&rt 
offiHr^  for  ease  and  favour  to  be  *hcwB 
to  the  prisoner,  Ijj 

— ■  of  the  same  statute  to  a  bontJ 
to  the  bailiff  of  Westmimier.         U 


miDistrator,  and  on  a  return  of  nulla 
bofuh  a  testatum  awarded.  304 

Pleading  of  a  testatum  that  the  adminis- 
trator had  wasted  the  intestate's 
goods.  Ibid, 

Testatum,  vide  Executors. 

TRAVERSE. 
Traverse  of  Time  and  Place. 

To  a  declaration  in  assault  4th  of  Sep-- 
tember,  the  defendant  pleads,  that 
21st  of  September  the  plaintiff  had  his 
head  covered  in  church,  and  that  the 
defendant  being  churchwarden  took 
the  plaintiff's  hat  off,  absque  hoc  that 
he  is  guilty  at  another  time.  10 

To  a  declaration  in  assault  at  Warwick^ 
anno  18  regisy  the  defendant  justifies 
at  Coventry  as  sheriff  anno  16  regisy 
absque  hoc  that  he  was  guilty  at  War- 
wick^ or  at  any  other  time,  except 
when  he  was  sheriff.  77,  78 

f  The  defendant  confesses  a  service  for 
part  of  the  time,  and  traverses  another 
part,  but  does  not  traverse  all,  and 
therefore  bad.  265 

To  a  declaration  in  assault,  the  defend- 
ant justifies  by  the  sheriffs  warrant ; 
absque  hoc  that  he  was  guilty  after  or 
before  the  20th  of  October.  295—297 

f  The  defendant  justifies  a  trespass  at 
another  place  where  the  justification 
was  not  local.  82 

Tr(werse  of  Prescription  and  Custom. 

Of  prescription  to  have  common  of 
pasture,  and  issue  thereon.  223 

Other  Traverses. 

Traverse  that  the  defendant  was  in  cus- 
tody by  virtue  of  a  warrant  made  to 
one,  and  not  by  a  warrant  made  to 
another:  vide  good  matter  concern- 
ing a  traverse  after  a  traverse.    18, 

19,  &c. 

f  In  debt  for  rent  on  a  lease  of  four 
rooms  the  defendant  pleads  that  the 
plaintiff  demised  to  him  five  rooms ; 
but  does  not  traverse  the  demise  of 
four  rooms  only,  and  therefore  bad. 

204 

f  Traverse  bad,  because  it  was  an  idle 
traverse.  310 

Demurrer,  and  cause  assigned  for  tra- 
versiiig  a  matter  not  traversable.  266 


The  defendant  pleads  the  statute  of 
sheriffs  bonds,  and  avers  that  the 
bond  was  given  for  ease,  &c.  The 
marshal  B.  R.  replies  that  it  was 
given  for  better  security,  aod  tra- 
verses the  case,  &c  156 


TRESPASS. 

Declaration  for  Assault  and  Imprison^ 
ment. 

Declaration  for  a  trespass  and  assault. 

10 
The  like.  295 

Declaration  for  an  assault  and  imprison- 
ment for  the  space  of  two  days.      76 

For  breaking  his  Close. 

Declftration  for  breaking  his  close, 
spoiling  his  grass  with  feet  in  walk- 
ing, and  eating  it  up  with  cattle, 
with  a  contintuindo  till  the  exhibiting 
the  bill.  23,  24 

on  an  original  for  breaking 

his  close,  and  eating  up  the  grass 
with  cattle.  339 

For  Damage  done  to  Cattle. 
Declaration  for  stabbing  a  dog  with  a 

knife,  whereby  he  died.  82 

For  chasing  his  cattle,  whereby  they 

were  much  damnified.  220 

Bar  to  Trespass  for  Assault  and  Impri' 
sonment 

To  the  vi  et  armis  the  defendant  pleads 
not  guilty;  to  the  residue,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  his  head  covered  in 
church,  and  that  defendant  being 
churchwarden  took  off  the  plaintiff's 
hat,  absque  hoc  that  he  is  guilty,  ex- 
cept on  the  21st  of  September.        10 

To  an  assault,  the  defendant  pleads  de 
son  assauU  demesne^  &c.  77.  297 

To  all  the  imprisonment  but  eleven 
hours  the  defendant  pleads  not  guilty, 
and  the  imprisonment  for  eleven  hours 
he  justifies  as  sheriff,  because  the 
plaintiff  hindered  him  in  the  execu- 
tion of  his  office,  but  nothing  is  said 
to  the  vi  et  armis  and  yet  good.      78 

The  defendant,  as  to  the  rt  et  armis, 
pleads  not  guilty ;  as  to  the  residue, 
that  he  arrested  the  plaintiff  by  virtue 
of  a  warrant  on  a  bill  of  Middlesex, 


w. 

WARRANT. 

Pleading  of   JL  warrant   made   to  the 
bailiff  of  Westminster  by  the  aherifF, 

and  an  arrest  made  thereon.      17i  18 
■■"  of  a  warrajat  made  on  a  bill  of 


Middlesex  to  the  Bherifr  s  omoer,  and 
of  an  arrest  made  thereoiu  296 


Warrant  ofAttometf, 
Warraat  of  attorney  in  case. 

WRITS- 
See  process  and  return  of  writs. 


70 
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COVTAISED  m  THE 

FIRST  PAET  OF  SAUNDEI 


A- 

ABATEMENT. 

IF  an  action  be  brought  for  two  thingSy 
and  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  can 
have  no  action  at  all  for  one  of  them, 
the  whole  writ  shall  not  abate.      285 

But  if  it  appears  by  the  confession  or 
showing  of  the  plaintiff  that  he  has 
no  cause  of  action  as  to  part,  the 
whole  writ  shall  abate. 

So  if  it  appears  that  he  may  have  an 
action  in  another  form  for  the  other 
thing,  the  whole  writ  shall  abate.  285 

Where  an  ayowry,  which  is  made  for 
more  rent  than  was  dne,  shall  abate 
in  the  whole  or  not.  285»  286 

If  debt  be  brought  against  one  only  of 
two  or  more  joint  obligors,  the  de- 
fendant must  plead  in  abatement  that 
the  other  persons  sealed  the  bond* 
and  are  still  living.  291 

ACCEPTANCE. 
By  acceptance  of  rent  by  the  lessor, 
from  the  assignee,  the  privity  of  con- 
tract is  extinguished,  and  the  action 
of  debt  against  the  first  lessee  is  gone. 

240 

But  after  such  acceptance  the  lessor  or 

his  assignee  shall  maintain  an  action 


againi 
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Action 


Whether  an  action  of  covenant  lay  for 
the  assignee  of  the  reversion  at  com- 
mon law.  238, 239 

Covenant  by  the  assignee  of  the  rever- 
sion for  non-payment  of  rent,  is  not 
local.  239, 240 

AVERMENT. 

If  the  defendant  has  covenanted  with  the 
plaintiff,  that  after  the  ascertainment 
of  the  profits  of  land  the  defendant 
shall  have  one  moiety  of  the  profits, 
and  the  plaintiff  the  other,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  aver  the  ascertainment, 
but  only  that  the  defendant  has  re- 
ceived so  much  of  the  profits  of  the 
land.  48,  49,  50 

AVOWRY. 

The  form  of  an  avowry  for  a  rent-charge. 

196,  197 

If  an  avowry  be  made  for  rent,  and  it 
appears  by  the  party's  own  showing 
that  part  of  it  is  not  yet  due,  yet  the 
avowry  is  good  for  the  residue. 

285,  286 

But  if  it  appears  that  the  avowant  has 
title  only  to  two  parts  of  the  rent  for 
which  he  avows,  the  whole  avowry 
shall  abate.  286 

In  an  avowry  for  rent  and  a  nomine 
pcence  together  without  alleging  any 
demand  of  the  nomine  pceneSi  the 
avowry  is  good  for  the  rent,  although 
bad  for  the  nomine  pomcB.  Ibid, 

AWARD,  vide  Arbitrament. 

B. 

BANKRUPTS. 

Where  and  in  what  case  the  privity  of 
contract  is  transferred  by  the  statutes 
of  bankrupts  by  the  assignment  of  the 
commissioners.  239,  240 

BARGAIN  and  SALE. 
How  a  bargain  and  sale,  lease  and  re- 
lease, &c.,  by  tenant  in  tail  of  a  re- 
version to  the  bargainee,  relessee,  &c. 
and  his  heirs,  operates.  260,  261 

BATTERY. 
The  taking  offof  another's  hat  in  church 
»  not  a  battery.  14 


A  man  may  justify  a  battery  in  defence 
of  his  dog.  84 


CAPTION. 

The  mistake  of  the  clerk  in  certifying 
the  caption  of  an  indictment,  may  be 
amended  in  the  same  term  in  which 
it  is  certified,  but  not  in  another.  249 


'      CERTAINTY  and   UNCER- 
TAINTY, vide  Verdict. 

A  plea  that  the  defendant  had  ex- 
pended 810/.  about  the  repair  of  the 
premises,  and  other  necessary  charges^ 
is  bad  for  the  uncertainty.  49 

CERTIFICATE,  vide  Certiorari. 
CERTIORARI. 

A  record  of  K.  B.  may  be  certified  to 
an  inferior  court  by  certiorari  and 
mittimus.  98, 99 

CHALLENGE. 

If  a  corporation  bring  an  action,  it  is  a 
principal  challenge  to  a  juror,  that 
he  is  of  kin  to  a  member  of  the  cor- 
poration. S44 

CHANCERY. 

It  will  give  relief  against  an  award  ob- 
tained by  mal-practice  and  miscon- 
duct 327 

COMMON  and  COMMONER. 

Whether,  upon  a  prescription  for  great 
cattle^  sheep  shall  be  included.      227 

A  corporation  may  prescribe  for  com- 
mon in  gross  for  cattle  levant  and 
couchani  within  a  town,  but  not  for 
common  in  gross  without  number.  343 

A  man  may  prescribe  for  common  for 
himself  and  his  tenants.  344 

If  one  has  common  without  number, 

still  he  ought  not  so  to  surcharge  the 

soil  as  to  deprive  the  lord  of  common 

there.  345 

3H  3 


his  lands,  &c.  on  a  particular  day^ 
these  words  amount  to  a  covenant 
by  A  to  convey  the  lands ;  for  agreed 

is  the  word  of  both,  but  it  is  an  in-  A  cust 

dependent   covenant,    and  A.    may  empk 

bring  an  action  for  the  money  before  nd), 

any  conveyance  by  him  of  the  land.  not  t 

319, 820  shoul 

Where  covenant  lies  on  the  word  dfemtM^  of  tit 

and  where  not                      321,  322  bat  i 

Where  covenant  lies  for  a  misfeasance,  com  i 

but  not  for  a  nonfeasance.    32%  323  it  hac 

If  a  man  grants  by  deed  a  watercourse  Custom 

and  stops  it,  the  grantee  shall  have  an  is  edi: 

action  of  covenant                        322  other. 

If  a  lease  be  made  of  a  house  and  esto-  Whethc; 

vers,  and  the  lessor  destroys  the  whole  seven 

wood,  the  lessee  shall  have  an  action  tionj  i 

of  covenant                                Ihid*  may  \ 

If  a  lease  be  made  of  a  house  and  piece 
of  land,  except  the  land  upon  which 
a  pump  stood,  with  the  use  of  the 
pump,  the  lessee  may  repair  the 
pump,  but  no  action  of  covenant  lies 

against  the  lessor  for  not  repairing  it  Where  I 

322, 323  matti! 
Where 

COUNTY  PALATINE.  part 

The  court  of  a  county  palatine  is  an  comj 

original  superior  court,  of  which  the  and  ii 

law  takes  notice,  and  it  need  not  cer-  ment 

tify  its  jurisdiction.                   74<^  75  In  an  n 

A  recovery  suffered  of  lands  in  a  county  niag<  \ 

palatine,  at  Westminster^  is  void,  be-  divis 

cause  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  the  \ ' 
courts  at  Westminster,                    74 

So  the  courts  of  great  sessions  in  Wales^ 

and  the  court  of  J?/y,  are  original  su-  At  whf  i 
perior  courts.                                  73 


COURTS. 

Vide  County  Palatike,  Jurisdic- 
tion* 

The  clerks  of  the  court  of  K.  B.  shall 
not  have  their  privilege  against  fo- 
reign attachment  in  London.     68,  69 

In  what  cases  the  privileges  of  the 
courts  at  Westminster^  and  of  their 
clerks,  have  been  allowed  against  cus- 
tomary actions  in  London.  68 

Of  the  proceedings  of  what  other  courts 
do  the  courts  at  Westminster  take  ju- 
dicial notice,  74 
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DEPARTURE. 

Vide  Pleadings,  Traverse,  and 

p.  209. 
DEVASTAVIT,  vide  Executor. 

If  an  administrator  pay  the  debts  of  the 
intestate,  in  such  order  as  the  law 
appoints,  to  the  value  of  all  the 
goods,  with  his  own  money,  he  may 
lawfully  dispose  of  the  goods  as  he 
pleases,  and  it  will  not  be  a  devas- 
tacit.  807,  308 

Where  the  sheriff  returns,  that  an  ad- 
ministrator has  sold  and  eloigned  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  intestate  to 
the  value  of  the  debt,  and  converted 
and  disposed  thereof  to  his  own  use, 
it  will  amount  to  a  return  of  a  devas^ 
tavit.  Ibid. 

DEVISE. 

Vide  Habenddm,  Stat.  32  H.  8.  1.  and 
34  H.  8.  5.    Revocation. 

If  lands  are  devised  to  two  sons,  and 
that  the  executor  shall  have  the  lands 
until  they  shall  attain  their  several 
ages  of  21  years  ;  they  shall  enter 
into  their  parts  severally  as  they  shall 
attain  their  age  respectively.         184 

One  house  is  devised  to  the  first  son 
and  his  heirs^  another  to  the  second 
son  and  his  heirs,  and  another  to  the 
third  son  and  his  heirs,  and  if  aU  the 
sons  die  without  issue,  that  the  said 
dwelling  houses  shall  remain  to  the 
wife  of  the  devisor  and  her  heirs, 
and  two  of  the  sons  died  without 
issue,  the  wife  shall  have  their  two 
dwelling-houses  immediately  after 
their  deaths  respectively.       184,  185 

But  this  case  has  been  since  denied, 
and  see  several  rules  and  cases  of 
cross-remainders.  185.  n.  (6) 

Doubtful  words  in  a  will  ought  to  be 
construed  for  the  benefit  of  the  heir, 
and  not  to  disinherit  him.  185 

A  man  devises  to  his  wife  the  demesnes 
of  a  manor  for  her  life,  and  the  ser- 
vices and  chief  rents  thereof  for  fif- 
teen years,  and  the  whole  manor  to 
another  after  the  wife's  death,  the 
devisee  shall  not  take  anything  until 
alter  the  wife's. death,  although  the 
fifteen  years  expire.  185,  186 
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EARNEST. 

Money  given  for  earnest  shall  be  taken 
as  part  of  the  sum  agreed  to  be  paid. 

320 

;  EJECTMENT,  vide  Declaration. 
What  sort  of  writ  lies  in  ejectment  317 

EMBRACERY,  vide  Information. 

A  heinous  offence  in  the  nature  of  em- 
bracery. 301 

ENDICTMENT,  vide  Indictmbnt. 

ENTRY. 

The  delivery  of  a  declaration  in  eject- 
ment does  not  amount  to  an  entry  to 
avoid  a  fine.  319 

ERROR. 
Vide  Judgment. 

Where  security  shall  be  given  a  writ  of 
error.  74« 

In  debt,  the  plaintiff  in  his  replication 
prays  judgment  and  his  debt,  but 
not  any  damages,  and  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff;  it  is  not  any  error,  for 
the  prayer  of  damages  is  but  matter 
of  form.  98 

Where  the  action  is  commenced  by  ori- 
ginal writ  out  of  Chancery,  a  writ  of 
terror  does  not  lie  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber^  but  only  in  parliament  34^6 

ESCAPE. 

Debt  upon  an  escape  out  of  execu- 
tion, vide  statutes  1  R.  2.  c.  12.  and 
21  Jac.  1.  c.  16. 

The  statute  1  R.  2.  c.  12.,  which  gives 
an  action  of  debt  against  the  warden 
of  the  Fleet  upon  an  escape  out  of 
execution,  extends  to  all  other  gaolers 

.  and  sheriffs.  38 

In  debt  for  an  escape  of  one  out  of 
execution,  the  plaintiff  must  shew  that 
he  has  recovered  a  judgment.    38, 39 

Pebt  is  not  maintainf^ble  against  the 


excutop  of  a  sheriff  or  gaoler  for  an 
escape  out  of  execution.  218 

ESTATE. 
Vide  Privity. 

Where  by  the  bargain  and  sale  of  tenant 
in  tail,  the  estate  oftthe  bargainee 
shall  be  descendible  for  the  life  of 
tenant  in  taiL  261 

Where  the  estate  of  a  bargainee  of  a 
reversion  in  tail,  shall  be  made  a  base 
fee-simple  by  a  fine  levied  by  the 
bargainor.  3id, 


ESTOPPEL. 


325. 327 


ESTOVERS,  vide  COVENANT. 
EXECUTION. 

In  what  courts  a  writ  of  error  is  no  stay 
of  proceedings  without  a  security.  74 

Where  the  court  of  K.B.  will  not  exe- 
cute the  judgment  of  an  inferior  court 
removed  by  certiorari.  98 

EXECUTOR. 

Vide  Administrator,  Declaration, 
Judgment. 

Although  the  breach  of  the  testators 
covenant  be  occasioned  by  the  exe- 
cutor's own  fault,  yet  the  judgment 
must  be  de  bonis  tesiataris.  112 

Judgment  against  an  executor  ought 
not  to  be  de  bonis  testaioris^  unless  he 
be  named  executor.  112 

But  qtuere  if  it  be  sufficient  to  declare 
against  him  as  executor,  without 
naming  him  executor  in  the  b^inning 
of  the  declaration  ?  112 

Debt  in  the  debet  et  detinet  lies  against 
an  executor,  who,  after  a  judgment 
recovered  against  him,  wastes  the 
testator  s  goods  to  the  value  of  the 
debt  recovered.  218,  219 

Upon  ne  ungues  executor  pleaded,  and 
found  against  the  defendant,  the 
judgment  shall  be  de  bonis  testatoris 
si,  &c,,  before  he  is  charged  de  bonit 
propriis.  217 

If  an  executor  pay  money  in  satisfac- 
tion of  a  debt  of  an  inferior  nature  to 


qtuBre  if  it  be  a  devastavity  or  shall 
change  the  property  of  the  assets  in 
his  hands?  218 

If  a  judgment  be  recovered  in  debt 
against  an  executor  upon  a  devas- 
taviiy  qtuere,  if  it  be  construed  a  debt 
upon  the  judgment,  or  debt  upon  the 
devastavit  ?  IbuL 

Debt  does  not  lie  against  the  executors 
of  a  sheriff  or  gaoler  for  an^  escape. 

218 

EXPOSITION  OF  WORDS. 

"Where  a  scilicet  or  videlicety  which  is 
repugnant  to  the  precedent  matter,  is 
void.  118.169.118 

Where  a  scilicet  or  videlicet^  which  is  not 
repugnant  to  the  matter  precedent, 
but  agrees  well  with  .it,  is  a  direct 
afRrmative  and  shall  be  taken  posi- 
tively. 170 

A  scilicet  X)r  videlicet  will  make  a  re- 
striction, where  the  words  are  general. 

Ibid. 

JSv€unmretur  and  cancellaretur.  199.201 

Where  a  scilicet  repugnant  to  the  postea 
is  void,  and  where  not.  286,  287 

The  word  postea  is  in  many  cases  suffi- 
cient, notwithstanding  a  repugnant 
scilicetj  where  it  is  alleged  in  point  of 
fact,  but  not  where  the  law  is  mis- 
taken. 287 

Where  a  scilicet  after  a  postea  shall  not 
be  void,  but  shall  make  a  bad  conclu- 
sion where  against  law.  Ibid, 

Where  the  woiS  (except)  shall  be  con- 
strued to  be  sensible  enough,  although 
it  be  put  out  of  its  proper  place.  320 

Pro.  Ibid. 

Where  covenant  lies  upon  the  word 
dimisiy  and  where  not.  321,  322 

Where  the  word  placitum  is  namen  col' 
lectivum,  338 

EXPOSITION  OF  SENTENCES. 

Where  one  part  of  a  sentence  shall  be 
restrained  and  explained  by  another, 
and  where  not.  59,  60 

Where  a  restrictive  clause  shall  extend 
to  both  sentences,  and  where  not.  60. 

To  save  harmless  from  all  actions 
against  ilt  118 


vativus.  200 

Actio  personalis  tnaritur  cum  persona, 

216 

An  insensible  clause  does  not  make  the 

rest  of  the  deed  vitious,  which  is  sen* 

sible  of  itself.  320 


F. 

FAILURE  OF  RECORD. 

Judgment  given  upon  failure  of  record 
before  issue  joined.  77.  79 

FELO  DE  SE. 
Vuk  Grants  le  Roy,  Pardon. 

FINK 

If  tenant  in  tail  of  a  reversion  bargains 
and  sells  it  to  the  bargainee  and  his 
heirs,  and  the  bargainee  dies,  where- 
by the  estate  descends  to  the  heir  of 
the  bargainee  for  the  life  of  the  bar- 
gainor, and  the  bargainor  levies  a  fine 
to  a  stranger,  the  estate-tail  is  barred 
and  extinguished,  and  the  heir  of  the 
bargainee  has  gained  a  fee-simple. 

261 

If  the  bargainee  devise  the  reversion 
and  die,  the  fine  levied  afterwards  by 
the  bargainor  will  not  make  the  will 
good  by  way  of  relation.  Ibid, 

Tenant  for  life  levies  a  fine  sur  conu- 
sance de  droit  come  ceo  with  procla- 
mations, and  he  in  the  reversion  for 
life  within  five  vears  after  the  death 
of  tenant  for  life  delivers  a  declara- 
tion in  ejectment,  it  does  not  amount 
to  an  entry  to  avoid  the  fine.        319 

FORFEITURE. 

The  lord  of  the  manor  shall  take  advan- 
tage of  a  forfeiture  of  tenant  for  life 
of  a  copyhold,  and  not  the  remainder 
man  or  reversioner.  151 

No  forfeiture  of  a  felo  de  se  accrues 
before  an  inquisition  is  taken  apd 
returned.  275.  362 

By  a  naked  pardon  of  all  forfeitures, 
the  thing  forfeited  is  Qpt  restored. 

362,363 


/ 


made  to  a  feh  de  se,  bad  for  two 
causes.  275 

How  the  form  of  an  infonnation,  found- 
ed upon  an  iuqui8ition>  ought  to  be. 

Ilfid. 

In  what  case  the  court  of  K.  B.  would 
not  hear  any  exception  to  an  inform- 
ation for  an  offence  in  the  natujre  of 
enabracerjr.  301^  302 

INQUISITION. 

No  forfeiture  of  a  felo  de  se  accrues  be- 
fore an  inquisition  is  taken.  275 

When  the  inquisition  which  finds  the 
felony  of  himself  is  returned  into  the 
K.  B.  the  debts  and  damages  which 
were  due  to  the  felo  de  se  are  vested 
in  the  king.  362 

ISSUE. 

An  issue  shall  be  taken  on  the  most 
material  point  22 

In  an  action  upon  the  case  for  service 
performed  for  a  time  certain,  the  de- 
fendant ought  to  put  in  issue  the 
whole  time  alleged  in  the  declaration. 

268,  269 

In  an  action  upon  the  case  every  part 
of  the  wrong  supposed  by  the  plain- 
tiff ought  to  be  put  in  issue.         269 

Where  a  good  issue  is  offered  to  the  de- 
fendant, he  ought  not  to  plead  over. 

318 

JUDGMENT. 

Where  and  in  what  courts  the  entries 
of  judgments  are  *^ideo  consideratum 
"  est**  generally,  without  saying,  "/M?r 
^^curiamy*  and  where  and  in  what 
counts  "/>er  curiam"  74 

If  the  defendant  be  attained  of  the  spe- 
cial matter  by  judgment  upon  de- 
murrer, the  vi  et  armis  shall  not  be 
tried,  although  there  be  an  issue 
thereon,  but  he  shall  be  fined,  and  a 
capicUur  awarded  against  him.  81,  82 

Judgment  given  upon  failure  of  record 
before    issue    joined,  not    reversed. 

97.99 

In  an  action  of  covenant  against  exe- 
cutors, judgment  ought  to  be  ok  bonis 
testatoris,  {dthough  the  breach  was  by 
the  executor's  own  default.  112 

Judgment  against  an  executor  ought 
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ation  extend  to  the  point  of  using  a 
trade  without  being  an  apprentice. 

Sll,  812 

Custom  of  London^  where  one  who  is 
educated  in  one  trade  may  use  an- 
other. 312 

An  alderman  of  London  had  his  pri- 
Tilege  allowed  against  a  custom  of 
electing  constables  according  to  the 
order  of  the  houses.  63 


M. 

MASTER,  vide  Statute  5  Eliz.  c.  4. 

If  the  master  refuse  to  keep  his  appren- 
tice any  longer  it  is  a  good  cause  of 
discharge.  315, 316 

MESSUAGE. 

What  things  may  be  demanded,  or  shall 
pass  by  the  name  of  a  messuage.  7,  8 

MIS-TRIAL. 

What  mis-trials  are  aided  after  verdict 
by  the  statutes  of  jeofails.      247,  248 

MODUS  DECIMANDI. 

Vide  Custom. 

Prescription  that  the  parson  has  such 
land,  or  such  a  sum  in  lieu  of  tithes, 
is  a  good  modus.  142 


N. 

NOLLE  PROSEQUL 

Where  the  plaintiff  may  enter  a  nolle 
prosequi  for  one  part  of  his  action, 
and  proceed  for  the  other  part.     207 

NOTICE,  vide  Court. 

Of  the  order  of  the  proceeding  of  par- 
liament and  of  their  committees,  the 
courts  at  Westminster  will  take  judi- 
cial notice.  133 


0. 

OCCUPANT,  vide  Heir. 

OBLIGATION. 
Vide  Statute  23  H.  6.  c.  10. 

If  the  condition  of  an  obligation  be  alto- 
gether insensible  and  void^  generally 
the  obligation  shall  be  single.         OS 

Any  words  by  which  the  intention  of 
the  parties  may  appear,  are  sufficient 
to  make  the  condition  of  an  obliga- 
tion, though  they  are  improper.  Ibid. 

But  the  intention  of  the  parties  will  not 
serve  to  construe  the  condition  of  an 
obligation  contrary  to  the  express 
words.  Ibid. 

The  condition  of  an  obligation  shall  be 
taken  favourably  for  the  advantage  of 
the  obligor.  Ibid. 

If  a  man  bind  himself  to  procure  a 
stranger  to  make  a  release  of  his 
right  or  title  to  lands,  the  obligor 
must  at  his  peril  procure  him  to  make 
a  release  in  fact,  although  he  has  not 
any  right,  &c.  216 

Whether  it  is  a  debt  where  the  bond  is, 
or  where  the  person  of  the  obligor 
inhabits.  ^4 

Where  an  obligor  is  not  well  charged 
with  his  deed.  275 

In  debt  against  an  obligor,  although  it 
appears  upon  oyer,  that  three  are 
mentioned  to  be  jointly  bound  in  the 
obligation,  yet  the  defendant  must 
not  demur,  but  ought  to  plead  in 
abatement  that  the  two  other  per- 
sons sealed  the  bond  and  are  in  full 
life,  if  the  truth  was  so.  291 

In  an  action  against  one  only  of  two  or 
more  joint  obligors  or  contractors, 
the  defendant  must  plead  the  liability 
of  the  others  in  abatement.         Ibid. 

A  bond  which  was  good  when  it  was 
made  shall  not  be  void  by  the  statute 
of  usury,  by  an  usurious  contract  for 
delaying  the  day  of  payment  after 
the  time  of  making  it.  295 

ORDERS   OF  JUSTICES  OF 
PEACE. 

Rules  to  be  observed  in  orders  for  the 


A  demise  may  be  pleaded  by  parcels. 

20S 
In  assumpsit  against  an  executrix  upon 
her  special  promise  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiffs  a  debt  due  by  the  testator 
to  A.  and  assigned  by  A,  to  the 
plaintiffs :  the  plea  of  the  defendant 
that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  shew  to  him 
any  writing  or  deed  of  such  assign- 
ment is  bad.  210 
In  debt  upon  bond  to  procure  a  stranger 
to  release  his  right  and  title  to  lands, 
the  defendant  cannot  plead  that  the 
stranger  has  not  any  right,  &c.  216 
Where  in  an  action  upon  the  case  for 
damages^  the  inducement  in  the  plea 
of  the  defendant  goes  only  to  part 
of  the  wrong,  and  yet  the  traverse 
goes  to  the  whole,  the  plea  is  bad. 

268,  269 
Where  the  defendant  ought  to   plead 
his  matter  in  two  pleas.  269 

Plea  to  an  information  for  a  debt  upon 
hond  made  to  a^e/b  de  se  bad  for 
several  causes.  274,  275 

A  grant  by  the  king  ought  to  be  pleaded 
directly,  qttod  concessit^  and  not  by  a 
testatum  existit  274* 

The  pleading  of  a  grant  by  the  king  of 
liberties  under  the  duchy  seal,  with- 
out an  averment  that  the  liberties  are 
parcel  of  the  duchy,  bad.  Ibid, 

In  pleading  a  debt  upon  bond,  it  ought 
to  be  said  directly  that  the  obligor 
hecame  bound  by  an  obligation,  and 
not  that  he  was  indebted  tp  the  ob' 
ligee,  as  appears  by  an  obligation. 

275 
Where  the  bad  conclusion  of  a  plea  is 
a  good  cause  of  demurrer.  283 

If  a  joint  obligation  be  sealed  by  three, 
and  one  only  is  sued,  the  defendant 
upon  oyer  ought  to  plead  it  in  abate- 
ment, and  not  demur.  291 
If  the  defendant  in  justification  of  an 
arrest,  pleads  that  the  bill  of  Middle^ 
sex  was  prosecuted  against  the  plain- 
tiff, whereupon  the  sheriff  made  and 
directed  a  warrant  to  arrest  him,  it 
shall  be  intended  that  the  bill  was 
delivered  to  the  sheriff  before  the 
making  of  the  warrant,  until  it  be 
specially  shewn  to  the  contrar)'.  299 
The  defendant  pleads  that  a  bill  of  Mid' 
dlesex  was  prosecuted  at  the  parish  of 
Vol.  L 


Saint  Clement  Danes,  on  the  twenty- 
Jifth  day  of  September  out  of  the 
King's  Bench  (the  said  court  then 
being  at  Westminster).  Qucere  of 
this,  because  the  25th  of  September  . 
was  out  of  term,  and  Saint  Clements 
and  Westminster  are  two  several 
places.  299 

Where  the  defendant  takes  an  issue, 
and  the  verdict  is  found  against  him, 
the  court  will  not  intend  that  he  had 
any  other  matter  to  plead  for  himself. 

308 

When  the  defendant  pleads,  and  upon 
demand  of  oyer  brings  an  indenture 
into  court,  the  indenture  is  made 
parcel  of  the  plea.  317 

If  it  appears  judicially  to  the  court,  by 
the  defendant's  own  shewing,  that  he 
has  pleaded  a  false  plea,  it  is  a  good 
cause  of  demurrer,  and  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary for  the  plaintiff  to  shew  any 
matter  of  fact  in  his  replication  to 
maintain  his  action.  Ibid. 

If  upon  oyer  of  an  indenture  the  con- 
clusion appears  to  be  that  both  par- 
ties have  put  their  hands  and  seals 
thereto,  it  shall  be  intended  that  the 
truth  was  so,  until  the  contrary  is 
shewn.  820 

If  in  debt  upon  bond  for  performance 
of  an  award,  the  defendant  shews  that 
part  of  the  award  only  which  was  to 
be  performed  by  himself,  and  pleads 
that  he  has  performed  it,  and  does 
not  shew  that  part  which  was  to  be 
performed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
plaintiff  takes  issue,  without  shewing 
the  other  part,  he  cannot  have  judg- 
ment 327 

Where  an  entire  plea  is  avoided  in  any 
material  part,  it  is  avoided  to  all  in- 
tents, 337 

PRESCRIPTION. 

Where  a  prescription  in  a  non  deci- 
mando  for  a  thing  certain  is  good. 

142 
What  prescription  is  a  good  modus  de- 
cimandi.  Ibid. 

An  intricate  prescription.  326,  327 

How,  and  for  what,  and  to  what  pur- 
poses a  corporation  may  prescribe. 

340.  344,  345,  346 
A  Okan  may  prescribe  for  common  or 
31 
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THE  TABLE  OF  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


TIME,  vide  Traverse. 

In  real  and  mixt  actions  the  time  is 
never  inserted.  286 

TESTAMENT,  vide  Demise. 

TITHES,  vide  Custom,  Modus 
DsciMANDi,  Prescription. 

Action  upon  the  statute  2  Edw.  6.  c.  13. 

of  tithes,  is   not  within  the  statute 

21  Jac.  1.  c.  16.  of  limitations.  SB 
If  one  cut  wood  for  fencing  his  own 

corn,  he  shall  not  pay  tithes  for  it 

142 
Where  a  prescription  in  a  non  decimando 

for  a  thing  certain,  is  good.         Ibid. 

TRADE,  vide  Londok,  Stat  7  Ric.  2. 
c.4.     Stat  5  Eliz.  c.4. 

At  common  law  it  was  lawful  for  a  man 
to  use  what  trade  he  would,  without 
being  an  apprentice  to  it  312 

Some  cities  and  boroughs  claim  a  liberty 
of  excluding  foreigners  from  buying 
and  selling  merchandizes  within  such 
city  or  borough.  Ibid. 

TRAVERSE. 
.   Vide  Pleadings,  Replication. 

The  defendant  traversed  the  day,  where 
it  was  not  material,  yet  the  plea  al- 
lowed. 14 

Where  a  traverse  may  be  taken  after  a 
traverse,  or  not  21,  22,  23 

What  shall  be  said  a  traverse.       21,  22 

A  matter  sufficiently  confessed  and 
avoided  shall  not  be  traversed.  22, 

23 

Where  the  plaintiff  counts  of  a  demise, 
and  the  defendant  pleads  another  dif- 
ferent demise,  the  defendant  ought 
to  traverse  the  demise  alfeged  in  the 
count  207. 209 

Where  the  plaintiff  claims  common  in 
six  acres,  and  the  defendant  shews 
that  the  plaintiff  had  common  in  40 
acres,  he  ought  to  traverse  the  com- 
mon in  six  acres  only.  207 

Where  the  surplusage  which  is  men- 
tioned in  the  defendant's  plea,  and 
not  supposed  by  the  declaration,  shall 
be  traversed  by  the  plaintiff,  or  not 
207,  208,  209 


Where  the  traverse  ought  to  come  on 
the  plaintiff's  part,  or  on  the  defend- 
ant's. 207,  208,  209 

In  debt  for  rent  of  three  chambers  let 
by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  pleads 
a  demise  of  three  chambers  and  ,a 
dining-room,  and  an  entry  by  the 
plaintiff  into  the  dining-room,  and 
prayed  judgment;  he  ought  to  tra- 
verse the  demise  of  the  three  cham- 
bers only.  207.  209 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  ought  to  main- 
tain his  lease,  as  he  has  declared ;  for 
if  he    traverse  the    entry  into   the 
dining-room,  it  will  be  a  departure  * 
from  his  declaration.  209 

In  an  action  upon  the  case  for  a  recom- 
pence  for  service  performed,  the  de- 
fendant's plea  bad,  because  by  his 
plea  and  traverse  he  had  put  only 
part  of  the  time  of  the  service  in 
issue.  268, 269 

Where  the  precise  traverse  of  the  in- 
tire  time  makes  the  plea  bad.        269 

The  defendant  confesses  and  justifies 
the  fact,  and  yet  adds  a  traverse  that 
he  has  done  it  otherwise  or  in  other 
manner  than  as  aforesaid ;  quarej  If 
it  be  a  good  traverse  ?  312 

Where  in  pleading  to  an  indictment  the 
traverse  ought  to  go  distributively  to 
every  part  of  the  time  mentioned  in 
the  indictment  Ibid. 

TRESPASS,  vide  Pleadings. 

Trespass  lies  for  killing  a  mastiff.  84,  85 
That  the  mastiff  did  run  violently  in  and 
upon  a  certain  dog  of  the  defendant 
and  did  bite  him ;  no  justification  for 
killing  him.  Ibid, 

If  the  plaintiff  lay  the  trespass  at  C,  ^d 
the  defendant's  justification  is  not 
local,  but  transitory,  the  defendant 
ought  to  justify  in  the  same  place 
where  the  plaintiff  has  declared.     85 

TRIAL. 

Trial  of  an  issue,  alien  artificer,  or  not 
shall  be  where  the  writ  was  brought 

8 

Where,  after  demurrer  to  the  defend- 
ant's plea,  and  argument  thereon,  a 
trial  was  directed  to  try  the  truth  of 
the  plea.  35S 


V. 

VARIANCE. 

Where  notwithstanding  three  variances 
between  the  bond  recited  in  the  con- 
dition of  a  counterbond,  and  the  bond 
in  the  replication  upon  which  the 
breach  was  assigned,  namely,  in  the 
day  of  the  making,  in  the  sum  to  be 
paid,  and  in  the  day  of  payment,  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintifT.  118,  119 

VERDICT,  vide  Jeofails. 

Where  judgment  shall  be  arrested  for 
the  uncertainty  of  the  verdict.    154, 

155 
What  defects  are  aided  after  verdict. 

227,228 
The  plaintiff  shall  not  have  judgment 
upon  a  verdict  which  falsifies  the  de- 
claration. 230 

VENUE. 

The  want  of  a  venue  is  aided  after  ver- 
dict by  the  statute  16  &  17  Car.  2. 
c.  8.  229 

Where,  when  the  venue  is  laid  for  the 
first  matter  in  the  cpunt,  all  the 
matter  which  follows  refers  to  the 
said  venue.  Ibid, 

Where,  when  the  action  is  laid  in  one 
place^  and  the  justification  in  another 


place,  the  venue  shall  be  from  the 
place  where  the  defendant  justifies. 

247 

USURY. 

A  bond  which  was  good  when  made, 
will  not  be  void  by  the  statute  of 
usury,  by  reason  of  an  usurious  con- 
tract after  the  making  of  the  bond. 

295 

W. 

WALES. 

The  court  of  K.  B.  takes  judicial  no- 
tice of  the  process  of  the  great  ses- 
sions in  Walesy  and  of  the  customs 
in  Wales.  74 

WILL,  vide  Devisk. 

WRIT,  vide  Abatement,  Jeofails. 

The  original  writ  in  ejectment  is  an  at- 
tachment, or  pane  per  vctdios  et  salvos 
pkgios,  and  not  a  summons.  317 

A  vitious  original  is  not  aided  by  any 
of  the  statutes  of  jeofails.  Jbid. 

If  there  be  a  vitious  original  upon  the 
filCj  the  court  will  not  intend  any 
other  good  original,  unless  the  plain- 
tiff shews  it.  318 
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